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ABSTRACT
CARRIE FRANCES INGOLDSBY
A QUANTITATIVE STUDY EXAMINING PERCEPTIONS OF PREPAREDNESS AMONG
ENTRY-LEVEL STUDENT AFFAIRS PROFESSIONALS FOR AN ACTIVE SHOOTER
EVENT ON CAMPUS
Under the direction of SHARON AUGUSTINE, Ph.D.
This quantitative, exploratory study examined perceptions of preparedness among entry-level
student affairs professionals for an active shooter event (ASE) on campus. Institutions of higher
education (IHE) have experienced an uptick of deadly and destructive ASEs in the last two
decades. Colleges and universities vary on whether they provide consistent active shooter
training to faculty, staff and/or students at all, as well as what level of training and type of
training is provided, despite personal safety concerns.
A total of 173 entry-level student affairs professionals completed the Entry-Level Student
Affairs Professional Active Shooter Preparedness Survey (ELASPS). Spearman’s rank order
correlation, t-tests, and ANOVA were utilized to examine perceptions of preparedness and level
of efficacy to respond to an ASE in relation to individual and institutional demographics, as well
as frequency, type, and content of active shooter training provided to entry-level student affairs
professionals. Participants also provided open-ended data on perceptions of preparedness for an
ASE, which was examined in relation to quantitative findings.
Results indicated that entry-level student affairs professionals who received any amount
or type of active shooter training had significantly higher perceived preparedness for an ASE and
significantly higher levels of efficacy to respond to an ASE than did entry-level professionals
who had no active shooter training. Thus, IHE should provide active, regular, and in-depth
xiii

training such as drills, exercises, and simulations to allow ELSAP to feel more prepared and
experience higher levels of efficacy to respond to an ASE. This study supports current research
on active shooter preparedness and presents a strong case to administrators at IHE for the
development and implementation of consistent and interactive active shooter training for entrylevel student affairs professionals.
Future research should focus on a specific area among entry-level student affairs
professionals, such as residence life professionals, who are more often involved in direct student
training of safety policies and procedures. Additionally, future studies might consider historically
and underrepresented populations to better understand connections of ethnicity and perceived
preparedness for an ASE.

xiv

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
One of the most notable but often forgotten school shootings in the 20th century took
place at the University of Texas in Austin in 1966. Charles Whitman, the “Texas Tower Sniper,”
killed his mother and wife with a knife, then climbed the clock tower on campus and began firing
across campus. Whitman shot and killed 17 people and injured 31 before being killed by Austin
police. This deadly active shooter incident redefined campus police training and police arming,
including the beginning of SWAT teams, and led to the opening of counseling centers at
institutions of higher education or IHE (Ellies, 2015; Lavergne, 2017). However, this was not the
first active shooter event on a college campus. On November 12, 1840, an unknown student shot
and killed a popular law professor at the University of Virginia who responded to the sound of
gunfire and attempted to unmask the shooter. This shooting is considered the first campus killing
with a gun in the United States (Rosenwald, 2018). Fast forward to 2007 when a mentally ill
student carried out what is now the deadliest mass shooting on a college campus: the killing of
32 students and staff and wounding of 17 others at Virginia Tech (Bonanno & Levenson, 2014;
Ellies, 2015; Keneally, 2019). Active shooter events have unfortunately impacted institutions of
higher education (IHE) for decades, causing chaos, death, and disruption (Clark et al., 2019).
Alarmingly, active shooter events are increasing at colleges and universities, forcing IHE to
prioritize planning, preparation, and training of students, faculty, staff, and administrators
(Bosman, 2019; Ford & Frei, 2016).
Active shooter events in general are on the rise in the United States with the number of
shootings up to 21.4 per year on average from 2013-2017, up from 11 per year on average from
1

2000-2012 (Kepp, 2018; Martaindale et al., 2017; Mazer et al., 2015; Terrades, 2017). The U.S.
Department of Homeland Security (2008) defined an active shooter as “an individual actively
engaged in killing or attempting to kill people in a confined and populated area; in most cases,
active shooters use firearm[s] and there is no pattern or method to their selection of victims”
(para. 1). Whether they target P-12 schools or IHE, active shooters cannot be classified by any
one defining demographic or personality characteristic, especially given the varied ages and
motivations of active shooters. However, the majority of active shooters are Caucasian, male,
middle class, isolated from peers, and suffering from mental health issues (Agnich, 2015; Baird
et al., 2017; Garrett, 2012).
The term active shooter event, or ASE, is a relatively new term that considers the motive
of the shooter versus the number of people wounded or killed. Many ASEs do not result in
deaths or even any serious injuries, but the intent of the shooter is to kill and injure a large
number of people at once (Capellan, 2015). Active shooter events may not result in any victims;
however, the terms rampage shooting or mass public shooting refer to an incident in which an
active shooter injures or kills four or more people. Mass public shootings refer to events that
occur in a public location and victims were unknown to the shooter (Duwe, 2020; Jonson, 2017;
Smart & Schell, 2021; Turner, 2017). The number of victims required to call it a rampage
shooting appears to be up for debate, as the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) defined a
rampage mass shooting as having three or more victims, and other sources set the criterion as
four or more victims (Clark et al., 2019; FBI, 2019; Rocque & Duwe, 2018). The term active
shooter event is often preferred to mass public shooting or rampage shooting because an ASE
does not require a set number of victims, wounded or killed, and it also may encompass broader
2

shooting rationales, such as domestic shootings (Capellan et al., 2018; Duwe, 2020; Smart &
Schell, 2021). During a shooting, most communications will refer to the event as an active
shooter event, and depending on the outcome and determination for what caused the shooting,
will more narrowly define the shooting after the fact (Duwe, 2020; Smart & Schell, 2021).
In 2019, out of 28 total ASEs in the United States, the majority occurred in places of
business (12), followed by open areas (5), government properties (4), and educational settings (3)
(FBI, 2020). Approximately 25% of all active shooter events from 2000-2013 were in an
educational setting, including P-12 and higher education. Places of commerce see the most ASEs
in the United States, with approximately 40% occurring at this location type (Blair & Schweit,
2014; Johnson et al., 2015). This is important because IHE represent both a workplace and
educational setting for faculty and staff (Clark et al., 2019; Jacobs et al., 2013). In general, gun
violence—including active shooter events, suicides, domestic disputes, robberies, and accidental
shootings—are increasing in and around college and university campuses, up 153% from 20022016 (Campus Safety Staff, 2016; Cannon, 2016; Jones, 2018). Unfortunately, since the Virginia
Tech massacre in 2007, gun violence at IHE has resulted in 26 mass shootings (3 or more people
shot), which included ASEs and other categories of gun violence, such as domestic disputes and
robberies. These shootings resulted in 53 killed and 95 wounded from 2007 through April of
2018 (Bosman, 2019; Ford & Frei, 2016; Morris, 2013; Rock, 2019). As for ASEs specifically,
from 2016-2017, 7 of the 50 total in the United States were in an educational setting, including
P-12 and IHE (Clark et al., 2019). From 2000-2017, 15 gun incidents categorized by the National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES, 2019) as ASEs occurred at IHE in which 143 people
were wounded or killed. While ASEs at an IHE appear to account for only a portion of the gun
3

violence incidents each year, more students, faculty, and staff are wounded and killed as a result
of an ASE than any other type of gun violence on campus (Cannon, 2016; Rock, 2019).
Interestingly, while current sources describe an increase in the rate of ASEs in the
country, there does not appear to be data on specific rates of ASEs on college campuses
compared to all other ASEs. Given the growth of higher education over the last 40 years, it is
noteworthy that postsecondary enrollment actually decreased by 5% from 2009-2019, yet ASEs
and other forms of gun violence are increasing on college campuses (NCES, 2021). What is clear
is that ASEs, mass public shootings, and other forms of gun violence have increased on and off
college campuses over the last two decades (Cohen et al., 2014; Duwe, 2020; Myers, 2017). It
does not appear that the threat of ASEs or other acts of gun violence on college and university
campuses is diminishing (Blair & Schweit, 2014; Capellan, 2015; Glover, 2016; Myers, 2017;
Seo et al., 2012). Most recently, six students were shot, two of whom were killed in an ASE, at
the University of North Carolina in Charlotte in April 2019 when a former classmate began
shooting in a morning anthropology class on campus (Bosman, 2019). In spite of the confusing
and often changing definitions and categories of ASEs, ASEs in general are becoming more
lethal, and they have increased in just the past decade with 2008-2018 showing the highest
casualty rate from ASEs, specifically mass public shootings, since the 1970s (Smart & Schell,
2021). The likelihood of an ASE occurring on any one campus may be low, but the impact of
lives lost, seriously wounded students, and lasting trauma when an active shooter attacks on a
campus is devastating for IHE (Flynn & Heitzmann, 2008; Kelly, 2015). It is imperative that
each IHE fully prepare all campus constituents for an ASE should its campus ever face one
(Glover, 2016; Grad, 2017).
4

Problem Statement
“An institution reveals its soul during a crisis” (Sandeen, 2006, p. 266).
While the statistical chances of encountering a school shooter on campus remain
relatively low at 5-10%, given there are often multiple injuries and deaths, the impact to
institutions of higher education that experience an active shooter event is both lasting and
devastating (Booker, 2014; Flynn & Heitzmann, 2008; Kelly, 2015; Kissner, 2016; Mann, 2007).
Since 2007, 46% of the victims of college campus shootings, or 148 people, were shot in a mass
public shooting (Jones, 2018). With 25% of ASEs occurring in an educational setting,
constituents at IHE feel less safe and fear they could experience an active shooter event on
campus (Blair & Schweit, 2014; Flynn & Heitzmann, 2008; Merriman, 2008).
Due to the increasing number of campus shootings and other campus crimes, all
institutions of higher education that receive federal funds must have crisis response plans
available as part of the Clery Act reporting requirements (Ford & Frei, 2016; Woolfolk, 2013).
While most institutions are able to meet yearly reporting requirements, many do not have
comprehensive, organized, and actively updated crisis management policies and procedures in
place to address a crisis such as an active shooter event on campus (Booker, 2014; Mitroff et al.,
2006; Woolfolk, 2013). Though there are many resources, training programs, and new
technologies available to address this specific threat, colleges and universities have been slow to
adopt and fund comprehensive policies and practices to aide in prevention, preparation, and
response to campus mass shootings due to competing institutional priorities, limited funding, and
the assumption that it won’t happen here (Booker, 2014; Mann, 2007; Mitroff et al., 2006).
Given the fact that entry-level student affairs professionals are often in high contact with
5

students, including living in residence halls, directly advising student organizations, and training
students on a variety of campus procedures and protocols, it is essential that they feel prepared to
handle a variety of crises on campus. This includes active shooter events (Schum, 2011). Entrylevel student affairs professionals need to know what role they play on campus during a crisis,
not only to ensure a correct response to an active shooter event, but also because they are often
tasked with training students in active shooter response (Clark et al., 2019; Davis et al., 2019;
Holzweiss & Walker, 2018; Liu et al., 2015). It is essential that student affairs staff living on
campus and/or working closely with students in active shooter training and response perceive the
campus as prepared for a crisis, including an active shooter event (Davis et al., 2019; Ford &
Frei, 2016).
Preparation for an active shooter event, in particular a rampage shooting event, is critical
to increase chances that campus constituents will react correctly and minimize campus impact,
which in these situations means reducing the number of students, faculty, and staff killed or
wounded (Glover, 2016; Grad, 2017; Parrot, 2012; Skurka et al., 2018). While institutions are
aware of the potential consequences of an active shooter on campus, students, faculty, and staff
often are not fully prepared to face this particular crisis situation because they have not been
provided with adequate training and drills (Clark et al., 2019; Liu et al., 2015; Seo et al., 2012).
Current studies exist related to campus crisis management in general, as well as active shooter
preparation and response for upper level administrators, provosts, faculty, emergency managers
and students (Catullo, 2008; Mitroff et al., 2006; Studenberg, 2017; Zdziarski, 2001). However,
to date, no such studies have specifically targeted entry-level student affairs professionals and
perceived preparedness for an active shooter event.
6

The purpose of this quantitative, descriptive study was to explore how the level of active
shooter training among entry-level student affairs professionals, as well as personal and
institutional demographics, is associated with individual, perceived preparedness for an active
shooter event and individual efficacy to respond to an active shooter event on campus.
Understanding this relationship can inform IHE in the development of more appropriate and
effective active shooter training programs.
Background of the Problem
Active shooter events and the more deadly rampage shooting attacks have occurred at
just about every public space possible in this country, including churches, shopping centers,
restaurants, sporting events, workplaces, and schools (Capellan, 2015; Sikes et al., 2018;
Terrades, 2017). There have been 88 mass shootings in which four or more people were injured
or killed in the United States from 1982-2018 (Arluke et al., 2018). The deadliest rampage
shooting on a college or university campus occurred at Virginia Tech in 2007 when a fellow
student, later determined to be suffering from serious mental health issues, murdered 32 students
and faculty and injured 19 more in a period of two hours on campus (Flynn & Heitzmann, 2008;
Terrades, 2017). However, the most notable mass shooter event in an educational setting in
recent history occurred just over 20 years ago: the Columbine High School shooting in 1999.
This shooting, which left 13 dead and many more wounded, is largely considered the event that
ushered in the age of school shootings in the United States. Columbine created a fear that our
students were not safe at school, which no one had previously acknowledged (Arman, 2000;
Kennedy, 2019; Taxman, 2016; Terrades, 2017).
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Although the 1999 Columbine shooting is often thought of as the beginning of the gun
violence era on school grounds, in reality since 1968, there have been 76 shootings on college
campuses, with 56 of those happening since 2000. These shootings exclude suicide incidents and
occurred either on or close to campus and during class time. Seventy-three percent of shootings
on campus happened in the last two decades (Rock, 2019). Rampage mass shootings on college
campuses account for a relatively low number of overall shootings on campuses (5-10%);
however, they account for a larger proportion of injuries and deaths, including 5 dead and 19
wounded in 2016-2017 alone (Clark et al., 2019; Peterson et al., 2015). The 2007 Virginia Tech
massacre, although not the first mass shooting attack on a college campus, directed the attention
of the nation and all IHE to the tragic impact of an ASE on campus in the same way that
Columbine caught the nation’s attention to P-12 mass shootings (Bonanno & Levenson, 2014;
Peterson et al., 2015).
Colleges and universities face the challenge of working to prevent and respond to all
types of crises, with active shooter incidents being just one of many, including explosions, fires,
weather events, and chemical spills (Mann, 2007; Mitroff et al., 2006; Skurka et al., 2018). In
preparing for all types of crisis on campus, colleges and universities must focus on both active
shooter preparation and prevention (Doherty, 2016; Kepp, 2018; Terrades, 2017). Prevention
efforts include increasing available counseling services, education for students, requirements for
faculty and staff to report students of concern, and organized behavioral assessment teams to
monitor students on the radar of faculty and staff (Agnich, 2015; Baird et al., 2017; Clark et al.,
2019; Thompson et al., 2009). IHE must also consider ways to make campuses physically safer,
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which is often referred to as target-hardening. This preparation may include locks on doors and
bulletproof glass, as well as metal detectors and gunshot detectors (Terrades, 2017).
An important factor associated with prevention is the overall health and wellness of
students (Baird et al., 2017). College and university students are dealing with unique mental
health issues such as anxiety and depression at an increasing rate (Henriques, 2018). The vast
majority of students suffering from anxiety and depression are not and should not be considered
active shooter threats due to mental illness; however, it is clear that most rampage shooters had
some form of mental illness that was not being appropriately addressed or treated at the time of
the shootings (Baird et al., 2017; Capellan, 2015; Flynn & Heitzmann, 2008; Garrett, 2012;
Glover, 2016). Prevention efforts are important, but it is impossible to know who will be the next
active shooter because shootings are random and uncommon, and there is not much other than
the thoughts of the shooter directly motivating the behavior (Blair et al., 2014). Mass shootings
are happening with more frequency, due in part to mentally unstable students copying what is
seen in the media (Baird et al., 2017; Kissner, 2016).
IHE must ensure that campuses are prepared for an active shooter given the impossibility
of predicting and preventing every potential act of violence (Clark et al., 2019; Sikes et al.,
2018). Preparedness took center stage in the wake of the Virginia Tech tragedy: schools rushed
to ensure improvement of policies and procedures (Fox & Savage, 2009; Morris, 2013).
Preparedness often refers to training students, faculty, and staff on how to respond during an
active shooter event, including mandatory viewing of training videos such as Run, Hide, Fight or
Avoid, Deny, Defend (Clark et al., 2019; Doherty, 2016; Ford & Frei, 2016; Jonson, 2017;
Martaindale et al., 2017). Yet effective preparedness should not stop at brochures, videos, and
9

websites about active shooter response (Hammer, 2019; Martaindale et al., 2017). Preparing the
campus for an active shooter event is often the role of both campus police departments and
student affairs professionals (Thompson et al., 2009). However, IHE often stop short of
standardized tabletops and full-scale drills, which would more likely prepare campus constituents
to respond in the most appropriate way, including following the steps outlined in active shooter
response videos (Clark et al., 2019; Ford & Frei, 2016; Peterson et al., 2015).
Another aspect of preparedness includes the response of the institution in the event of an
active shooter on campus (Herring, 2016; Parrott, 2012). This reaction may include a crisis
response team with an incident command center on campus ready to accommodate the crisis
response team (Grad, 2017; Herring, 2016). A risk assessment that considers gaps in active
shooter preparation, such as a slow campus wide notification system or poor training of the crisis
response team, can allow an institution to be more prepared to respond to an active shooter event
(Grad, 2017; Hammer, 2019). Communication must also be considered during a crisis event.
Communication should be timely, clear, and concise and include accurate information to alert the
campus community to the crisis or threat (Callahan & Fox, 2008; Grad, 2017; Merriman, 2008;
Skurka et al., 2018; Wilkie, 2015). IHE must consider prevention, preparedness, response, and
recovery in a comprehensive crisis management plan to best address crises of all types, including
an active shooter incident on campus (Booker, 2014; Mitroff et al., 2006; Prywes & Sobel,
2015). Consequently, active shooter preparation includes appropriate and accessible policies,
protocol, and training for all campus constituents (Mitroff et al., 2006; Studenberg, 2017; U.S.
Department of Education [USDOE], 2010).
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Interestingly, an active shooter incident on campus represents for staff and faculty both a
workplace shooting and a campus shooting. In some cases, the shooting may be directly tied to a
disgruntled campus employee. More commonly, it is tied to a current or former student.
Accordingly, the policy development, prevention strategies, preparation, training, and response
are similar for workplace shootings and campus shootings (Clark et al., 2019; Jacobs et al., 2013;
Martaindale et al., 2017; Rorie, 2015). The intersection of school shooting with workplace
shooting for student affairs staff working on campus provides an even greater urgency for
increased prevention, preparedness, and response programs. Staff are experiencing the event as
employees, and they need to be trained to respond but also receive support as employees after the
crisis. Additionally, student affairs staff often provide training to students in their care and must
support students in the aftermath (Catullo, 2008; Zdziarski, 2001). Both employee and student
safety become essential, and entry-level student affairs professionals must navigate their own
preparedness as well as the preparedness of students (Zdziarski, 2001). Preparedness of students
by student affairs professionals typically occurs in the residence halls and within student
organizations and activities (Long, 2012; Molina & Bonds, 2018). Student affairs professionals
are trained to focus on the safety and wellbeing of students, which often includes extensive
campus policy discussion and yearly training sessions (Holzweiss & Walker, 2018; Molina &
Bonds, 2018; Schuh et al., 2011).
Entry-level student affairs professionals are most likely to provide active shooter training
for students on campus. This training may or may not be done alongside campus police or
emergency management staff (Booker, 2014; Mann, 2007). Current research asserts that IHE are
not providing adequate training for staff or faculty in crisis response including active shooter
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response. This is most noticeable at smaller IHE (Clark et al., 2019; Kapucu & Khosa, 2013;
Mitroff et al., 2006; National Center for Campus Public Safety, 2016; Pitts, 2018; Studenberg,
2017; Zdziarski, 2001). Entry-level student affairs staff must be prepared to respond to an active
shooter, which will then equip them to train students to respond to an active shooter on campus
(Holzweiss & Walker, 2018; Mitroff et al., 2006; Zdziarski, 2016). Because entry-level student
affairs professionals (ELSAP) are a critical link between the campus emergency response plan
and its implementation, institutions need to better understand how entry-level student affairs
professionals perceive active shooter preparedness in relation to the training they receive from
the institution (Mitroff et al., 2006; Pitts, 2018; Zdziarski, 2016). It is important to understand the
perceived level of preparedness of entry-level staff as it relates to response efficacy, as well as
efficacy towards training others to respond correctly to an ASE. This insight will allow
institutions of higher education to modify, add or adapt training programs that better prepare
student affairs staff on campus, thereby better preparing students on campus.
Research Questions
The following questions guided this study:
1. What associations exist between active shooter training provided to entry-level
student affairs professionals and both their perceived preparedness for an active
shooter event and their perceived efficacy to respond to an active shooter?
Training variables include training availability, required active shooter training, number of active
shooter trainings, length of active shooter trainings, number of active shooter drills, number of
functional training exercises, number of full-scale training exercises, type of active shooter
exercises, components of active shooter training, tactics modeled, opportunity for questions,
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opportunity for feedback, student training provided, and involvement in student training.
Perceived preparedness and efficacy variables include perceptions of institutional preparedness,
individual perceptions of preparedness (response), forethought, thoughts about training (value),
and self-efficacy (confidence).
2. What associations exist between individual and institutional demographics of entrylevel student affairs professionals and both their perceived preparedness for an active
shooter event and their perceived efficacy to respond to an active shooter?
Demographic variables include age, gender, ethnicity, position type, years of experience, type of
institution, institution classification (private or public), institution location, and institution size.
Perceived preparedness and efficacy variables include perceptions of institutional preparedness,
individual perceptions of preparedness (response), forethought, thoughts about training (value)
and self-efficacy (confidence)
The study included the following demographic variables: age, gender, ethnicity, position
type, years of experience, type of institution, public versus private institution, and institution
size. Tests of association were conducted between each of the eight demographic variables and
variables that measure perceptions of preparedness and efficacy, some of which are grouped
according to similarity of concept or idea measured. The main variables or factors included the
following: perceptions of institutional preparedness, individual perceptions of preparedness
(response), forethought, thoughts about training (value) and self-efficacy (confidence). The study
also explored associations between variables, some of which were grouped according to
similarity of concept or idea measured, related to perceptions of preparedness with the following
training variables: annual number of active shooter trainings provided, length of each active
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shooter training, number of active shooter drills provided, number of active shooter functional
exercises provided, number of full scale training exercises provided, modalities of exercises
participated in, components included in active shooter trainings, tactics modeled in active shooter
trainings, opportunity to ask questions, opportunity to provide feedback, regularity of training,
and student training involvement. The main variables or factors examined included the
following: perceptions of institutional preparedness, individual perceptions of preparedness
(response), forethought, thoughts about training (value) and self-efficacy (confidence).
The survey instrument defined efficacy, but to provide a more understandable set of
response options, it utilized the phrase confidence versus self-efficacy. Bandura (1997) made the
distinction between the theoretical concept of efficacy and the more ordinary term confidence.
Confidence is a person’s strength of belief. Self-efficacy relates to one’s “agentive capabilities,
that one can produce given levels of attainment. A self-efficacy assessment, therefore, includes
both an affirmation of a capability level and the strength of that belief” (Bandura, 1997, p. 382).
Theoretical Framework
This study examined perceptions of student affairs staff in active shooter preparedness
using Bandura’s (1997) theory of self-efficacy, which is one of the main constructs of his social
cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986). Social cognitive theory posits that cognitive, behavioral, and
environmental elements impact learning. Bandura (1986) explained that just about all learning
can occur through observation of others’ behaviors and actions and what happens as a result of
them. However, within this framework, people have agency over their individual behaviors,
which impacts learning. Bandura (1986) described three main areas of the theory: human agency,
self-regulation, and self-efficacy. Human agency relates to an individual’s ability to make
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specific and purposeful decisions about learning and behavior change. Self-regulation describes
the thoughts, feelings, and actions focused on and continually adapted to reach individual goals.
Self-efficacy is an important part of self-regulation (iSALT Team, 2014). The concept of selfefficacy explores in more detail how belief in individual capability helps to accomplish a goal or
task. An individual's sense of self-efficacy is an important factor in how they approach that task
(Bandura, 1997).
According to Bandura, the most important aspect of personal agency is an individual’s
belief regarding his or her ability to exert control over areas or events that impact life, making
self-efficacy the most critical component of human motivation and learning (Bandura, 1989;
iSALT Team, 2014). A person’s sense of self-efficacy can have either a positive or negative
impact on achieving goals or accomplishing tasks. Based on this theoretical construct, entry-level
student affairs professionals’ belief in their ability to encounter and respond to an active shooter
will have an impact on how they actually respond should there be an active shooter event on
their campus. In other words, feeling prepared to encounter an active shooter leads to higher
levels of efficacy, which will potentially influence the actual response and allow for a more
positive outcome (Pitts, 2018; Zdziarski, 2001). Along with individual response that may include
assisting students during an active shooter event, entry-level student affairs professionals' selfefficacy surrounding active shooter preparedness, based on this theory, would potentially impact
their ability to train and prepare others for an active shooter event, a task that often falls on this
constituency of the institution (Booker, 2014; Mann, 2007). Entry-level professionals who have a
lower sense of self-efficacy in this area will not feel as in control of the environment and
response and often will have increased anxiety and fear. Alternatively, higher levels of self15

efficacy increase feelings of control and ability to respond to an event positively by maintaining
a course of action (Bandura, 2001). Social cognitive theory posits that people learn from
observation and continual interaction between individuals in their environment, so campus
environments with an emphasis on active shooter preparedness are conducive to greater learning
on the topic of ASEs (Bandura, 1986). Therefore, yearly training and drills are a critical method
for teaching campus constituents how to respond to an active shooter event on campus (Clark,
2019; Morris, 2013).
Nevertheless, institutions of higher education have been slow to incorporate
comprehensive active shooter preparedness programs including yearly, mandatory training and
drills for students, faculty, and staff (Clark, 2019; Clark et al., 2019). Participating in active
shooter training increases safety self-efficacy, which refers to how a campus constituent will
respond to an active shooter or mass shooter incident (Ford & Frei, 2016). Comprehensive active
shooter preparedness programs positively enhance ELSAP’s sense of self-efficacy to respond to
an active shooter event on campus (Ford & Frei, 2016). In other words, an institution that
provides ongoing active shooter training not only increases preparedness of staff but also
increases the feeling they will respond appropriately to an active shooter response, and this is
tied to actual performance of the correct response (Bandura, 1997).
Significance of the Study to Educational Leadership
This study explored entry-level student affairs professionals’ perceptions of preparedness
to respond to an active shooter incident on campus. This study also examined important personal
and institutional demographic factors that potentially impacted perceptions of preparedness of
entry-level student affairs professionals. This study will help IHE improve the effectiveness of
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their policies and procedures for active shooter training, particularly in relation to their student
affairs professionals who are directly training and preparing students on campus for an active
shooter event. Given entry-level student affairs professionals (ELSAP) are often relied on to
provide active shooter policies and training for students, it is incumbent upon institutions to have
a comprehensive understanding of how these student affairs professionals perceive active shooter
preparedness on their campuses (Grad, 2017; Parrot, 2012). At the time of this study, a number
of studies existed that considered broad level preparedness for types of campus crisis as well as
several that examined upper level student affairs administrators’ perceptions of preparedness for
crises on campus (Catullo, 2008; Snyder, 2014; Studenberg, 2017; Zdziarski, 2001). In addition,
several studies specifically addressed faculty and campus police preparedness for active shooter
incidents (Mitroff et al., 2006; Thompson et al., 2009). However, there was a dearth of current
quantitative research on entry-level student affairs professionals’ perceptions of preparedness for
an active shooter event on campus or how perceived preparedness is related to personal and
institutional demographics as well as type and level of active shooter training. Studies tying selfefficacy to crisis response and active shooter response were also limited. Liu et al. (2015) studied
self-efficacy and impact in crisis response for IHE staff and faculty, while Pitts (2018) studied
ASE preparedness and self-efficacy among faculty members (Kelly, 2015; Liu et al., 2015; Pitts,
2018; Studenberg, 2017). This study provides a unique understanding of ELSAP’s perceived
preparedness for an ASE as well as ELSAP’s levels of efficacy to respond to an ASE and to train
students to respond to an ASE. This study is significant in that it accomplished the following:


determined the extent to which entry-level student affairs professionals at institutions
of higher education feel prepared to respond to an active shooter event on campus.
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determined the extent to which entry-level student affairs professionals at institutions
of higher education feel prepared to train students in active shooter response.



determined the extent to which perceptions of preparedness and level of efficacy to
respond to an ASE are tied to individual and institutional demographics.



determined the extent to which perceptions of preparedness and level of efficacy to
respond to an ASE are tied to the type and number of active shooter trainings
provided to entry-level student affairs professionals,



provided a rationale for consideration of possible changes to active shooter training
policies and procedures at IHE, and



established a context for future studies of the relationship between institutional active
shooter training and the perceptions of entry-level student affairs professionals in
higher education.
Procedures

This study utilized a non-experimental design involving descriptive and exploratory
procedures, including a variety of bivariate methods, to examine associations among the
variables measured (McMillan & Schumacher, 1997). The researcher administered the survey
instrument to entry-level student affairs professionals working full time on college and university
campuses in the United States. This study employed a non-probability, convenience sampling
technique using social media groups and professional organization affiliation, which are an
accessible population of the target population. The latter was used to identify entry-level student
affairs professionals working full time in the United States at two or four year, public or private
institutions of higher education (Cohen et al., 2011). The researcher obtained the sample of
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entry-level student affairs professionals by utilizing a professional organization affiliation
through the American College Personnel Association (ACPA), which allows active members to
request emails that fit specific criteria for research purposes. ACPA is a professional
organization representing college and university student affairs professionals. The sample was
also obtained utilizing several higher education Facebook groups in which entry level student
affairs professionals held membership. A third method for finding participants included emailing
a number of entry level professionals at institutions across the country.
The study used a cross-sectional research design by analyzing data taken at a specific
point in time (Cohen et al., 2011). This design allowed expedient and efficient collection of data,
including personal and institutional demographics, training data, and factors related to perceived
preparedness and perceived efficacy to respond to an active shooter event. Prior to a request for
study participants, the researcher sought and obtained Institutional Review Board (IRB)
approval. An IRB request for modification was completed to adjust for new solicitation methods
including emails, posts, and a gift card drawing for respondents who completed the survey.
Email contact was made to request participation in the study, and once participants agreed to be a
part of the study, surveys, which include informed consent forms, were sent electronically to
individual emails using a web-based method, as well as being posted on the Facebook groups
(Rea & Parker, 2005). Data were collected and recorded; confidentiality of the participants was
maintained by disassociating email addresses from responses.
Instrumentation used to gather data included the Faculty Active Shooter Preparedness
Survey, previously utilized by Pitts (2018) in a dissertation on faculty perceptions of active
shooter preparedness. The survey required significant modifications for the current study,
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including the deletion of a number of questions that did not apply, restructuring of several
questions to more appropriately fit the current study, and the addition of several demographic
questions. The phrase “entry-level student affairs professional” replaced the word “faculty” in
each part of the survey. Due to the modifications made, the researcher utilized the survey in a
pilot study after receiving IRB approval. This was to ensure that the validity and reliability of the
instrument were maintained as far as possible (McMillan & Schumacher, 1997). Minor changes
were made to the instrument based on pilot study participant feedback. Cronbach’s Alpha was
also utilized to ensure internal consistency and reliability. The sample for the pilot study derived
from the Student Affairs Professionals Facebook Group on social media. All interested
participants received email correspondence with all informed consent forms and background on
the study.
Responses on demographic and training questions related to preparedness for an active
shooter event and level of efficacy to respond to an ASE were tabulated and analyzed using
standard descriptive statistical techniques. The researcher conducted bivariate analyses on the
data to determine associations between personal and institutional demographics of entry-level
student affairs professionals and each of the 28 preparedness and efficacy variables. Bivariate
analyses were also conducted to determine associations between active shooter response training
variables and each of the 28 perceptions of preparedness and efficacy variables measured in the
current instrument.
Limitations and Delimitations
The intent of this study was to examine perceptions of active shooter preparedness among
entry-level student affairs professionals on college and university campuses across the United
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States. A limitation of this study was the decision to survey only entry-level student affairs
professionals, for considering only entry-level student affairs professionals did not allow for an
examination of other campus constituents including mid-level student affairs professionals,
administration, faculty, non-student affairs staff and students. However, understanding this
specific stakeholder’s perceptions of preparedness, as well as their responses regarding current
active shooter training on campus, is a critical component to filling in an institution’s gaps in
preparedness for a crisis (Booker, 2014). It is also possible that perceptions of the roles of entrylevel student affairs professionals may be different based on the size and type of institution, and
that may have impacted responses. Another potential limitation is the varying job duties of entrylevel student affairs staff and that impact on exposure to crisis training. Also, the inability to
control for all variables when analyzing descriptive data provided in survey responses is a
potential limitation to this study. This limitation could have an effect on the analysis of the data.
The COVID-19 pandemic, which began in early 2020, is another potential limitation of this
study. The pandemic disrupted IHE academic and student affairs offerings and programs, which
may have include training offered to students, faculty, and student affairs professionals. This
possibly impacted standard experiences in the academic year for respondents, as well as
impacted the number of respondents willing to participate in the study. Lastly, the data
corruption that occurred within the Survey Monkey assessment was a limitation due to the
potential for oversights during data cleaning to remove all bot answers from the raw data.
There were numerous delimitations in this study due to the researcher’s choice and the
study’s design and purpose. This study did not explore specific types of active shooter training
programs or determine the quality of specific programs offered to entry-level student affairs
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professionals. The study did not include entry-level student affairs professionals from outside of
the United States, given the vastly different laws and culture from country to country, as well as
the difference in the profession of student affairs outside of the United States. The study did not
include student affairs professionals at schools that solely provide technical education. The study
focused on the relationship between perceptions of active shooter preparedness among entrylevel student affairs professionals and the level of active shooter training provided. The study
also considered personal and institutional demographic factors and how they potentially relate to
perceptions of preparedness and perceived efficacy to respond to an ASE.
Definition of Terms
The following definitions are provided to assist the reader:
Active shooter is an individual who is actively attempting to kill others in a confined or
populated area.
Active shooter event refers to one or more individuals killing or attempting to kill
multiple people in a location with multiple unrelated people.
Continuity of operations plan (COOP) is a plan to ensure a school/business can continue
essential services.
Emergency operations center (EOC) is the central location for managing emergencies
that often includes all necessary supplies and information to manage an emergency.
Entry-Level student affairs professionals (ELSAP) are higher education professionals
who are typically new to the field of student affairs, often having recently graduated from a
graduate program in student affairs, counseling, or college student personnel and working full
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time in an entry-level position in student affairs on a college or university campus. Most are
often in years 0-3 of work, but they could have experienced a longer time of employment.
Incident command system (ICS) is a system designed to manage an emergency or crisis
incident more effectively and efficiently by bringing together facilities, equipment, personnel,
procedures, and communications operating under a common organizational structure.
Institutions of higher education (IHE) refer to a variety of schools that offer
postsecondary education and learning in a course of study with the result of completion being a
diploma, certificate, or named degree.
Mass public shooting is an incident in which a shooter attempts to kill four or more
people, and may or may not be successful.
Rampage shooting attack is an incident in which four or more people are wounded or
killed in a completely random attack.
Self-Efficacy is the belief in one’s individual ability to effectively complete a course of
action in a given situation to produce a desired result.
Social cognitive theory, developed by Albert Bandura in the 1980s, describes learning
within a social context with a robust and reciprocal interaction between a person, the
environment, and individual behaviors.
Abbreviations
The following are designated abbreviations used throughout this study:
ASE is Active Shooter Event
IHE is Institutions of Higher Education
ERP is Emergency Response Plan
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COOP is Continuity of Operations Plan
EOP is Emergency Operations Plan
ELSAPs is Entry-Level Student Affairs Professionals
ICS is Incident Command System
NIMS is National Incident Management System
Summary
It is impossible to predict when or where the next active shooter event will occur on a
college or university campus; therefore, it is vitally important that students, faculty, and staff are
prepared to respond to an active shooter threat, since the majority of active shootings on campus
happen within the classroom (Clark et al., 2019). However, faculty and staff that work at schools
without defined policies, regular training, and active shooter drills do not feel as prepared as
those with them (Clark et al., 2019; Mann, 2007 ). Unfortunately, IHE tend to be reactive when
developing a comprehensive crisis management plan, waiting until after experiencing an actual
crisis (Booker, 2014). Examining perceptions of active shooter preparedness among entry-level
student affairs professionals will provide institutions of higher education insight into gaps that
exist between policy development and a fully integrated active shooter preparedness program on
campus. Because entry-level student affairs professionals are often directly responsible for
training the student community in this area, as well as participating in prevention efforts, it is
critical that they feel prepared to respond to an active shooter event on campus and have high
levels of efficacy to respond (Grad, 2017; Thompson et al., 2009). Examining perceived
preparedness and individual efficacy to respond to an active shooter on campus among entrylevel student affairs professionals will provide IHEs a more complete understanding of what may
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be lacking in institutional active shooter preparation and training that will more effectively
promote feeling prepared and capable of a correct response (Studenberg, 2017; Zdziarski, 2001).
This quantitative, exploratory study considered a variety of institutional and individual
demographics, as well as level and types of training, which may have an effect on perceptions of
preparedness and individual efficacy to respond to an active shooter event among entry-level
student affairs professionals.
The following chapter, Chapter 2, provides a review of relevant literature. Chapter 3
offers a description and rationale of the research design utilized in this study. Chapter 4 presents
the results of data collection, portrayed in tables, figures, and narrative. Chapter 5 is a discussion
of the results, accompanied by implications and recommendations for future research.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
The purpose of this quantitative, descriptive study was to explore how the level of active
shooter training among entry-level student affairs professionals, as well as personal and
institutional demographics, is associated with individual, perceived preparedness for an active
shooter event and individual efficacy to respond to an active shooter event on campus.
Understanding this relationship can inform IHE in the development of more appropriate and
effective active shooter training programs.
From 2000-2017, IHE experienced 15 active shooter events that wounded or killed 143
people (NCES, 2019). While the statistical likelihood of an active shooter on campus remains
relatively low, the outcome can be severe when campus ASEs turn into mass casualty situations
(Capellan, 2015; Fox & Savage, 2009; Sikes et al., 2018). The mass shooting attack at Virginia
Tech served as a wake-up call for many IHE to focus on prevention, preparation, and response to
an ASE, in particular notification systems. However, consistent, in-depth training on active
shooter response is not common at IHE across the country (Clark et al., 2019; Mitroff et al.,
2006; Studenberg, 2017). The steady upward trend of ASEs in the country and in educational
settings means IHE must be prepared (Blair & Schweit, 2014; Cannon, 2016; Rock, 2019).
Active shooter events have significantly impacted crisis management at IHE, including
communication, training, technology, and emergency planning (Roman, 2018). IHE must
consider how to prevent, prepare, mitigate, respond, and recover from all types of crises. Active
shooter events require unique focus and preparation; however, due to their unpredictable nature
and potentially horrific impact to the institution (Liu et al., 2015; Zdziarski et al., 2007), IHE
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must fully prepare all campus constituents, including administrators, faculty, staff, and students,
to minimize loss of life (Snyder, 2014). Current research points to a lack of preparation provided
for ASEs on college and university campuses, which can directly impact the outcome of an ASE
(Clark et al., 2019; Seo et al., 2012).
This chapter provides a thorough review of the literature related to the history and
background of active shooter events in the United States (Lavergne, 2017; NCES, 2019; Rocque
& Duwe, 2018). Current data and trends regarding active shooter events, rampage shootings, and
mass attacks are discussed to provide a greater understanding of the problem for IHE (Cannon,
2016; Keep, 2018; Martaindale et al., 2017; Peterson et al., 2015). Descriptions of recent active
shooters at IHE include demographics, motivations, environmental factors, and personal
characteristics (Agnich, 2015; Baird et al., 2017; Blair & Schweit, 2014; Martaindale et al.,
2017). Also included is an outline for the relationship of mental health and active shooter
incidents, a significant challenge for IHE (Arluke et al., 2018; Kissner, 2016; Rocque & Duwe,
2018; Spicer, 2018). General crisis and emergency management are addressed, focusing on the
critical areas of crisis management: prevention, preparedness, mitigation, response, and recovery
at IHE (Kingshott & McKenzie, 2012; Studenberg, 2017; USDOE, 2013). Following this is a
discussion of crisis management at IHE, with specific focus on current plans and practices
related to active shooter prevention, preparedness, mitigation, response, and recovery (Ford &
Frei, 2016; Snyder, 2014; Zdziarski, 2001). Next is a review of current laws, legislation, and gun
control arguments, as well as student privacy laws that have direct impact on active shooter
incidents on IHE (Fox & DeLateur, 2014; Tribbensee, 2008). Finally, the role of student affairs
in institutional crisis management with a focus on active shooter events is provided. Specifically,
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the current lack of training and preparation for an ASE among student affairs professionals is
explored (Cook, 2016; Holzweiss & Walker, 2018). The chapter concludes with an outline of the
theoretical framework for the study. Bandura’s (1986, 2001, 2005) social cognitive theory
utilizing the concept of self-efficacy as a driver or predictor of positive performance framed the
current study
History, Background, and Current Trends of ASEs
This section offers a discussion of the history, background, and current trends of active
shooter events in the United States. The section begins with a discussion of events in contexts
outside of educational institutions, followed by a history of shooter events in educational
settings. The discussion concludes with the current trends of active shooter events in educational
settings.
U.S. Active Shooter Events
Active shooter events resulting in mass murder have shaped the American experience and
psyche over the last 50 years (Ellies, 2015). From 1975 to the 1990s, the United States saw a
string of active shooter events among unhappy and typically former employees, in particular
among employees of the U.S. Postal Service. The phrase going postal came out of this era of
ASEs in the United States. One of these incidents took the lives of 14 and wounded six others
(Lisi, 2016). An article in Time magazine outlined every mass shooting from 1982 through 2019,
revealing 114 total incidents and 932 people killed (Wilson, 2019).
Several recent and well-known mass shootings outside of educational settings, including
the Aurora Colorado movie theater, Emanuel African Methodist Church in Charleston, Pulse
Nightclub in Orlando, Route 91 Music Festival in Las Vegas, and First Baptist Church in
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Sutherland Springs, occurred between 2012 and 2018 (FBI, 2018). All these events resulted in
large numbers of victims and intense media coverage for months. Two of the most deadly
shootings included Pulse Nightclub and the Route 91 music festival shootings. Pulse Nightclub
saw 49 killed and 53 wounded (Terrades, 2017). The Route 91 music festival in 2017 had the
most victims of a mass shooting in the United States, with 58 killed and 413 wounded. This
horrific incident is now considered the worst rampage shooting attack in U.S. history (Jensen,
2017; Sikes et al., 2018). A number of statistics regarding the history of active shooter events
and mass shootings in the United States point to a consistent threat of gun violence in the form of
mass attacks and active shooter events. While the following is general data for shootings across
the country, the numbers paint the clear picture that ASEs and mass attacks are happening, and
IHE must be prepared (Martaindale et al., 2017):
●

324 ASEs between 1960 to 2012 in the United States (Jones et al., 2017)

● 160 ASEs from 2000 to 2013 with an average of 11.4 ASEs per year and 1043 people
injured or killed (Glover, 2016; Terrades, 2017)
● 88 public mass shooters that killed four or more people from 1982 to 2018 (Arluke et
al., 2018).
● 135 mass shootings with at least four or more people wounded or killed since 1966 in
the United States (Rocque & Duwe, 2018)
● Six ASEs on average each year in the United States from 1970 to 2014 (Capellan,
2015)
● 277 ASEs from 2000 to 2018 with 884 killed and 1546 wounded (Office, 2018)
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● 729 people killed or wounded due to ASEs in 2017 alone (Office, 2018; Sikes et al.,
2018)
● 40 states experienced ASEs from 2000 to 2013 with 468 killed and 557 wounded.
(Thomas et al., 2014)
Since the 1966 shooting at the University of Texas, the United States has experienced
ASEs every year, and while still considered rare, these fear-inducing, traumatic, and sometimes
deadly events seem to be increasing since the early 2000s (Fox & Savage, 2009; Peterson et al.,
2015). Figure 1 captures the increasing trend of active shooter events (FBI, 2018). According to
the figure, the highest number of ASEs between the years of 2000 and 2018 occurred in 2017
and 2018, and there is a clear and steady increase each year (FBI, 2018).

Figure 1
Number of Active Shooter Incidents from 2000 to 2018

Note. Reprinted with permission from Quick Look: 277 Active Shooter Incidents in the United States From 2000 to
2018, by Office of Partner Engagement, Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2018, p. 1. Copyright 2018 by Federal
Bureau of Investigation, U.S. Department of Justice. https://www.fbi.gov/about/partnerships/office-of-partnerengagement/active-shooter-incidents-graphics
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Figure 2 displays the number of people shot or killed during active shooter events from
2000 to 2018. There has been a clear rise in casualties (killed and wounded) during ASEs in the
last 20 years, with 2007 beginning the trend upward. 2017 shows a clear spike due to the Las
Vegas mass attack (FBI, 2018).

Figure 2
Number of Killed and Wounded from 2000 to 2018

Note. Reprinted with permission from Quick Look: 277 Active Shooter Incidents in the United States From 2000 to
2018, by Office of Partner Engagement, Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2018, p. 1. Copyright 2018 by Federal
Bureau of Investigation, U.S. Department of Justice. https://www.fbi.gov/about/partnerships/office-of-partnerengagement/active-shooter-incidents-graphics

While mass shootings account for only .2% of all murders, they are on the rise in the
United States (Jones et al., 2017; Martaindale et al., 2017; Rocque & Duwe, 2018). In 2016
alone, 133 shootings in the United States with four or more people wounded occurred by the
164th day of the year (Rocque & Duwe, 2018). Peterson et al. (2015) reported that mass
shootings went from one every 200 days on average in 2011 to one every 64 days in 2014.
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Glover (2016) explained that in a study of ASEs from 2000 to 2013, incidents rose from an
average of 6.4 per year the first seven years to an average of 16.4 per year from 2006 to 2013.
There is a clear trend of active shooter incidents and mass attacks in the United States over the
last few decades. Given the potential devastation and impact to a campus, IHE must be prepared
(Fox & Savage, 2009; Morris, 2013; Pitts, 2018; Rocque, 2012). An examination of the history
of school violence is necessary.
History and Background of School Violence
Although rare prior to the 1960s, school violence has been a part of U.S. culture for over
a century. For example, in 1927 Andrew Kehoe set off a bomb in an elementary school in
Michigan. Enraged about losing his seat as the school board treasurer, he killed 45 people
including 38 children (Rocque, 2012). Until the late 1990s, mass school shootings did not get
much attention (Rocque, 2012). However, beginning in the late 1990s, students in school have
known a landscape of mass public shootings both on campus and in the community due to the
intense media and social scrutiny of one specific, well-known tragedy (Fetters, 2018; Jonson,
2017). The tragic mass shooting at Columbine High School in Colorado in 1999 captured the
attention of the entire nation, transforming the U.S. perception of safety in educational
environments (Arman, 2000; Ellies, 2015). After weeks of planning, two students walked into
Columbine High School heavily armed with guns and explosives, killed 12 students and one
teacher, and wounded 21 other students and staff (Ellies, 2015; Jonson, 2017; Terrades, 2017).
Because of prolonged media coverage of the shooting, including efforts to understand why and
how the attack occurred, parents became scared to send their children to school (Jonson, 2017).
Columbine appeared to be the beginning of a wave of shootings in academic settings in the
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1990s. These shootings instigated a strategic focus on prevention, preparation, and response to
ASEs on campus (Arman, 2000; Glover, 2016; Jonson, 2017; Seo et al., 2012). However,
research suggests that the current level of prioritization is dependent on the educational setting
(Bates, 2015; Peet, 2015; Studenberg, 2017).
One of the most tragic school shootings in this country occurred at Sandy Hook
Elementary in Newtown, Connecticut in 2012. This remains the deadliest rampage attack on a P12 school in U.S. history. A young man suffering from serious mental illness used his mother’s
semi-automatic gun to murder 26 people, including 20 children ranging in age from six to seven
years old and six adult staff members, before committing suicide in the school (Bonanno &
Levenson, 2014; Fox & DeLateur, 2014). The tragedy at Sandy Hook reignited the national
focus and debate on mass attacks, gun control, and mental health in the United States (Fox &
DeLateur, 2014; Mata, 2015). Sandy Hook also brought a push for safer schools through better
technology, training, and security (Jonson, 2017; McQuiller, 2018; Morris, 2013).
One of the more recent shootings in a P-12 academic environment occurred at Majorie
Stoneman-Douglas High school in Parkland, Florida in 2018. A former student with prior mental
health issues and a history of concerning behaviors used a semi-automatic rifle to kill 17 students
and staff and wound 17 more (FBI, 2019; Keneally, 2019). The Parkland shooting once again
thrust safety of schools, gun control, and mental health into the national spotlight (FBI, 2019;
Keneally, 2019).
Figure 3 provides geographic locations of more recent rampage school shootings in the
United States that are most well-known due to higher death tolls (Keneally, 2019). As the figure
depicts, it is clear that mass shooting attacks occur across the United States and in both P-12 and
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higher education settings. Institutions of higher education, like P-12 schools, have also
experienced a rise in AS’s over the last two decades, along with a rise in gun violence in general
on campus (Clark et al., 2019; Rock, 2019; Seo et al., 2012).

Figure 3
Mass Shootings Since Columbine

Note. Reprinted with permission from The 11 Mass Deadly School Shootings That Happened Since Columbine, by
M. Keneally, M., 2019, para. 4. Copyright 2019 by ABC NEWS Internet Ventures. https://abcnews.go.com/US/11mass-deadly-school-shootings-happened-columbine/story?id=62494128

Since the 1966 tower shooting, there have been a number of deadly shootings specific to
institutions of higher education (Capellan, 2015). Table 1 provides a list of the rampage
shootings at IHEs since the University of Texas tower massacre. This table includes shootings
with at least three people killed.
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Table 1
Notable College and University Deadly Mass Shootings
Date

Institution

Victim #

August 1, 1966

University of Texas

17 killed, 31 wounded

July 12, 1976

California State University

7 killed, 2 wounded

November 1, 1991

University of Iowa

4 killed, 2 wounded

October 28, 2002

University of Arizona

3 killed

April 16, 2007

Virginia Tech

32 killed, 17 wounded

February 14, 2008

Northern Illinois University

5 killed, 20 wounded

April 2, 2012

Oikos University

7 killed, 3 wounded

June 7, 2013

Santa Monica Community College

6 killed, 4 wounded

May 23, 2014

University of California Santa
Barbara

6 killed

June 5, 2014

Seattle Pacific University

1 killed, 3 wounded

October 1, 2015

Umpqua Community College

9 killed, 9 wounded

March 14, 2018

University of Alabama, Birmingham

2 killed, 1 wounded

April 30, 2019

UNC Charlotte

2 killed, 4 wounded

While the Virginia Tech shooting remains the most deadly for an IHE, several more
recent shootings highlight the importance of preparation and response (Bonanno & Levenson,
2014; Ellies, 2015; Keneally, 2019). Fain (2015) described the Umpqua Community College
mass shooting. The gunman, a 26-year-old student at the college, killed nine people and
wounded seven more before being killed by police. The campus, located in a rural part of
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Oregon, had only one unarmed security officer, which made it much easier for the gunman to
carry out the mass attack (Fain, 2015).
The most recent mass attack on a college campus occurred in April of 2019. A gunman
killed two students and wounded four others in a classroom at UNC Charlotte. This specific ASE
brought renewed attention to mental health, as well as highlighting the heroic actions of the
murdered students who actively tried to stop the shooter, likely saving many lives. The
individual students were prepared to fight back when there was nowhere to run or hide (Delia,
2020).
These specific rampage shooting attacks, along with the 172 ASEs since Virginia Tech,
have called attention to campus preparation and response to ASEs across the United States (Fox
& Savage, 2009; Peterson et al., 2015; Roman, 2018). While mass attacks in educational settings
appear to be spread out across the United States, the South sees the majority of gun violence
incidents on college campuses; this includes 64% of 190 total gun incidents from 2001 to 2016 in
educational settings (Agnich, 2015; Cannon, 2016). Rock (2019) disaggregated the number and
types of shooting incidents that have occurred on college campuses from 2001 to 2016 and
explained that the number of rampage attacks was low (seven), but the victim count was higher
than all other types of gun violence on campus with 130 total victims. Other types of gun
violence on campus with seemingly larger victim counts were disputes and robberies, but both
were far less than mass attack total victim counts (Rock, 2019).
Trends in Active Shooter Events in Educational Settings
Rampage shootings occur at a frequency of 0-3 per year in educational settings but garner
much national attention and emotion due to the heightened visibility and often negative
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outcomes of these events (Ellies, 2015; Rocque, 2012; Shultz et al., 2013). In one study that
examined all mass public shootings from 1966 to 2017, mass shootings decreased, yet the
attention given to ASEs in educational settings was far greater than in disgruntled employee or
general rampage shootings. This was due to the general public’s intense focus and negative
reaction to harm of children and youth in primarily middle class, suburban areas of the country
(Capellan et al., 2018; Jonson, 2017; Rocque, 2012). Although the worry over school shootings
may be exaggerated because general violence in schools has trended down since the 1980s, the
number of rampage school shootings has increased, thus a cause for concern (Agnich, 2015;
Jones et al., 2017; Rocque, 2012). Jones et al. (2017) explained there has been an increase in the
number of people killed or wounded in mass public shootings in educational settings since 2000.
While general numbers of ASEs point to concerning trends, specific data from ASEs and mass
attacks in our educational settings should evoke a call to action and increased focus on
prevention and preparedness (Blair & Martaindale, 2013; Jones et al., 2017). There have been
400 school shootings in the United States since 1992 (Mazer et al., 2015). Since the Virginia
Tech massacre in 2007, there have been 172 college campus shooting incidents with 122 people
killed and 198 injured (Rock, 2019; Roman, 2018). Approximately 34% of ASEs from 2000 to
2010 occurred in educational settings (Blair & Martaindale, 2013). In 2015 alone, there were 23
ASEs at IHE (Sikes et al., 2018). Finally, from two, five-year periods looking at college campus
shootings, 2001-2006 and 2011-2016, there was a 153% increase in shootings (Rock, 2019). IHE
are clearly impacted by gun violence. The data highlight the need for prevention, preparation,
and response to become a priority on campus (Clark, 2019; Rock, 2019; Sikes et al., 2018).
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It is important to highlight the current trend of increasing gun violence at IHE, which
indicates a need for increased focus on preparation since ASE preparation is similar, regardless
of the type of gun violence (Fox & Savage, 2009; Peterson et al., 2015; Roman, 2018). Cannon
(2016) reported that gun incidents on college campuses went from 12 in 2010 to 2011 to 30 in
2015 to 2016, with 5% of those classified as mass shooting attacks. In the five years from 2011
to 2016, there were 101 shootings on college campuses, which was double that of 2006 to 2011
(Cannon, 2016). Figure 4 illustrates the number and type of victims by year among ASEs at IHE
from 2000 to 2017. The victim count is higher from 2007 to 2017, with Virginia Tech the highest
in 2007.

Figure 4
Number of Casualties at IHEs from 2000 to 2017

Note. Reprinted with permission from Spotlight 3: Active Shooter Incidents in Educational Settings, by National
Center for Education Statistics, 2019, Figure S3.2. Copyright 2019 by National Center for Education Statistics,
Institute of Education Sciences. https://nces.ed.gov/programs/crimeindicators/ind_S03.asp

The increasing trend of gun violence, active shooter events, and rampage shooting attacks
in the United States and among P-12 and higher education institutions necessitates increased
38

preparedness and prevention practices among all academic settings (Peet, 2015; Rock, 2019;
Roman, 2018; Snyder, 2014; Studenberg, 2017; Thompson et al., 2009). To be more poised to
prevent and prepare for ASEs, IHE must understand why mass shootings occur and why mass
shooters commit acts of violence. While P-12 shooters and IHE shooters have varied
motivations, there are similarities that are important to consider (Peterson et al., 2015; Rock,
2019).
Mass Shooter Demographics, Motivations, Mental Health, and Theories
This section provides discussions of mass shooters and demographics that are important
for IHE to consider in order to adequately prepare their campuses. First is a discussion of general
mass shooter demographics, followed by workplace and school shooter demographics.
Subsequent discussions address shooter motivations and mental health. The section ends with a
discussion of active school shooter theories.
General Mass Shooter Demographics
Thus far, there is not a one-size-fits-all psychological or demographic profile to predict
who will become a mass shooter, although IHE should attempt to understand demographic and
environmental factors to identify who may be more at risk of carrying out a mass public shooting
(Baird et al., 2017; Doherty, 2016). There are several demographic similarities among shooters
in all types of ASEs. The majority of active shooter events have been carried out by White males
(Agnich, 2015; Blair & Schweit, 2014; Doherty, 2016; Martaindale et al., 2017). In 95% of
ASEs, the shooter was a male acting alone and of the median age of 40, although overall the ages
of active shooters varied from 13 to 88 years old (Martaindale et al., 2017; Taxman, 2016). Lone
wolf attackers who are single or divorced, suffer from a mental illness, are not currently working,
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have experienced a troubling home life, have access to weapons, and do not have a high level of
education conduct the majority of mass shooting attacks (Capellan, 2015; Capellan et al., 2018;
Peterson et al., 2015). In 83% of ASEs, the shooter committed suicide, or he was killed by police
(Blair et al., 2014; Blair & Schweit, 2014; Capellan, 2015). Only 6% of shooters willingly
stopped shooting and allowed themselves to be taken into custody (Blair et al., 2014). In
approximately 55% of ASEs, the shooter had some relation to the location but chose victims at
random (Blair et al., 2014). Men who commit domestic violence are more likely to become mass
shooters (Terrades, 2017). Active shooters look for places with many people and relatively no
police or security presence, which can sometimes describe an academic setting (Garrett, 2012).
Active shooters will have a specific focus on exacting violence, an attack outline, and often
arrive at the potential place of attack before the actual shooting, trying to evade security
(Doherty, 2016).
IHE, P-12, and general active shooters are often dealing with serious family, work, or
school stressors and potential mental health issues. Holding down a job is difficult (Agnich,
2015; Arman, 2000; Capellan, 115). Shooters may be extreme loners or quite social and
outgoing, although most have a perceived notion that they have been hurt or wronged in some
way and need to get back at the world or others (Agnich, 2015; Lankford & Hakim, 2011).
Active shooters often become socially isolated and externalize blame. Shooters may develop
extreme beliefs to deal with personal frustrations (Garrett, 2012), and they often want to and are
willing to die, so the act is carried out to harm others and commit suicide or be killed by the
police (Blair et al., 2014; Capellan, 2015; Doherty, 2016). Kalish and Kimmel (2010) called this
particular way of committing suicide as “suicide by mass murder” (p. 451). Often active shooters
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do not have prior arrests or do not make specific or direct threats of violence before committing
an active shooting attack, which can make it difficult for IHE and P-12 to identify students at risk
of becoming a mass attacker (Doherty, 2016; Silver et al., 2018). However, Gill et al. (2017)
found 43% of mass shooters had a prior criminal record or conviction, although this is often not
active shooters at P-12 or IHE.
There are some actions that can help identify a potential attacker. Active shooters may
buy clothes and weapons for the attack, practice shooting, or draw up a will prior to the attack
(Kepp, 2018; Silver et al., 2018). Furthermore, active shooters may have weight changes,
changes in communication, and poor hygiene, which are subtle indicators that faculty and staff
should consider (Silver et al., 2018). Figure 5 presents an FBI report of concerning behaviors of
active shooters from 2000 to 2013. The top two concerning behaviors are mental health struggles
and interpersonal interactions—areas that P-12 and IHE can and should address through
prevention efforts and programs. Other prominent concerning behaviors include discussing
plans, communication concerns, and anger or physical aggression (Doherty, 2016; Kepp 2018).
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Figure 5
FBI Report of Concerning Behaviors of Active Shooters from 2000 to 2013

Note. Reprinted with permission from A Study of the Pre-Attack Behaviors of Active Shooters in the United States
Between 2000-2013, by J. Silver, A. Simons, & S. Craun, 2018, pp. 18-19. Federal Bureau of Investigation, U.S.
Department of Justice. https://www.fbi.gov/file-repository/pre-attack-behaviors-of-active-shooters-in-us-20002013.pdf/view

In just under 80% of active shooter cases, the shooter had a grievance of some type along
with a “precipitating event” which led more directly to the shooting (Kalish & Kimmel, 2010;
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Silver et al., 2018). Even when there are concerning behaviors, it is difficult to determine who
may become an active shooter because there are few, if any, external factors, such as direct
threats, driving the action, which makes it hard for IHE to pinpoint who might carry out an attack
on campus. Instead, internal social and emotional issues drive the behaviors (Silver et al., 2018;
Taxman, 2016).
Workplace Active Shooter Demographics
For faculty and staff at IHE, the campus represents both an educational setting and a
workplace. Not all ASEs on campuses are performed by disgruntled current or former students.
There have been several campus shootings in which a disgruntled faculty or staff member
opened fire on campus, although typically targeting specific groups of people. For example, a
faculty member at the University of Alabama in Huntsville shot and killed three faculty
colleagues (Dewan et al., 2010). ASEs in the workplace, at venues, and open areas account for
the majority of ASEs in the United States and also tend to be over within five minutes, like
shootings at IHE (Blair & Schweit, 2014; Simeone & Crimando, 2018). Staff and faculty at IHE
must contend with the same standard workplace concerns for an ASE, including criminal intent,
customer/client argument, employee to employee, domestic violence and ideological violence
(Simeone & Crimando, 2018). Glover (2016) explained that workplace shooters often exhibit
specific behaviors, such as not showing up to work, lower productivity and quality of work, drug
and alcohol issues, and bad hygiene, which are similar signs of those that carry out mass attacks
at IHE. Like IHE shooters, workplace shooters may appear depressed, angry, or paranoid, and
exhibit lower levels of energy. They may also harass or stalk colleagues, talk about committing a
violent act, or begin purchasing guns and weapons (Glover, 2016). Staff and faculty must be
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cognizant of the potential for an ASE or random mass attack from other employees, students,
former students, and others, rendering it a unique work environment (Glover, 2016; Hammer,
2019; Zdziarski, 2001).
School Shooter Demographics
Workplace and school shooters share some common characteristics and interests. Like
workplace shooters, mass school shooters in P-12 schools are most often White, middle to lower
socioeconomic status, and male. Unique to the school shooter, the perpetrator most often
attended or graduated from a rural or suburban school (Baird et al., 2017; Lindgren & Thodelius,
2017; Rocque, 2012). Males committed all P-12 school shootings from 1970 to 2002. Ninetyfive percent of the shooters were current students who most often carried out the shooting alone.
In approximately 75% of P-12 school shootings, the shooter had been bullied, and in 50% of the
shootings, the shooter had several weapons on hand (Bonanno & Levenson, 2014; De Venanzi,
2012; Kimmel & Mahler, 2003; Lindgren & Thodelius, 2017).
School shooter interests also have similarities with other mass shooters. Fifty-nine
percent of shooters were interested in violent video games, videos, and books (Bonanno &
Levenson, 2014; De Venanzi, 2012). Violent books, video games, lyrics, social media posts, and
even famous people may encourage violent acts of revenge (Arman, 2000; Lindgren &
Thodelius, 2017; Rocque, 2012). The Virginia Tech shooter often played a game called CounterStrike, which is a military game with violent content (Rocque, 2012). Further, extensive media
coverage creates somewhat of a map for potential school shooters, leading to a copycat effect in
an effort to seek revenge and find notoriety for the action, although this is more prominent in P12 shooters (Agnich, 2015; Baird et al., 2017; Kissner, 2016; Lindgren & Thodelius, 2017).
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Kissner (2016) suggested that mass shooting attacks are almost contagious, and shooters
are competing for greater levels of destruction and higher body counts. The desire to imitate
school shootings picked up steam in the 1990s, with the surge of media attention. This caused
several mass attackers to carry out similar attacks in their own high school and even middle
schools (Rocque, 2012).
Mass school shooters almost always exhibited a concerning behavior, mental instability,
or some sign prior to an attack, often letting a friend or peer know they planned to commit an act
of violence (Bonanno & Levenson, 2014; Silver et al., 2018; U.S. Secret Service, 2018). The
Virginia Tech shooter was extremely isolated, spoke rarely, but he had made prior, odd
statements, including a desire to repeat Columbine (Flynn & Heitzmann, 2008). P-12 and IHE
school shooters often feel victimized by society, feeling they are living on the fringes of society
(Silver et al., 2018). Mass school shooters in P-12 and IHE may or may not be officially
diagnosed with mental illness, although they often struggle with mental health issues. They tend
to invest large amounts of time into planning and appear controlled and mentally stable, but they
often have underlying mental health issues (Levin & Madfis, 2009).
In addition, P-12 and IHE school shooters will sometimes leave journals, videos, and
social media posts, as well as frequently demand that people pay attention to them prior to, or
even during, a shooting (Baird et al., 2017; Ford & Frei, 2016). For example, the Virginia Tech
shooter mailed videos prior to carrying out the massacre. This suggests P-12 and IHE should pay
close attention to social media accounts, notes handed to friends or faculty, or videos posted by
students of concern (Baird et al., 2017; Ford & Frei, 2016).
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School size and characteristics are also factors in school shooter development. Peer
conflict is present in middle school and high school, and it is made worse by social stratifications
that occur more often in larger, rural, or suburban schools where oversight is lessened and higher
student-to-teacher ratios exist. Larger schools, both P-12 and IHE, often have fewer support
structures in place for at-risk students, increased physical and social distance, and an unfortunate
propensity to allow troubled individuals go unnoticed (Baird et al., 2017; Kalish & Kimmel,
2010; Kimmel & Mahler, 2003). Larger schools often increase feelings of “alienation and
isolation” (Baird et al., 2017, p. 263) at a time when peers are needed to provide emotional and
social stability. IHE active shootings, specifically, have most often occurred at larger state
schools such as Virginia Tech, Northern Illinois, UCSB, and University of Alabama that expose
students to increased anonymity and isolation (Baird et al., 2017; Kalish & Kimmel, 2010). Baird
et al. (2017) explained that smaller academic settings experience fewer mass shootings, due to
increased support systems in place and the inability for students to go unnoticed.
Furthermore, P-12 schools and IHE often fail to provide enough mental health counseling
for students of concern (Arman, 2000). IHE and P-12 teachers, counselors, and administrators
struggle to share information on students of concern, which fragments the problem, causing the
full scope or extent of the issues to be unknown. Students in middle and high school are also not
willing to report concerns or behaviors to administrators because of an unspoken code of silence
among students (Newman et al., 2004). In some cases, zero-tolerance policies that attempt to
minimize school violence actually contribute to violence by creating a more restrictive and
oppressive school experience (De Venanzi, 2012).
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In most P-12 school shootings, the shooter had access to weapons in the home,
experience with guns, and specific peer and teacher targets, although others often become
victims as well. Shootings were most often during the school day, conducted by current students.
In 75% of shootings from 1970 to 2002, at least one person was killed (Bonanno & Levenson,
2014; Lindgren & Thodelius, 2017).
While the demographics of P-12 shooters are applicable when describing IHE shooters in
some instances, there are some unique characteristics related to IHE mass shooters (Liu et al.,
2015; Silver et al., 2018). The mental health issues of IHE mass shooters are often not known by
the family or the institution (Capellan et al., 2018). In higher education mass shooting attacks,
shooters are often older, graduate-level students and/or international students who are less easily
identified by standard behavioral or threat assessment processes at colleges and universities (Fox
& Savage, 2009; Levin & Madfis, 2009). These students are often in high pressure programs,
such as law or medicine (Fox & Savage, 2009). They often feel extreme pressure to succeed
from family, struggle to manage the academic workload, and experience significant anxiety and
stress (Levin & Madfis, 2009). International students often worry about maintaining their student
visa, which adds stress (Fox & Savage, 2009). They may have problems in social settings and
potentially have had acute relationship issues or experienced some form of acute trauma or
mental health issue (Fox & Savage, 2009; Liu et al., 2015; Sulkowski & Lazarus, 2011). IHE
shooters may or may not be loners. For example, the Virginia Tech shooter had very few if any
friends, but the Northern Illinois shooter had a long-term girlfriend, a job, successful academic
career, and friends (Agnich, 2015; Kalish & Kimmel, 2010). IHE mass shooters may make subtle
comments to peers or faculty about access to weapons, exhibit personality changes, and become
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more isolated over time from peers. Students may get into trouble with the institution for minor
infractions repeatedly, have little family support, and experience rejection by social
organizations and other students (Greenberg, 2007). The Northern Illinois shooter had been
taking medication, but he stopped taking it and began acting in an odd manner the few weeks
leading up to the shooting. However, prior to this, his peers considered him to have acted fairly
normal during interactions (Kalish & Kimmel, 2010).
Liu et al. (2015) argued that IHE active shootings are a result of the combined issues of
increased drug and alcohol use, mental health, acute stress, and access to weapons. Along with
increased drug and alcohol use, graduate students, in particular, are experiencing increased
financial distress and emotional distress related to interactions with their advisors (Prince, 2015).
All of these demographic and environmental factors of active shooters are important to
understand so that IHE can provide appropriate prevention and preparedness programs and
services (Agnich, 2015; Baird et al., 2017; Zdziarski, 2001).
School Shooter Motivations
“School shooters are invisible kids” (De Venanzi, 2012, p. 269).
In an effort to better understand types of mass shooters, researchers have categorized
shooters by their motivations to commit the act of a mass shooting. Interestingly, school
shootings receive their own grouping in this list of motivations to carry out a mass shooting
attack. The four categories include (a) disgruntled employee, (b) school, (c) ideologically
motivated, and (d) rampage, or all other shooters that do not fit into the prior three categories
(Capellan et al., 2018). Some active shooters are radicalized, and they hold extreme beliefs about
an issue such as abortion, gun rights, or race, which defines the ideologically motivated shooter,
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but not typically the school shooter. Some active shooters want to become famous or infamous
while making a point about a perceived issue or problem, such as the Columbine shooters and
the Virginia Tech shooter (Doherty, 2016). School shooters tend to have more internalized
motivations, which can make it challenging for IHE to become aware of a potential risk
(Capellan et al., 2018). School shooters plan an attack and choose a school that is known or
associated with the shooter, although they choose their victims primarily at random (Bonanno &
Levenson, 2014). P-12 and IHE school shooters are often motivated by revenge due to bullying
and feelings of rejection (Agnich, 2015; Bonanno & Levenson, 2014; Kimmel & Mahler, 2003).
One school shooter interviewed by psychologists explained,
I am not insane. I am angry . . . I am not spoiled or lazy; for murder is not weak and slowwitted; murder is gutsy and daring. I killed because people like me are mistreated every
day. I am malicious because I am miserable. (Kimmel & Mahler, 2003, p. 1447)
School shooters do not often focus on individual revenge; instead, they make a general,
symbolic statement with an act of mass violence (Rocque, 2012). In many cases, chronic and
acute stressors, along with wanting to prove masculinity, combine to create a perfect storm,
driving a student or former student to commit an act of random violence (Kalish & Kimmel,
2010; Kimmel & Mahler, 2003; Levin & Madfis, 2009; Lindgren & Thodelius, 2017; Newman
et al., 2004). Shooters may experience severe bullying related to sexual orientation, such as being
called “gay,” “homo,” or “faggot,” and have a desire to show power and violence, thereby
proving they do not fit these labels (Kimmel & Mahler, 2003). Levin and Madfis (2009)
explained, “The attack acts as a solution to the shooters’ most serious issues of damaged persona
identity and self-worth” (p. 4). The Columbine shooters both experienced consistent bullying and
49

physical assaults over questions of their sexuality and socially awkward mannerisms. In addition,
the Northern Illinois and Virginia Tech shooters felt embarrassed, had a grievance, and wanted to
exact generalized revenge after experiencing what they perceived to be teasing, isolation, and
bullying (De Venanzi, 2012). In other words, they all “felt themselves to be both victimized and
superior. Shame, inadequacy, vulnerability all threaten the self. Violence is restorative,
compensatory” (Kalish & Kimmel, 2010, p. 461). Both P-12 and IHE must be aware of the
campus environment, culture, and peer stressors as a way to identify students of concern
(Catullo, 2008; Flynn & Heitzmann, 2008).
Studies suggest that an increasingly narcissistic society, focused on pop culture and
popularity, fuels the incidence of school shooters (De Venanzi, 2012; Levin & Madfis; 2009).
Narcissism in society creates a jealousy due to the perception that others are more wealthy or
successful. This appears to have impacted the Virginia Tech shooter’s line of thinking about
those around him, which he detested for their alleged privileged lives (Bonanno & Levenson,
2014). Herbert of the New York Times (as cited in Kalish & Kimmel, 2010) described shooters:
Young men riddled with shame and humiliation, often bitterly misogynistic and
homophobic, who have decided that the way to assert their faltering sense of manhood
and get the respect they have been denied is to go out and shoot somebody. (p. 462)
Active Shooter Mental Health
Research suggests that mental illness is a factor in many mass public shootings (Agnich,
2015; Baird et al., 2017; Doherty, 2016; Garrett, 2012; Kalish & Kimmel, 2010; Rocque, 2012;
Rocque & Duwe, 2018). Often active shooters have dealt with a variety of mental health issues
and may exhibit psychopathic or psychotic behaviors (Agnich, 2015; Baird et al., 2017; Peterson
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et al., 2015). Between 2000 and 2013, over 50% of active shooters experienced mental health
issues in the year leading up to the shooting (Silver et al., 2018). Active shooters have a
diagnosed mental illness in only 25% of cases, although 80% of mass shooters have some form
of mental health issue, suggesting mental health is not adequately addressed (Rocque & Duwe,
2018; Silver et al., 2018). Active shooters are often found to have not only thoughts of suicide
(almost half prior to attack), but also harm towards others and thoughts of being killed during an
attack. When these three thought processes are present, there is a greater chance someone will
become a mass shooter, especially in schools (Silver et al., 2018; Spicer, 2018).
Interestingly, mass school shooters have the highest rate of confirmed mental illness prior
to an attack (Capellan et al., 2018).The Northern Illinois University shooter had been on
medication for diagnosed anxiety and depression, but he stopped taking it prior to the shooting
(Kalish & Kimmel, 2010). The Virginia Tech shooter had been seen in the counseling center
several times for an anxiety disorder and had on at least one occasion threatened to commit
suicide (Kalish & Kimmel, 2010; Rasmussen & Johnson, 2008). He had been placed in a mental
health facility as a junior, but at that time he did not provide any details about his prior mental
health history. Virginia Tech was unaware of his high school mental health struggles (Flynn &
Heitzmann, 2008). In another instance, the Sandy Hook attacker had a history of significant
mental illness, suffering from severe anxiety and obsessive compulsive disorder, yet his mother
failed to seek appropriate treatment for him (Terrades, 2017).
Suicidal ideation is a common theme among most school shooters. That, along with the
desire to kill others in the process, appears to be a part of most mass school attack plans (Rocque,
2012). McGee and DeBernardo (1999) studied school shooters in the 1990s and described the
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suicidal and demographic link in the following way: “A depressed and suicidal, usually
Caucasian, adolescent male from a rural, suburban or small community who perpetrates a nontraditional multi-victim homicide in a school or classroom setting” (p. 1). The clear connection
between undiagnosed or undertreated mental health and mass shooting attacks provides rationale
for increasing the level of mental health care at IHE as a form of prevention of ASEs (Rocque &
Duwe, 2018).
Mental Health and IHE
IHE are experiencing greater numbers of students with mental health concerns, such as
anxiety and depression, as well as threat to self, including self-harm and suicidal ideation. The
increase of student mental health issues and increase of the severity of issues require a renewed
focus on counseling services on campus as one way to prevent ASEs at IHE (Center for
Collegiate Mental Health, 2019; Henriques, 2018; Prince, 2015; Rasmussen & Johnson, 2008;
Zivin et al., 2009). Counseling centers have found that students are facing more severe and
consistent mental health issues while in college (Gallagher, 2008). Students are coming in with
diagnosed, lifelong mental health issues that are not just situational. Students appear to be more
emotionally fragile, more easily in states of stress or distress, and more likely to use alcohol or
drugs (Henriques, 2018). In fact, college student use of counseling centers rose 40% between
2009 and 2015, with anxiety and depression the most common concerns (Center for Collegiate
Mental Health, 2019; Henriques, 2018). Even with this increase in use, students are still resistant
to seeking treatment for mental health issues. For example, one study reported approximately
50% of the students surveyed did not seek treatment for specific mental health issues while in
school (Eisenberg et al., 2007; Prince, 2015; Zivin et al., 2009).
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Therefore, mental health services at IHE are in need of increased focus to better
recognize students of concern (Center for Collegiate Mental Health, 2019). The Virginia Tech
shooting, as well as the UCSB shooting, brought the mental health of college students to the
spotlight, including a report by the American Psychological Association, the American Council
on Education, and Student Affairs in Higher Education, which outlined the upward trend of
mental illness on campuses and urged IHE to more adequately support the mental health of
students (Douce & Keeling, 2014; Prince, 2015). However, IHE have found that it is often
difficult to balance the mental health identification and treatment of students with legal concerns
related to student privacy (Rasmussen & Johnson, 2008; Tribbensee, 2008). Due to privacy rules
and bureaucratic rules and formalities, the school lacked full disclosure of the Virginia Tech
shooter’s prior mental health history, and what was known was not shared among campus
leaders (Flynn & Heitzmann, 2008). After Virginia Tech, IHE began to reconcile privacy
concerns with the need to assist students of concern and tighten up campus safety plans once
staff discovered that the shooter was never referred to the behavioral crisis team, even though
there was documentation of significant mental illness and concerning behaviors (Anonymous,
2012; Fox & Savage, 2009; Morris, 2013; Wang & Hutchins, 2010). The state of Virginia began
pushing mental health legislation to both increase access to services and allow for sharing of
information between schools and providers that could help identify a student of concern
(Bergeron, 2008; Wang & Hutchins, 2010). Counseling services, support systems, and increased
staff communication for students of concern at IHE are important factors in reducing chances of
a mass school shooter by increasing student health and wellness (Baird et al., 2017; Henriques,
2018; Levin & Madfis, 2009; Wang & Hutchins, 2010).
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Active School Shooter Theories
Several defined theories address mass public shootings and active shooters, all taking into
account these three areas: mental health, school environment, and sociological factors. Perhaps
the most comprehensive theory is that set forth by Levin and Madfis (2009), who created a fivestage model to explain active shooter events. Although the model primarily focuses on the P-12
environment, it is easily transferable to IHE. Each stage represents a cumulative build up to the
ultimate act of violence, a mass school attack (Rocque, 2012; Rocque & Duwe, 2018). In Stage
1, Chronic Strain, the student experiences hardships and stressors that cause prolonged stress
either at home and/or in school including bullying, depression, rejection, peer issues, family
issues. The student is often teased or bullied based on masculinity (Levin & Madfis, 2009). In
Stage 2, Uncontrolled Strain, the student has no positive social relationships or friendships or
befriends other students who accept alternative reality and are often pro-violence and antisocial.
Frequently, these students are considered loners or outsiders. When the student has good
connections or relationships somewhere in life, he is less likely to move to this stage (Levin &
Madfis, 2009). In Stage 3, Acute Strain, the student experiences a major loss that pushes them
over the edge. This may be a breakup or family death or some sort of major failure, such as an
academic failure or loss of a friend group (Levin & Madfis, 2009). In Stage 4, Planning, the
student makes the decision to commit a mass attack. There are days to months of planning. It is
not a spontaneous attack (Levin & Madfis, 2009). In Stage 5, Execution, the student has access
to and knows how to use guns before carrying out a mass attack. With its congregation of people,
a P-12 campus is often the target of the attacker’s anger (Levin & Madfis, 2009). The five stages
are applicable to the Virginia Tech and Columbine shooters, who experienced different types of
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chronic, uncontrolled, and acute strain; made plans; and then executed the attacks (Bonanno &
Levenson, 2014).
In another attempt to outline a school shooter theory, Newman et al. (2004) described and
analyzed five factors that must be present for a school attack to occur. These factors do not
always lead to a mass shooting attack, but appeared to be present in all attacks studied (Rocque,
2012). The five factors found to be present include the following: (a) social isolation and
marginalization; (b) mental health concerns and mental illness; (c) cultural influences and social
pressures; (d) unknown threat that is unidentified in schools; and (e) access to weapons (i.e.,
guns, knives, and bombs). Once again, the Columbine and Virginia Tech shooters appear to have
possessed all of these five factors (Bonanno & Levenson, 2014).
Each of these risk factors described prior school shooting scenarios; however, risk factor
approaches really only give the “who” and not the “how” and “why” of an attacker (Rocque,
2012). Psychological theories separate school shooters into categories, such as psychopathic
shooters, psychotic shooters, and traumatized school shooters (Rocque, 2012). Psychopathic
school shooters, including one of the Columbine shooters, liked to inflict harm on others,
including animals, and did not possess remorse or guilt. Psychotic shooters, including the
Virginia Tech shooter, had a mental break from reality and possibly did not understand the extent
of harm they caused. Many believed the University of Texas tower shooter suffered a psychotic
break after extensive drug use, but he was shown to be mentally sound enough to plan and
execute the attack (Lavergne, 2017). Traumatized shooters have experienced a severe stressor or
traumatic experience, such as physical, sexual, or emotional abuse, which led to an act of
violence (Langman, 2009; Rocque, 2012).
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Ultimately, the school environment and stressors, current sociological conditions and
personal mental health appear to work together to influence the making of an active school
shooter (Kalish & Kimmel, 2010; Lankford & Hakim, 2011). Langman (2009) theorized that
each school shooter in his study could be categorized based on their psychological state,
motivations, and life experiences. Theories related to risk factors, psychological factors, and
sociological factors also help to understand the mass school shooter, specifically at IHE. IHE
should utilize this information when considering ways to best support students in an effort to
prevent ASEs, while still preparing for the possibility of an incident on campus (Bergeron, 2008;
Liu et al., 2015; Rocque 2012; Silver et al., 2018).
Crisis Management
A crisis is a low likelihood event that often has a high impact including potential
disruption of an organization's operations and ability to exist (Studenberg, 2017). Bates (2015)
delineated the categories for a crisis to include disease outbreaks, criminal activity, fires and
explosions, terrorist attacks, weather related disasters, shootings, and chemical or hazardous
material leaks or spills. As a field, crisis management has only been around for a little over two
decades (Wang & Hutchins, 2010). Crisis management includes the need for both
communication and effective leadership. According to Wooten and James (2008), crisis
management from a leadership perspective includes “signal detection, preparation and
prevention, damage containment, recovery, and learning” (p. 4). Campus leaders must know how
to make decisions under pressure, communicate in a timely and effective manner, take risks, and
learn from each incident (Wooten & James, 2008).
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An important part of crisis management is having a thoughtful emergency response plan,
or ERP, that is updated and discussed yearly at minimum (Fox & Savage, 2009; Kepp, 2018;
Mitroff et al., 2006; Studenberg, 2017). A crisis management plan serves to gain understanding
of weaknesses that exist in relation to the varying types of crisis, mitigate damages related to the
crisis, and allow for institutional resilience (Booker, 2014). It is important to understand the
level, type, and intentionality of the crisis to know how to respond (Studenberg, 2017). An ERP
works best when there are yearly training opportunities and everyone involved is aware of how
to implement the ERP for a crisis, although IHE do not always follow through with this level of
embedding into the institution (Fox & Savage 2009). Having an up-to-date and well-understood
ERP facilitates quick decisions during high stress and makes unclear situations less difficult
among staff at IHE (Studenberg, 2017). Recognizing that ASEs are not the only type of crisis
that may be experienced, most schools and businesses have a general crisis management plan
that includes how to prepare for and respond to a variety of crises (Bates, 2015; Studenberg,
2017; Zdziarski, 2016). All schools, whether P-12 or IHE, are mandated by federal law and
reinforced by federal funding to have crisis management or emergency response plans in place,
although many IHE stop at a general ERP and fail to invest fully in preparation and training
(Kapucu & Khosa, 2013; McQuiller, 2018; Roman, 2018). One of the impacts of the Virginia
Tech shooting was additional requirements for IHE regarding explicit emergency response plans
that also cover the emergency notification system, which was a step forward for many IHE but
does not cover all preparation efforts (Kapucu & Khosa, 2013; Zdziarski, 2001).
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IHE Crisis Management
A campus crisis is “an event, often sudden or unexpected, that disrupts the normal
operations of the institution or its educational mission and threatens the well-being of personnel,
property, financial resources, and/or reputation of the institution” (Zdziarski et al., 2007, p. 4).
As campuses grow and evolve, campus leaders must be prepared for all types of crises to
mitigate negative consequences and create a safer campus (Bates, 2015; Grad, 2017; Zdziarski,
2016). How leaders handle a crisis and how the public views campus safety (Bates, 2015; Wang
& Hutchins, 2010) impact institutional success and reputation. Campus crisis can also create
major legal and liability issues (Prywes & Sobel, 2015). Campus leadership must look at crisis
management as an ongoing process that includes prevention, preparedness, response, and
recovery—not just as a reaction to the last major crisis on campus (Mitroff et al., 2006; Winn,
2018). IHE should have a plan with guidelines for each type of crisis, staff and resources in
place, and outlined functional steps for response (Herring, 2016; Parrot, 2012; Zdziarski, 2016).
It is important to plan for the worst crisis and make sure all faculty, staff, students, and
administrators are aware of the plan, including how communication will be handled (Grad, 2017;
Herring, 2016; Mitroff et al., 2006; Parrot, 2012). Whatever an institution declares it will do in
the wake of a crisis, it should in fact do. Transparency and ongoing communication are critical to
how well an institution appears to respond to a crisis (Grad, 2017; Herring, 2016; Skurka et al.,
2018; Wilkie, 2015).
IHE with robust crisis management plans or ERPs utilize an “all-hazards approach,”
which is “an integrated hazard management strategy that incorporates planning for and
consideration of all potential natural and manmade emergencies” (Fifolt et al., 2017, p. 63). One
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way to do this is to conduct an asset-driven risk assessment, which considers gaps in institutional
assets or weaknesses that could lead to death or serious injury (Booker, 2014). The ERP is most
effective when a risk assessment has been done to find gaps in preparation. The ERP for each
department should match the university-wide ERP to ensure continuity of crisis response across
the campus (Booker, 2014). The ERP is just one part of a crisis management plan that also
includes a defined crisis management team, a continuity of operations plan (COOP), a crisis
portfolio, and ongoing training (Mitroff et al., 2006; Wang & Hutchins, 2010). A robust crisis
management team includes representatives from key areas in and around campus, including
faculty, staff, administration parents, alumni, community agencies, and local/state government
agencies (Mitroff et al., 2006). Prywes and Sobel (2015) provided seven steps to campus crisis
management for IHE: (a) be connected to local first responders and media representatives; (b)
have a crisis management team and an incident command center (with working WiFi); (c)
provide ongoing training to the team through tabletop exercises so every member response is
consistent; (d) allow only a small group of administrators to communicate for the school; (e)
ensure the team is aware of all privacy laws such as the Clery Act; and (f) have a preplanned
social media strategy to address campus crisis and the issue of disinformation being spread by
the public. Campuses that engage in these seven steps are more prepared to handle a crisis
(Prywes & Sobel, 2015).
All of the several keystone studies focused on campus crisis management and perceptions
of preparedness among campus staff and leadership found that respondents felt more prepared
for a crisis at institutions that actively addressed crisis management through continual focus on
staffing, resources, planning, and training (Catullo, 2008; Mitroff et al., 2006; Studenberg, 2017;
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Zdziarski, 2001). Not surprisingly, campus leaders feel less prepared at smaller institutions, due
to lack of resources and staffing (Studenberg, 2017). Given competing resources, campus
administrators must decide how to fund emergency response and crisis management efforts
(Mann, 2007). Unfortunately, many campuses are slow to adopt a more comprehensive and
university-wide crisis management plan because of competing resources and interests (Booker,
2014; Mitroff et al., 2006; Wang & Hutchins, 2010). Many IHE are not currently providing
enough emergency training or funding to prepare for a crisis of any kind on campus, although
larger IHE appear to be more prepared for a crisis (Mann, 2007; Mitroff et al., 2006; Seo et al.,
2012). Often larger schools have emergency management departments dedicated to crisis
prevention, mitigation, preparation, and response, which makes it more likely that faculty and
staff will be well-prepared for a crisis. However, most emergency management departments are
understaffed and underfunded (Studenberg, 2017; Sullivan, 2012).
According to Mann (2007) and Booker (2014), crisis response training should be
mandatory and ongoing for all faculty, staff, and students. IHE rarely participate in full-scale,
functional emergency exercises. Instead, the majority of institutions that do conduct regular
training use tabletop exercises and upper level administration is unlikely to be involved
(Sullivan, 2012). Often, it is not until after a crisis occurs that an institution pays attention to
crisis planning, although they tend to only consider crises they have already experienced, instead
of being prepared for all types of crises (Booker, 2014; Mann, 2007; Mitroff et al., 2006). Wang
and Hutchins (2010) used Virginia Tech as an example, explaining that the failed detection of
mental health issues coupled with a failure to utilize the ERP in place led to increased damage at
the school during the ASE. The preparedness phase did not include a robust early warning
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system. Virginia Tech then set up an active recovery process with counseling services and a
family assistance center. The incident then went through a review panel by the state, and that
new information paved the way for a redesign of the crisis response plan. While crisis
management plans cover all types of crises, many plans devote specific attention to an ASE
because of its potential for severe outcomes and unique requirements within the four major steps
of prevention, preparedness, response, and recovery (Kepp, 2018; Doherty, 2016).
IHE Active Shooter Events: Prevention, Preparedness, Response, Recovery
When an ASE or mass shooting attack occurs, along with the mental health debate that
follows, prevention, preparedness, access, information sharing on students of concern, and law
enforcement response are also highlighted (Thompson et al., 2009). Communication and ongoing
training for an ASE are key components to mitigating the negative impact of an ASE on campus
(Skurka et al., 2018). In the years since the Virginia Tech massacre, emergency notifications
have become common on most campuses (Han et al., 2015). This is an example of how
institutions have learned from past ASEs and how a focus on each of these four areas ensures the
most effective handling of an ASE on campus (Wang & Hutchins, 2010).
Active Shooter Prevention
Prevention strategies are an important part of ASE consideration, but they do not always
receive the same attention (Doherty, 2016; Kepp, 2018). The FBI has reported that in many mass
shooting attacks, the shooter exhibited concerning behaviors and in some cases discussed plans
with a family, friend, peer, colleague, or in an online forum (Clark et al., 2019; Doherty, 2016).
However, frequently families, peers, and friends will not report behaviors because of concerns
about getting someone in trouble, as well as not judging the person dangerous (Silver et al.,
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2018). According to Silver et al. (2018), “Early recognition and reporting of concerning
behaviors to law enforcement or threat assessment professionals may initiate important
opportunities for mitigation” (p. 21). All organizations, including businesses and schools, should
consider a comprehensive policy and outlined steps regarding violence prevention, which
includes ASEs (Clark et al., 2019; Doherty, 2016; Kepp, 2018). Along with prevention programs
like the nationally recognized Second Step program for P-12 students, many schools have metal
detectors, police officers, door-locking systems, and cameras in place focused on preventing an
attack (Kennedy, 2019; Strawhun et al., 2014).
Research indicates that workplace violence prevention is a major focus of many
businesses and organizations; however, this is not a major focus of IHE (Hammer, 2019; Rorie,
2015; Simeone & Crimando, 2018; Zdziarski, 2001). Similar to an ASE on a campus, workplace
violence can negatively impact branding and finances and create serious legal issues for a
company, along with the immediate impact to employees. This is why workplaces focus policy
and practice around workplace violence prevention (Simeone & Crimando, 2018). Like IHE
student assistant teams, well-rounded workplace prevention programs have threat assessment
teams with employees from across the organization, including legal, HR, security, and
management. Because they are both a workplace and a campus full of students, IHE should
consider an emphasis on training employees to identify and report a threat in the workplace,
similar to the ways in which workplace violence prevention programs do (Hammer, 2019;
Rugala & Isaacs, 2001; Simeone & Crimando 2018). IHE should incorporate similar best
practices of workplace prevention programs, including vulnerability scan; plan development;
employee training through interactive tabletop exercises and large scale simulations; joint
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preparation with local fire, EMT and police; securing of physical spaces with ID card access
only; locks on exterior doors and fencing; and security personnel (Hammer, 2019; Jacobs et al.,
2013; Martaindale et al., 2017; Rorie, 2015; Simeone & Crimando, 2018).
IHE Active Shooter Prevention
Prevention in an academic setting often includes creating a more supportive school
environment through mental health counseling and peer mentoring; increased teacher
involvement and tutoring; and creating safety nets through behavioral assessment teams and
bystander training (Baird et al., 2017; Clark et al., 2019; U.S. Secret Service, 2018). P-12 school
curriculum have incorporated bullying awareness and prevention programs and social/emotional
development programs to address this problem area, which studies have identified as a
motivation for school shooters (Jonson, 2017; Kennedy; 2019; Strawhun et al., 2014). A major
part of prevention is knowing the campus and all risks or threats possible (Clark et al., 2019; Fox
& Savage, 2009; USDOE, 2010). In the past few decades, P-12 schools and IHE have created
behavioral threat assessment procedures that include the establishment of students of concern
committees as a way to actively address concerning student actions, words, and behaviors
(Agnich, 2015; Bonanno & Levenson, 2014; Clark et al., 2019; Jonson, 2017; Prince, 2015;
Thompson et al., 2009; U.S. Secret Service, 2018). Behavior threat assessment teams typically
have representation from multiple areas including campus police, counseling, student affairs
staff, and administration to increase information sharing and collaboration in addressing students
of concern (Bonanno & Levenson, 2014; Flynn & Heitzmann, 2008; Thompson et al., 2009; U.S.
Secret Service, 2018). Identifying students of concern and increasing organizational
communication among students, faculty, and staff so that the whole picture of worrisome
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behavior is clear allows for a more accurate assessment of the issue (Bonanno & Levenson,
2014; Clark et al., 2019; Flynn & Heitzmann, 2008; Fox & Savage, 2009; U.S. Secret Service,
2018). Behavior assessment teams must consider behavior patterns; have good communication
with teachers/faculty, family, and friends; examine social media activity, and move quickly to
bring in law enforcement when a pattern indicates a threat of violence (Flynn & Heitzmann,
2008; U.S. Secret Service, 2018).
Peers, faculty, and staff are essential to identifying students of concern. A bystander
study in 2008 showed that in many active shooter situations, others had some knowledge about
plans for an attack and failed to report it (U.S. Secret Service, 2018). To address that fact,
bystander training has become a part of prevention procedures (Clark et al., 2019). Students,
faculty, and staff are taught how to identify, assist, and report students who may show
concerning behaviors or mental health struggles (Bonanno & Levenson, 2014; Prince, 2015).
“See something, say something” campaigns often address this (Bonanno & Levenson, 2014;
Kepp, 2018). Similar to P-12 and IHE undergraduate student support structures, IHE should
consider additional support mechanisms for graduate level students, such as increased
counseling, better understanding of family background, increased student organization
involvement, and a system to address inappropriate faculty expectations (Fox & Savage, 2009).
Furthermore, physical prevention measures for schools exist, similar to those in workplaces,
including the addition of cameras on campus, metal detectors, security guards, required
identification cards, no locks on lockers, and electronic access to buildings and classrooms
(Bonanno & Levenson, 2014; Clark et al., 2019; Jonson, 2017).
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Active Shooter Preparedness
Discussions of preparedness and prevention often coincide because the two concepts tend
to overlap. Preparedness for an ASE involves ensuring the appropriate outfitting of the physical
space and the readiness of people to respond. For example, the categorization of target hardening
including cameras, door lock systems, and security personnel qualifies as both prevention and
preparedness (Doherty, 2016; Terrades, 2017). In a study of campus police chiefs for IHE, less
than one third thought that campus police officers, students, faculty, and staff were receiving
enough training for an ASE, and preparation was inadequate (Thompson et al., 2009). Research
suggests that the actions of potential victims are important, for they can help to deter or stop an
ASE, making preparedness a critical component to ASE management (Martaindale et al., 2017;
Silver et al., 2018). After Columbine, many P-12 schools began using ALICE as a training
technique for preparing schools and students for an active shooter attack. ALICE stands for alert,
lockdown, inform, counter, evacuate (Blad, 2017). To receive federal grants focused on crisis
preparation and response, P-12 schools must use the National Incident Management System
(NIMS) provided by FEMA, unlike IHE (Kingshott & McKenzie, 2012). IMS covers
communications, command management, preparedness, resource management, supporting
technologies, and ongoing maintenance. However, NIMS is complicated, and often teachers, like
staff and faculty at IHE, do not experience the yearly drills and training specifically needed for
ASE preparedness (Kingshott & McKenzie, 2012).
IHE Active Shooter Preparedness
Most IHE include active shooter training in a comprehensive crisis management plan but
have a hard time balancing the need to be safe and secure in relation to active shooter threats
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with the need to be open, welcoming, and attractive to current and potential students (Roman,
2018). Nevertheless, it is important to provide up-to-date active shooter training to the entire
academic community to be more fully prepared for an ASE (Clark et al., 2019; Terrades, 2017;
Thomas et al., 2014; Thompson et al., 2009). This training must include collaboration with
surrounding medical, police, and fire organizations (Bonanno & Levenson, 2014; Clark et al.,
2019; Ellies, 2015; Peterson et al., 2015; Roman, 2018; Rorie, 2015). Ellies (2015) suggested
local agencies train with schools within the incident command system (ICS), which is an
organizational structure designed to best manage a crisis. While the majority of IHE provide
ASE policies, many do not incorporate ASE trainings, simulations, and drills, yet this is critical
in promoting the correct response during an actual ASE on campus and reducing casualties
(Clark 2019; Clark et al., 2019; Morris, 2013; Sikes et al., 2018; Sullivan, 2012).
Police presence and lockdown drills are an important part of preparedness for many IHE
(Jonson, 2017; Morris, 2013). Armed security or police officers are now visible on the majority
of campuses (Jonson, 2017). However, smaller IHE are not as prepared to handle violent
situations due to a lack of training offered and lower police presence (Seo et al., 2012). The
Umpqua Community College shooting highlighted the need for armed security on campus. Only
one unarmed security officer was on campus, and that officer was unable to respond while the
shooter shot dozens of students at point blank range, killing eight people altogether (Fain, 2015).
Having an ERP is a first step, but plans must be addressed yearly and training provided to ensure
correct implementation of the plan. Most IHE incorporate a campus lockdown in the ERP if an
ASE occurs. Lockdown drills should be practiced among students, faculty, and staff during ASE
training, but they are just one step in preparedness for an ASE (Morris, 2013).
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Training sessions increase preparation and help to determine what part of the response
may need adjustment for better outcomes (Booker, 2014). One of the primary methods of
training students, faculty, and staff for an ASE is watching and discussing the Run, Hide, Fight
video created by the Department of Homeland Security and the City of Houston in 2013 (Clark
et al., 2019; Doherty, 2016; Ford & Frei, 2016; Jonson, 2017; Martaindale et al., 2017). Run,
Hide, Fight provides an easy to understand individual plan for responding to an ASE or mass
attack to reduce the number of shooting victims (Jonson, 2017; Simeone & Crimando, 2018).
Critics of the Run, Hide, Fight video argue it is too linear in direction, pushing instead for the
video Move, Escape, Attack, which is considered in line with natural reactions and easier to
follow (Kepp, 2018). IHE often place the Run, Hide, Fight video on a website or send it in an
email, which does not guarantee that all students, faculty, and staff view and understand it (Ford
& Frei, 2016).
However, fighting the shooter may be the only option. This response at IHE in recent
years has saved lives, pointing to the effectiveness of training videos and the Run, Hide, Fight
campaign (Johnson et al., 2015; Spicer, 2018). For example, Riley Howell, a student at UNC
Charlotte, tackled a classroom gunman in 2019 that paused shooting long enough for students to
escape but caused his own death. His willingness to fight back saved lives (Delia, 2020). Using
this video is a positive step in ASE preparedness, but it does not allow for more experiential
learning through drills and simulations (Morris, 2013). In a study on active shooter videos and
preparedness, students’ perceptions of preparedness increased, which indicates effectiveness of
the videos. Interestingly, the videos also increased levels of fear among females that an ASE
could occur on campus, which merits further understanding of how training impacts students
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(Peterson et al., 2015). Ultimately, training must go further than watching a video in residence
halls (Clark, 2013; Morris, 2013). To be better prepared, students and staff need to be trained on
situational awareness, which can be done using the OODA Loop. This means teaching students
and staff to “observe, orientate, decide, act” (Kepp, 2018, p. 128). They should know where exits
are in buildings, how to watch for concerning behaviors, and where cover may be found
(Johnson et al., 2015).
An area in which preparedness and prevention merge includes upgrading physical spaces
and campus alerts. IHE have begun to upgrade technology in response to recent ASEs, including
new door alarms; cameras; bulletproof glass on lab windows; building lockdown systems; and
mass campus notification systems. Some of these upgrades may prevent a shooter from
attempting an attack, and they also work to mitigate negative outcomes during an active shooter
response (Fox & Savage, 2009; Jonson, 2017; Morris, 2013; Peterson et al., 2015; Rasmussen &
Johnson, 2008; Roman, 2018). IHE have also focused on the who, what, and when for campus
alerts to ensure they send out timely and accurate information about an ASE on campus
(Rasmussen & Johnson, 2008). Unfortunately, the timeliness of campus alerts is still a concern.
Clark et al. (2019) explained that the majority of respondents at schools surveyed indicated that
emergency notifications go out within five minutes, which is the average timeframe for an ASE
to be complete. Future technology may include the ability to text students dependent on their
exact location on campus, cameras that can detect all license plates, and gunshot sensors to
determine exact location of gunfire (Roman, 2018). Consistent with the overall trend of fewer
preparation efforts at smaller IHE, larger IHE are more likely to have done extensive testing and
exercises on emergency notification systems (Rasmussen & Johnson, 2008).
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Active Shooter Response
Acts of mass violence are often over within 15 minutes, with approximately one third
over in less than five minutes, which indicates immediate and decisive response to an ASE on
campus is critical to mitigate damage. Preparation is key for all campus constituents, including
campus police (Doherty, 2016). The Columbine tragedy changed police response to an ASE.
Police departments no longer wait for SWAT team assistance before entering a location and
engaging the shooter. The old system of contain, control, and call the SWAT team cost many
lives during the Columbine incident (Glover, 2016; Marino et al., 2015). Campus law
enforcement must also be trained in first aid and life-saving measures for trauma victims, such as
applying a tourniquet, because victims often die from blood loss in an ASE (Bonanno &
Levenson, 2014; Jacobs et al., 2013). Jacobs et al. (2013) delineated five steps to an ASE
response by police and first responders, which follow the acronym THREAT: “threat
suppression, hemorrhage control, rapid extrication to safety, assessment by medical providers,
and transport to definitive care” (p. 1400). Stop the Bleed kits are another vital tool for both
police officers and bystanders to respond quickly to the medical needs of shooting victims (Blair
& Martaindale, 2013; Bonanno & Levenson, 2014; Kepp, 2018; Rorie, 2015). The Department
of Homeland Security, Department of Defense, and the White House began the Stop the Bleed
campaign in 2016 to encourage automated external defibrillator or AEDs, bleed kits, and training
in schools. Stop the Bleed training and quicker response by first responders on scene are vital to
active shooter response to keep more people alive, given victims often die within the first 30
minutes (Bonanno & Levenson, 2014; Kepp, 2018; Marino et al., 2015; Simeone & Crimando,
2018).
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IHE Active Shooter Response
From 2000 to 2013, 70% of ASEs on college campuses were over in less than five
minutes and before police arrived on scene (Blair & Martaindale, 2013; Martaindale et al., 2017;
Thomas et al., 2014). Currently, campus police immediately go in and engage the shooter and
employ a lockdown system for the campus, but it is critical for students, faculty, and staff to be
prepared due to the quickness of an ASE (Agnich, 2015; Clark et al., 2019; Morris, 2013).
Emergency notifications through the campus alert system do assist with quicker response to an
ASE by sending text messages, emails, office phone notifications, and social media notifications.
Generally, students, staff, and faculty must sign up to receive those notifications, but given the
average is five minutes to receive one, these alert messages are not enough of a defense against
an ASE (Clark et al., 2019; Fox & Savage, 2009; Morris, 2013; Sulkowski & Lazarus, 2011).
Faculty, staff, and students should receive training in first aid and CPR, such as police do
(Bonanno & Levenson, 2014; Simeone & Crimando, 2018). ASE response should also include a
plan for students, faculty, and staff with disabilities (Kepp, 2018; USDOE 2013).
Appropriate IHE response to an ASE is similar to general ASE response including
activation of the ERP, utilization of a designated incident command center, and campus-wide
lockdown system (Doherty, 2016; Sikes et al., 2018). A campus lockdown includes either
manual or automated locking of all buildings and in some cases, specific classrooms, as well as
turning off lights and cell phones and seeking cover (Ford & Frei, 2016; Morris, 2013). An
alternate response mechanism for IHE includes Victim Mitigation Systems, which are put in
each campus building. Once triggered, these systems lock down the building and call the police,
although they are often too costly for schools (Anonymous, 2012). While technology is costly,
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alarms, door locks, cameras, and scanners have proven helpful in mitigating damage during an
ASE, including victim counts (Sulkowski & Lazarus, 2011). Technology upgrades along with
yearly preparation and training among campus constituents combine to offer the best protection
from an ASE (Clark et al., 2019).
A vital aspect of response includes ongoing communication efforts by the school after an
ASE. Schools need to be transparent, detailed, and honest with information sharing to avoid
rumors going viral (Jones et al., 2017; Mazer et al., 2015; Thompson et al., 2017).
Communications from IHE immediately after a mass attack or ASE must show care and concern
from the institution to the students, faculty, staff, and families impacted. Entry-level student
affairs professionals may be involved in communication efforts with families, classmates, and
friends, although often informally (Liu et al., 2015; Roman, 2018; Zdziarski, 2016; Zdziarski et
al., 2007). This may include holding memorial services soon after the incident on campus and
coordinating immediate counseling services for everyone impacted (Flynn & Heitzmann, 2008;
Zdziarski, 2016). Entry-level student affairs professionals must be prepared to not only face an
ASE but to offer the correct response in line with the IHE emergency response plan and most
specifically to students impacted by the ASE (Liu et al., 2015). Student affairs staff must go
beyond protocol and outlined communication plans in their response efforts (Zdziarski et al.,
2007). Zdziarski et al. (2007) explained,
The families who are helped but not cared for, interacted with but not embraced,
responded to but not engaged, will return to their homes with a much different sense of
what happened. The faculty or staff member who returns to the classroom or office with
no sense of concern from the institution has no opportunity to enlarge the institution’s
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role as a community that cares for its members, one that reaches out to others in time of
need and responds with compassion and dignity. (p. 6)
Staff, communications teams, and administrators should not only have an extensive plan for
family outreach and support, but should also consider how each type of communication and level
of communication matters to those impacted by an IHE (Roman, 2018).
Active Shooter Recovery
Recovery is the last part of a four-part comprehensive crisis management plan outlined
by the Federal Emergency Management Association or FEMA (USDOE, 2013; Winn, 2018;
Zdziarski, 2001, 2016). Having a recovery plan as well as a continuity of operations plan
(COOP) and business operations plan are important tools for all types of organizations for a
successful recovery process from a mass attack or ASE. Often organizations focus on the
immediate response but do not consider the short- and long-term recovery plans necessary to
lessen the negative impact of an ASE or rampage shooting attack (National Center for Campus
Public Safety, 2016; USDOE, 2010). Because of their direct contact and communication with
various students and student groups on campus, entry-level student affairs staff must be a part of
the recovery plans (Skurka et al., 2018; Winn, 2018).
IHE Active Shooter Recovery
ASE recovery for IHE can be a long process, but the overarching goal is reestablishing
the educational environment. This can include focus on buildings, business operations,
academics, and the mental and emotional status of everyone involved (Molina & Bonds, 2018;
USDOE, 2010). Recovery includes both immediate and long-term steps. The incident will need
to be debriefed soon after it occurs, and there should be follow-up communications to the public
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and students and follow-up reports on the response, all of which should include student affairs
professionals because of their direct connection to students (Catullo, 2008; Doherty, 2016;
Skurka et al., 2018). Debriefing must include an examination of the areas that higher education
leaders deal with during a crisis, including who is leading the crisis response, level of crisis
preparation, decision making during the crisis, changing management roles, communication
concerns, consideration of all IHE stakeholders, and lengthy response and recovery issues
(Bates, 2015). Learning is an important part of the recovery process for IHE, and everyone from
the chief student affairs officer to the entry-level professional should be involved in the learning
process during recovery to ensure a better response should an ASE ever happen again (Catullo,
2008; Liu et al., 2015; Molina & Bonds, 2018). External consultants are ideal for unbiased
assistance during this part of recovery (Parrot, 2012). Organizational resiliency is often seen
during the recovery process for IHE that recognize how important acknowledgment and learning
are to the process. IHE that are willing to learn and grow show resilience, even after a tragedy
such as a rampage shooting attack (Wooten & James, 2008). Recovery is often much easier when
IHE have well-planned and practiced ERPs and COOPs in place, allowing for a blueprint for
response that will lessen impact (Howard, 2015; National Center for Campus Public Safety,
2016; Studenberg; 2017; USDOE, 2010). Zdziarski (2001) explained that student affairs
professionals are often the first to provide support to students before, during, and after a crisis,
which means incorporating student affairs professionals in the recovery process is critical to
providing correct support and communication to students. IHE with stand-alone emergency
management departments are often more prepared for all stages of a crisis, including the
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recovery process. This positively impacts student affairs professionals who receive training and
tools from these areas (Studenberg, 2017).
One part of the recovery process is the ongoing communication with victims and
families. Long after funerals are held and people have recovered from wounds, IHE should
consider permanent memorials and remembrance on anniversaries, which often include student
affairs professionals for planning and coordination (Zdziarski, 2016). In addition, in the recovery
phase, IHE must address continued psychological issues and what support will be needed for
months and possibly years to come (Flynn & Heitzmann, 2008). Student affairs professionals are
both in need of focused long-term mental health support after an ASE, as well as the tools to
provide long-term support to students after an ASE (Holzweiss & Walker, 2018; Zdziarski,
2001). For example, many campus constituents including students, faculty, and staff impacted by
the Virginia Tech shooting needed long term mental health support.
IHE Law, Policy, and Public Expectation
IHE law, policy, and public expectation impact the level of preparedness for a crisis at an
IHE. While in loco parentis is no longer at play for IHE, there is still an expectation by parents
and families that an institution has a duty to care for students (Zdziarski et al., 2007). Federal
laws mandate IHE emergency response plans in place, but the quality of these plans varies
depending on the institution (Mann, 2007; Mitroff et al., 2006; Roman, 2018). The public has an
expectation—especially after the Virginia Tech massacre—that IHE will attempt to know all
risks to safety and work to put safety measures in place.
The legal implications after Virginia Tech also pushed IHE to consider more robust ASE
and crisis management (Peterson et al., 2015; Rasmussen & Johnson, 2008). Rasmussen and
74

Johnson (2008) described three legal principles that point to IHE responsibility for student safety
and risk mitigation: (a) special relationship in which schools are responsible for providing a safe
and secure campus because of a commitment to caring for the overall welfare of the student
body; (b) foreseeable risk, in which schools are required to consider potential risks and provide
protection to students from potential crimes or injuries, and (c) contractual obligation, in which
schools must protect students and others based on any contractual commitments made whether
stated clearly or implied. Student affairs staff—from the chief student affairs officer to the entrylevel professional—are often involved in the communication, training, and enforcement of
campus policies that are created based on law and public expectation (Catullo, 2008; Zdziarski,
2001). The Clery Act of 1990, which requires that IHE report all campus crimes annually,
provide security plans, and give “timely warnings to students and employees about crimes that
pose a threat” (Whissemore, 2015, p. 4), is an example of a legal requirement that staff
communicate to students each year (Woolfolk, 2013). The Clery Act has increased crime
reporting; however, it has not impacted campus crime or influenced program development
around prevention (Gregory & Janosik, 2003). All IHE constituents have a vested interest in
campus safety, including campus police, faculty, students, student affairs staff, and the
surrounding community (Woolfolk, 2013).
One of the reasons schools do not always share information about students of concern
proactively is the fear of violating the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA).
FERPA allows access to educational records for students and parents (with student consent),
while preventing that information from being shared with third parties. However, during
emergencies, this information can be shared among police, medical personnel, and those
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protecting public health (Rasmussen & Johnson, 2008; Tribbensee, 2008). As of 2007, FERPA
can allow the sharing of records about health and safety with school administrators when there is
a student of concern or an emergency. Crisis preparation of staff should include this knowledge
to better assist the campus during crisis response and also prevention efforts (Rasmussen &
Johnson, 2008). Student affairs professionals should be made aware that FERPA does not apply
to camera footage, observable threats, or concerning actions (Tribbensee, 2008). The institution
may contact the family, police, and mental health experts regarding behavioral issues such as
concerning statements or actions, which could be beneficial for ASE and mass attack prevention
efforts among entry-level staff that interact daily with students (Liu et al., 2015; Tribbensee,
2008). Although FERPA does not protect the disclosure of police reports, the sharing of medical
and counseling records is forbidden at all times, unless the student is determined to be an
imminent threat to self or others (Tribbensee, 2008). Student affairs professionals, such as those
on a student assistance team, should remember to keep educational records separate from police
reports (Tribbensee, 2008). FERPA is not the same as the Health Insurance Portability and
Accountability Act (HIPPA). Often schools confuse HIPPA and FERPA. HIPPA protects the
sharing of medical or health information without consent or knowledge, such as counseling or
doctor’s office visits (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention [CDC], 2018). It is tough to
navigate the rights of students with the need to inform parents or authorities as concerns arise
that may lead to health and safety issues (Rasmussen & Johnson, 2008). All levels of
professional staff, including entry-level student affairs professionals who work directly with
students, must be appropriately prepared and trained on what can be shared about students.
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Increased communication is a critical part of prevention, preparedness, and response (Catullo,
2008; Fox & Savage, 2009; Tribbensee, 2008).
IHE Preparedness for an ASE
Even with increased prevention and preparedness efforts, many consider colleges and
universities less safe than just two decades ago due to the increases in guns on campus and
associated crimes (Kennedy, 2019; Rock, 2019). Student, faculty, and staff fear of a mass
shooting attack has also increased, which has caused calls for both gun control and concealed
open carry on campus (Ford & Frei, 2016; Rocque & Duwe, 2018; Thompson et al., 2009). After
each mass shooting at a school, an intense political and public push via the media ensues to enact
stricter gun control measures, hire armed guards for all schools, and even arm teachers (Fox &
DeLateur, 2014; Jonson, 2017). Advocates for increased gun control explain that firearm access
and mass shooting attacks are connected (Fox & DeLateur, 2014). Gun control advocates argue
that the higher the number of people who own and have access to guns, the higher the rates of
suicide and homicide (Rocque & Duwe, 2018; Thompson et al., 2009).
The nonstop media coverage of mass shootings also contributes to the campus carry
versus gun control debate (Jonson, 2017). Gun control advocates have expressed concern that
students, faculty, and staff with concealed weapons or open carry weapons will contribute to
further injury and death on campus by not acting appropriately during a mass shooting or by
being mistaken as the attacker (Birnbaum, 2013; Fox & DeLateur, 2014; Sulkowski & Lazarus,
2011). On the flipside, gun rights advocates believe mass attacks on campus may be less
common or successful if more people are carrying weapons and all constituents have a right to
carry on campus (Somers et al., 2020). However, data suggest that an increase of guns on
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campus increases rates of homicide, suicide, and accidents (Price et al., 2014; Sulkowski &
Lazarus, 2011). The current cultural attitude that guns solve problems, coupled with easy access
to guns by young adults and youth, undoubtedly contribute to the problem of mass shooting
attacks in academic settings (Agnich, 2015; Rocque, 2012). States with increased gun access and
less gun control have greater numbers of gun violence incidents on campus, which includes
much of the southern United States (Rock, 2019). In a national study, 4.3% of college students
stated that they had a firearm while at school. Public schools were more likely than private
schools to have students carrying or possessing guns on school property, and the majority of
respondents who had a gun on campus were White and from southern states (Agnich, 2015; Seo
et al., 2012; Somers et al., 2020). Currently, state schools are having to comply with state
mandates to allow campus carry, which most faculty, staff, and administrators are firmly against
(Birnbaum, 2013; Somers et al., 2020). While the American Association of University Professors
and the majority of faculty, staff, and administrators do not condone allowing guns on campus, it
is becoming the norm in a number of states (Somers et al., 2020).
Additional guns on campus, increasing academic pressures, mental health issues, and
alcohol and drug access combine for a less safe campus environment. This and the increase in
ASEs across the country highlight the urgent need for students, staff, and faculty to be fully
prepared for an ASE on campus (Fox & DeLateur, 2014; Price et al., 2014; Somers et al., 2020;
Zdziarski, 2016). However, IHE are not currently providing enough emergency exercises to
prepare for a crisis such as an ASE on campus (Clark et al., 2019; Cook, 2016; Thompson et al.,
2009). Staff at smaller institutions report feeling less prepared for campus violence and often do
not have a defined emergency management office or program (Seo et al., 2012; Sullivan, 2012).
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Schools that have not had a major crisis, or an ASE specifically, are less likely to incorporate
drills and exercises or ensure the ERP is up to date (Sulkowski & Lazarus, 2011). However,
simple educational efforts are not costly and can help prepare students, staff, and faculty
specifically for an ASE on campus (Seo et al., 2012; Thompson et al., 2009). Utilizing text
messaging is another effective way to raise student awareness and knowledge of ASE response.
Students also want interactive programs that are “appealing, useful and memorable” (p. 41).
Updated ERPs and alert systems must be combined with yearly ASE training and ongoing drills
or exercises for students, faculty, and staff (Clark, 2019; Clark et al., 2019; Ford & Frei, 2016).
In one study, faculty surveyed felt more prepared for an ASE where there was a defined policy
but wanted more mandatory training and drills along with discussion on prevention efforts
(Clark, 2019). In another study, only 25% of respondents at the schools studied knew anything
about the emergency plan in place at the institution, and smaller schools indicated lower levels of
perceived preparedness (Clark et al., 2019). Davis et al. (2019) explained that most students do
not know disaster procedures and lack preparedness for a crisis but feel it is the school’s job to
prepare them, although 75% of administrators surveyed did not think students were prepared for
an ASE on campus. Upper-level administrations are often not as invested in crisis preparation
until an actual crisis occurs; in fact, they do not invest enough attention, time, or money on
institution-wide crisis management in general (National Center for Campus Public Safety, 2016;
USDOE, 2010, 2013). Students, staff, and faculty often look to the campus police department to
provide protection and keep people safe, but campus police departments are frequently
understaffed and underfunded. In reality, the entire campus must work together to keep a campus
community safe (Woolfolk, 2013). Many IHE are not providing regular ASE training that
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incorporates drills and simulations for students, faculty, and staff. This should be done in a
collaborative and campus-wide manner to ensure a cohesive response (Studenberg, 2017;
Zdziarski et al., 2007). Student affairs staff in particular should be provided ongoing ASE
training from tabletops to full-scale exercises, as well as consistent support and debriefings after
a crisis, ASE, or mass attack (Holzweiss & Walker, 2018; Zdziarski, 2001).
Active Shooter Training Descriptions
Training and drills for an ASE are essential to ensure preparedness (Fox & Savage, 2009;
Mitroff et al., 2006). After the Virginia Tech massacre, personnel employed by Virginia Tech
and the state of Virginia completed a thorough review of the incident. Virginia Tech now leads
IHE in preparedness for an ASE and all types of crises, including ongoing risk analysis and
environmental scans, enhanced communication, focus on prevention efforts, and mandatory
training in new student and faculty orientation (Bergeron, 2008; Fox & Savage, 2009; Tyree &
Beal, 2018). Unfortunately, even after the Virginia Tech and Umpqua Community College
shootings, most schools focus preparedness efforts on security and communication instead of on
training and drills for students, faculty, and staff. Schools that do provide drills implement them
differently, depending on the institution—they may be mandatory or voluntary, in person or
online (Associated Press, 2015). Participation in physical drills, exercises, and simulations
provides better preparation to respond to an ASE, compared to passive training such as online
videos and brochures (Kapucu & Khosa, 2013; Mitroff et al., 2006; Sikes et al., 2018). Although
often too time consuming and costly to do consistently, large-scale exercises or simulations are
the most highly recommended form of ASE training because they allow the participant to
practice response in a real-life scenario (Hammer, 2019; Simeone & Crimando, 2018).
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While the majority of IHE do not conduct regular active shooter exercises, simulations,
or physical drills—which would be most ideal for preparation—many IHE provide some degree
of active shooter training or information dissemination for students, faculty, and staff (Clark et
al., 2019; Seo et al., 2012). IHE conduct several levels of active shooter training, which may
entail an active shooter workshop, group discussion, reading information, a game, or a lecture
from an expert. Some training includes basic simulations and modeling, and others include fullscale simulations (Pitts, 2018). When IHE provide training that goes beyond watching the Run,
Hide, Fight video, discussing campus policies, or utilizing web-based mandatory training, they
have choices regarding the level and type of exercise to provide in preparation for an ASE,
including active shooter drills, tabletop exercises, functional exercises, and full-scale exercises
(DHS Ready.gov, 2016). Active shooter drills, which present ways to respond to an ASE, are the
most basic exercise that can be conducted at an IHE for faculty, staff, and students. Drills
provide an introductory and often easy to digest understanding of what to do during an ASE that
goes beyond discussion to a brief walk through with participants (DHS Ready.gov, 2016). Drills
may include a walkthrough with a small group of students or staff in one area or department,
along with a discussion before or after about what actions to take if there is an ASE on campus
or in a particular building, such as a residence hall. The drill may also include strategy discussion
such as using Run, Hide, Fight during response to an ASE (Bonanno & Levenson, 2014; DHS
Ready.gov, 2016; Seo et al., 2012). Active shooter drills allow participants an opportunity to
practice the actions they will take before, during, or after an ASE (SchoolSafety.gov, n.d.).
Another way to prepare or train for an ASE is using a tabletop exercise, which bring
leaders and administrators from the school together to outline each person’s role during and after
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an ASE (DHS Ready.gov, 2016; Rorie, 2015; USDOE, 2010). This is an informal, discussionbased meeting in which a leader facilitates a discussion using various ASE scenarios. Tabletop
exercises can be done at the departmental level, division level, or among upper administrators.
Often tabletop exercises last a few hours and include representatives from the campus police and
emergency management team to facilitate the exercise. These exercises include discussion of
policies and procedures related to the emergency (DHS Ready.gov, 2016; SchoolSafety.gov,
n.d.).
Functional active shooter training exercises are the next level of exercise utilized for
active shooter training. Functional exercises allow team members and administrators to practice
responses using a scenario in a “simulated operational environment” (DHS Ready.gov, 2016,
para. 4). Participants are typically contained in the institution, and the exercise is mainly verbal.
There is no specific field work in this type of exercise (DHS Ready.gov, 2016). This is different
from a tabletop exercise, which allows participants to talk through what actions they might take.
DHS Ready.gov (2016) explains that functional exercises are used to “exercise specific team
members, procedures and resources” (para. 4). Public agencies such as local police, fire, and
emergency responders host full-scale active shooter exercises. These exercises involve the
campus and community and include a lengthy simulation in which an ASE is staged on campus
(DHS Ready.gov, 2016). In a full-scale exercise, leaders step through decisions and take actions,
while participants play roles to set up a realistic environment for the exercise (DHS Ready.gov,
2016). IHE rarely conduct full-scale exercises; when they are implemented, they typically do not
involve upper administrators, which does not allow for key decision makers to learn how to best
act during an ASE (Sullivan, 2012). Entry-level student affairs staff may be involved, but these
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are uncommon at IHE, making them less impactful for ASE preparation (Clark, 2019; Morris,
2013). IHE most often utilize tabletop exercises because they are cheap and efficient. Tabletop
exercises offer a time and cost effective way to involve faculty and staff across the institution in
active shooter training that goes beyond simple active shooter policy explanations and web-based
trainings to decision making practice (Ellies, 2015). Unfortunately, entry-level student affairs
professionals are not likely to be involved in tabletop exercises, although they have the most
direct contact with students during a crisis (Clark, 2019; Clark et al., 2019; Holzweiss & Walker,
2018). Varying levels of active shooter drills are often a part of residence hall safety training and
student organization training each year for students, but they are not necessarily provided to
entry-level student affairs staff outside of what is related to student training (Holzweiss &
Walker, 2018; Zdziarski, 2001). Research clearly indicates that active shooter preparedness
efforts in the form of mandatory, consistent physical drills and exercises increase the chances of
a correct response by campus constituents, thereby reducing the negative impact of an ASE on
campus, such as the number victims wounded or killed (Bonanno & Levenson, 2014; Clark et
al., 2019; Fox & Savage, 2009; Seo et al., 2012; Zdziarski, 2001).
Student Affairs and ASE Preparedness
Student affairs professionals are a key group of staff on campus who must be prepared
for an ASE because of their direct contact and interaction with students on campus (Holzweiss &
Walker, 2018; Thompson et al., 2009; Zdziarski, 2001). Student affairs professionals are staff
members at IHE focused on student learning and development outside of the classroom (Long,
2012). Entry-level student affairs professionals (ELSAP) are a unique subset within student
affairs who typically have 0-3 years of experience (although several professional associations
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extend to 0-6 years of work), and occupy entry-level positions such as hall director and
coordinator, student organization advisor, and academic advisor (ACPA, 2018; Overocker,
2015). Most ELSAP have recently finished a graduate degree to prepare for a career in student
affairs and are in their first position in the field (Overocker, 2015; Schum, 2011).
Along with focus on campus programs and services, at the heart of the student affairs
profession is a focus on the educational, emotional, physical, and social development of students
(Schum, 2011). Student affairs professionals, including entry-level employees, work in a variety
of areas including but not limited to residence life, campus life, career services, counseling,
student conduct, recreation, advising services, community engagement, Greek life, leadership
development, diversity and inclusion, and access and accommodation (Long, 2012). Key issues
facing ELSAP include student mental health and wellness, campus safety and alcohol/drug use
(Hibel, 2020). More recently, student affairs divisions are facing budget cuts and staff shortages,
which impact what professionals are able to focus on in terms of student learning (Hibel, 2020).
This may directly impact the ability of ELSAP to receive adequate training for crises, including
ASEs on campus (Holzweiss & Walker, 2018). Ongoing training and development has an impact
on decision making and skill development, which can impact ELSAP in their ability to respond
to a crisis or train students for a crisis (Holzweiss & Walker, 2018). Research suggests that
students are often not well prepared for any type of crisis or disaster on campus, even though
they think they are prepared. They do not typically know campus policies for emergency
response (Cook, 2016; Davis et al., 2019; Lovecamp & McMahon, 2011). ELSAP play a critical
role of transmitting knowledge via policies and training to students, specifically as it relates to
crisis response, including ASEs on campus (Fox & Savage, 2009). Because of this, it is critical
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that they know how to handle a crisis individually (Cook, 2016; Holzweiss & Walker, 2018). In
a study by Liu et al., (2015) the researchers found that faculty and staff at IHE had a low level of
awareness of crisis response plans, which indicated a low level of focus on preparation and
training for crisis.
Research also indicates that IHE are lagging behind in ASE training efforts compared to
P-12 campuses (Cook, 2016; Fox & Savage, 2009; McQuiller, 2018). In many cases, ELSAP are
the first point of contact in emergencies on campus due to the close relationships built with
students, yet they do not feel they have enough policy awareness, safety protocol knowledge, or
developed skill in crisis management to respond immediately and effectively to a crisis
(Holzweiss & Walker, 2018). Given they are expected to provide a high level of support to
students and critical services before, during, and after a crisis, this is not ideal (Zdziarski, 2001).
Another challenge for ELSAP is the increased need to provide help, support, and in some
cases, light counseling to students both after a crisis and often in general. Entry-level student
affair staff require additional counseling skills to perform the types of student development roles
they take on, which must often be balanced with administrative duties. Most ELSAP believe
counseling skills are critical to their roles, but student affairs graduate programs do not always
have a major emphasis on counseling, and many IHE do not provide ongoing training and
professional development for ELSAP to feel adequately prepared to counsel students (Stark &
Mills, 2020). While ELSAP are not licensed counselors and cannot replace or assume the critical
role of an official counseling center on campus, they are often required to use counseling skills
after a crisis event on campus during one-on-one interactions with students, as well as on official
care teams within student affairs units (Stark & Mills, 2020). ELSAP must be provided enhanced
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ASE preparation to increase the likelihood of the correct response to an ASE both as an
individual employee on campus, and as a professional often tasked with the critical role of
training students for active shooter response, as well as coordinating short- and long-term
response and recovery efforts (Liu et al., 2015; Cook, 2016; Zdziarski, 2001; Zdziarski et al.,
2007).
Theoretical Framework: Social Cognitive Theory
Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory, which derived from Bandura’s social learning
theory in the 1960s, describes learning as an interactive experience. Individuals contribute to life
situations as much as they are products of those life situations. Individual experiences, others’
actions, and various environmental factors all work together to influence behavior (Bandura,
1986). Individuals have personal agency over goals, actions, and beliefs. The mind is not simply
reactive to the world around, but able to create, generate, and reflect (Bandura, 1986, 2001,
2005). Three sets of factors—environmental, behavioral, and personal—work together to
promote learning and performance (Bandura, 2001).
Four components constitute social cognitive theory: (a) self-observation includes
observing one’s own actions and behaviors to help inform and motivate; (b) self-evaluation
includes considering current performance with a specific goal in mind; (c) self-reaction involves
reacting to one’s own performance either positively or negatively; and (d) self-efficacy is one’s
belief in ability to accomplish the goal set forth (Bandura, 1986, 2001). Individuals develop
intentions of actions and how to realize those actions. They will self-regulate their experience in
the world by doing what provides satisfaction or contentment and avoiding anything that does
not. In addition, individuals consider how they function in the world and within social systems,
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and constantly consider thoughts and actions in relation to finding meaning in life, and modify
those thoughts and actions as needed (Bandura, 1986, 1989, 2005).
Personal agency occurs within a social structure. This social structure helps the individual
to be better organized while adding restrictions to agency and in that sense, personal agency and
social structure are constantly influencing each other. Much of what is learned in life is through
social modeling and not solely based on rewards and consequences. Essentially, humans learn
from others (Bandura, 1986, 2005).
An individual’s environment also impacts learning and decision making. The
environment has several functions. In one sense, it cannot be changed, and individuals must
choose how to respond to what is presented. In another sense, individuals can decide what to use
and take from what is in front of them. In yet another sense, there is a created environment in
which “people’s beliefs in their personal and collective efficacy play an influential role in how
they organize, create, and manage the life circumstances that affect the paths they take and what
they become” (Bandura, 2005, p. 18). Individuals’ own measure of personal capability then can
influence what they choose to respond to and how they respond. Individuals are presented with
life circumstances, such as a threatening situation like an ASE, and they have the personal
agency to react, control, and respond to that situation. However, personal efficacy will exert
influence over their actions in that situation (Bandura, 1994; Bandura, 2005).
Conceptual Framework: Self-Efficacy
Self-efficacy, considered one of the most important components of Bandura’s social
cognitive theory of development, is the belief in one’s ability to behave in a way necessary for a
specific outcome. Self-efficacy has the most impact on human agency, or our ability to make
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choices and utilize choices in the world. Individuals must first believe that a desired outcome
will occur from a set of actions, or they will not continue with those actions (Bandura, 1986,
1999). Efficacy shows a level of confidence in individual ability to control personal behaviors
and motivations as well as the surrounding environment (Bandura, 1997). Higher levels of
efficacy allow people to handle or manage their environments more effectively. In an ASE,
making and committing to decisions are critical, as well as connected to higher levels of efficacy
(Bandura, 2001).
Several studies on the efficacy of students in crisis or ASE response exist, but so far little
is available on IHE staff and response efficacy (Ford & Frei, 2016; Liu et al., 2015; Snyder,
2014). In regard to students, one study on the safety self-efficacy of students showed that ASE
training, such as watching the Run, Hide, Fight video or participating in ASE exercises, increases
a student’s safety self-efficacy and knowledge of what to do during an ASE (Ford & Frei, 2016).
Training programs positively influence student perceptions of safety on campus (Snyder, 2014).
For example, in a factorial design of the impact of message mediums, Ford and Frei (2016)
found that students with increased knowledge of the safety measures available on campus had
increased confidence in their response in an active shooter situation.
Although college students are fearful of an ASE occurring, they often have an inflated
sense of campus safety in general and do not feel anything bad will actually happen to them,
which is misplaced confidence in personal safety (Davis et al., 2019). This does not appear to
hold true for faculty and staff at IHE. Faculty and staff are concerned for personal safety and
student safety and often recognize the need for increased training to respond to an ASE, but they
do not feel IHE have prepared them to respond (Catullo, 2008; Holzweiss & Walker, 2018; Liu
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et al., 2015; Pitts, 2018; Zdziarski, 2001). Training increases confidence in response and
enhances chances of correct response during an ASE, potentially impacting survival ability,
which is critical for all campus constituents during an ASE (Snyder, 2014). Even more so,
simulations and drills for students, faculty, and staff help improve decision making during an
actual ASE (Morris, 2013). Training and hands-on drills for students and staff help to increase
rote memory for response to an ASE, as well as reduce fear, which can interfere with a person’s
response (Cook, 2016). Higher levels of efficacy are tied to reduced fear and anxiety on how one
might actually perform a task in a threatening situation (Bandura, 2001). ASE training that
includes drills and exercises increases response efficacy of faculty and staff, which then
increases the likelihood of performing the correct action during an ASE (Bandura, 1994; Liu et
al., 2015; Pitts, 2018).
Even attempts to increase faculty and staff general awareness and understanding of
emergency response plans is correlated with higher levels of self-efficacy towards the response,
which points to the importance of increasing training to further increase response efficacy (Liu et
al., 2015). Group efficacy or community efficacy is also important in an ASE (Bandura, 2001).
Students, faculty, and staff are frequently together, and they must respond as a group or campus
community in this situation. Students, faculty, and staff must feel they have control over the
situation, which is challenging in an ASE, but practice and understanding of response improves
their confidence and decision making (Liu et al., 2015). Collective efficacy impacts what shared
actions will be taken (Bandura, 2001). Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy is significant in ASE
response because of the connectivity of ASE training to higher levels of efficacy among faculty,
staff and students in ASE response, which may ultimately save lives at IHE that experience a
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mass shooting attack (Snyder, 2014). It is critical then, that ELSAP have high levels of efficacy
for responding to an ASE given their close contact with students and their duties to provide
safety training each year (Liu et al., 2015; Pitts, 2018).
While this study focused on self-efficacy as the conceptual framework, it is important to
note that there are current studies that outline the importance of both institutional and individual
resilience in the wake of a crisis or emergency such as an ASE. Resilience theory focuses on an
individual’s ability to handle or process adversity or trauma and have positive outcomes, or
lessened negative outcomes, in response (Ledesma, 2014; Vieselmeyer et al., 2017; Yates et al.,
2014). Interestingly, self-efficacy is one factor among several that help to determine individual
resilience along with self-esteem, determination, and perseverance. Resiliency is also tied to a
focus on preventative efforts, such as mental health support for students and wellness programs
on campus. Essentially, a focus on increasing resiliency among students through health and
wellness support, training, and formal programs may help to prevent ASEs among students
experiencing significant mental health challenges (Yates et al., 2014). Resiliency training for
students, faculty, and staff may lessen the negative effects of a traumatic event, such as an ASE
(Vieselmeyer et al., 2017). Institutional or organizational resilience also factors into the response
and recovery efforts for an ASE. Training, professional development, and a commitment to
employee satisfaction promote a more resilient campus. They can also facilitate a more positive
recovery from any type of traumatic campus event, including an ASE (Ledesma, 2014).
Summary
ASEs and mass shooting attacks are “uncommon but horrific events” (Jacobs et al., 2013,
p. 2) that we must be prepared for and know how to respond to. In a study of university
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presidents, Price et al. (2014) reported that most presidents described a system for assessing
students of concern, timely alert notifications, an up-to-date active shooter plan, clear police
presence, and security cameras. However, under half of the presidents reported that faculty and
staff had adequate training to respond correctly to an active shooter event, and students had even
less training for an ASE on campus. Based on current trends, IHE will face increased crises,
making preparedness for crises, including ASEs, a critical concern (Mitroff et al., 2006). With
ASEs on the rise across the United States, an increase in mental health issues among college
students and access to guns increasing, it is critical to prepare students, faculty, and staff for an
ASE on campus (Center for Collegiate Mental Health, 2019; Price et al., 2014). ELSAP are often
responsible for training students on campus safety including ASEs (Hibel, 2020; Holzweiss &
Walker, 2018). However, ELSAP do not perceive themselves prepared to respond to an ASE,
which impacts their ability to respond correctly to an ASE and ultimately provide adequate
training for students (Bandura, 2001; Holzweiss & Walker, 2018). It is imperative that ELSAP
feel prepared for an ASE because this in turn impacts how well they are able to train students for
an ASE, yet studies show that faculty and staff are not being provided adequate training to
respond to an ASE (Liu et al., 2015). Currently, there are few studies that concentrate on
perceptions of ELSAP’s preparedness for an ASE and how that is tied to preparation activities
and heightened efficacy to complete an action or task. Social cognitive theory, or the belief that
individuals have agency over their own goals, actions and beliefs, houses the concept of selfefficacy. Self-efficacy increases with the more training and practice an individual experiences in
any given task. The higher an individual’s efficacy, the more likely they will respond
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appropriately with a correct action, such as the appropriate actions to take during an ASE
(Bandura, 1994).
Perceptions of preparedness of ELSAP for an ASE have not been previously studied
utilizing the conceptual framework of self-efficacy. This niche group of employees at an IHE is
directly responsible for the general care, oversight, education, and training of students on campus
outside of the classroom, and they must also be prepared individually for a crisis. This study
provides important information on IHE levels of ASE training and how that impacts perceived
preparedness and perceived efficacy to respond to an ASE. The study can provide guidance to
IHE on appropriate preparedness measures for an ASE that most directly impact perceptions of
preparedness and level of self-efficacy to respond to an ASE.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this chapter is to describe the methodology used for this quantitative,
exploratory study to examine perceptions of preparedness for an active shooter event (ASE)
among entry-level student affairs professionals (ELSAP). This study provides IHE data on
ELSAP demographics, types and levels of training provided to ELSAP, and the relationship of
those with perceived levels of preparedness and efficacy to respond to an ASE. This chapter
addresses the research design, along with methodology, sample and participant selection,
procedures, and analysis. The main study originally surveyed 65 entry-level student affairs
professionals (ELSAP) associated with a professional organization, the Association of College
Personnel Administrators (ACPA). ACPA is an organization that advances the mission of the
student affairs staff to lead, engage and serve students through their collegiate experience
(ACPA, 2018). It is important to note that many, but not all, ELSAP are members of a
professional organization. Put differently, the target population for the study included members
of ACPA that identified as ELSAP, which constitute a more limited but accessible population.
To reach further participants, the researcher utilized social media groups on Facebook including:
Student Affairs Moms, Student Affairs Professionals, Residence Life Professionals, Student
Activities Professionals in Higher Education, The Admin: A Place for Student Affairs
Professionals and Student Affairs Mid-Level Professionals. Participants were also obtained by
emailing student affairs staff across the country who worked in entry-level student affairs
positions at a variety of institutions. Random schools were chosen to obtain email addresses to
send the study invitation.
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A total of 173 ELSAP participated in the study, including 16 who participated in the pilot
study. Participants completed a modified version of the Faculty Active Shooter Preparedness
Survey (Pitts, 2018), called the Entry-Level Student Affairs Professional Active Shooter
Preparedness Survey (ELASPS). The modified survey was utilized in a pilot study that went out
May 4, 2021. The researcher used the pilot study to identify any potential errors and address
issues of validity and reliability (Gay et al., 2009). Interest in participating in the pilot study was
obtained through a Google form that went out to colleagues in student affairs. Each pilot study
participant received the study link through SurveyMonkey, as well as a copy of the instrument
and a Google form to complete. The Google form asked pilot study participants to provide
feedback on the survey, including two questions on the layout or design of the instrument and the
actual items in the instrument.
The purpose of this quantitative, descriptive study was to explore how the level of active
shooter training among entry-level student affairs professionals, as well as personal and
institutional demographics, is associated with individual, perceived preparedness for an active
shooter event and individual efficacy to respond to an active shooter event on campus.
Understanding this relationship can inform IHE in the development of more appropriate and
effective active shooter training programs.
Research Questions Reiterated
The following questions guided this study:
1. What associations exist between active shooter training provided to entry-level
student affairs professionals and both their perceived preparedness for an active
shooter event and their perceived efficacy to respond to an active shooter?
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Training variables include training availability, required active shooter training, number of active
shooter trainings, length of active shooter trainings, number of active shooter drills, number of
functional training exercises, number of full-scale training exercises, type of active shooter
exercises, components of active shooter training, tactics modeled, opportunity for questions,
opportunity for feedback, student training provided, and involvement in student training.
Perceived preparedness and efficacy variables include perceptions of institutional preparedness,
individual perceptions of preparedness (response), forethought, thoughts about training (value),
and self-efficacy (confidence).
2.

What associations exist between individual and institutional demographics of entrylevel student affairs professionals and both their perceived preparedness for an active
shooter event and their perceived efficacy to respond to an active shooter?

Demographic variables include age, gender, ethnicity, position type, years of experience, type of
institution, institution classification (private or public), institution location, and institution size.
Perceived preparedness and efficacy variables include perceptions of institutional preparedness,
individual perceptions of preparedness (response), forethought, thoughts about training (value)
and self-efficacy (confidence).
Research Design
According to McMillan and Schumacher (1997), researchers should utilize a quantitative
approach when they wish to examine relationships among variables. This study explored
associations between demographic variables and training variables with perceptions of
preparedness and efficacy variables. The research design was non-experimental because it
involved pre-selected and existing demographic variables and bivariate testing of variables that
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were not manipulated (Creswell & Creswell, 2017; Trauth, 2015). The participants accessed the
questionnaire through posts on Facebook groups related to student affairs professionals, as well
as through the online software program SurveyMonkey via an emailed invitation to participate.
SurveyMonkey provides a service of posting questionnaires and collecting data without editing
or changing the surveys in any way. According to Shih and Fan (2009), while an electronic
survey in general produces a slightly lower response rate than a mailed paper survey, the
population being studied may influence the response rate and allow for higher response rates
using an emailed electronic survey. College populations and those familiar with email
technology, including those working on a college campus, respond to electronic survey requests
at a higher rate than the general population (Shih & Fan, 2009). To ensure a successful electronic
survey, it is important to direct it to a professional affiliation with interest in the area of study
(Shannon & Bradshaw, 2002). An emailed survey to ELSAP in ACPA included an initial email
invitation on May 27, 2021 and a reminder email June 17, 2021. ACPA does not provide the
researcher member information for direct contact between potential respondents, so the emailed
invitation was not personalized. The organization sent the participant request in a mass email to a
list of members based on specific demographic criteria requested, including identifying as entrylevel professionals with 0-6 years in the field and working full time in the United States. Emails
were then sent to approximately 250 random entry-level student affairs professionals. Additional
email addresses were obtained by searching school directories open to the public. The survey
was also sent out on several Facebook groups populated by student affairs professionals.
Once the researcher received responses, the researcher conducted descriptive and
bivariate statistical analysis on the data. Each of the eight demographic variables (age, gender,
96

ethnicity, position type, years of experience, type of institution, institution location, and
institution size) were analyzed to determine whether significant relationships exist among these
variables and perceptions of preparedness and efficacy variables. The researcher selected
individual and institutional demographic variables based on similar studies that examined the
effects of training and experience upon a group of professionals and utilized similar demographic
variables (Pitts, 2018; Schum, 2011). Also, research suggests that factors such as age, gender,
years of experience, size of institution, and type of institution are relevant to perceived
preparedness for an emergency or crisis on campus (Clark, 2019; Clark et al., 2019; Cook, 2016;
Fox & Savage, 2009; Holzweiss & Walker, 2018).
Perceptions of individual preparedness and efficacy variables include items grouped into
four factors. These factors include the following: individual perceptions of preparedness
(response), forethought, thoughts about training (value), and self-efficacy (confidence). Two
survey items that asked about the culture of preparedness at the institution and the preparedness
of colleagues at the institution addressed perceptions of institutional preparedness. Perceptions of
preparedness and efficacy variables selected reflect current research that ASE training is linked
to high levels of perceived preparedness and higher levels of efficacy (Catullo, 2008; Ford &
Frei, 2016; Zdziarski, 2001). Research also suggests that training and drills allow practice of an
action. Practice increases self-efficacy, which then increases the likelihood that the action will be
done correctly (Bandura, 1994, 1997). Likewise, the study utilized bivariate statistical testing to
explore associations between perceptions of preparedness and efficacy variables and the
following training variables: annual number of active shooter trainings provided, length of each
active shooter training, number of active shooter drills provided, number of active shooter
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functional exercises provided, number of full-scale training exercises provided, type of exercises
participated in, components included in active shooter trainings, tactics modeled in active shooter
trainings, opportunity to ask questions, opportunity to provide feedback, regularity of training,
and student training involvement.
Population
The target population was all entry-level student affairs professionals who worked in the
United States at the time of the study. By contrast, the accessible population was the ELSAP who
met the criteria for subjects in the study and who were members of ACPA, as well as student
affairs professionals who were members of various Facebook groups related to student affairs.
The advantages of using professional organization membership are convenience and access due
to the simple request process for subjects who fit the study criteria. The researcher was allowed
to set the criteria for selecting the members who participated in the study, including members
designated as entry-level professionals (0-6 years) who worked full time in the United States in
student affairs. The disadvantage of using an accessible population through ACPA is that the
researcher may have missed a number of subjects who were not members of this particular
organization for any number of reasons, such as cost to join. Another disadvantage of using
ACPA was the method for sending out the survey to members that fit the criteria, allowing only
two emails to be sent by the organization. The benefit of using social media groups to reach the
target population was the broad number of professionals interacting on platforms such as
Facebook. An advantage to sending emails to student affairs staff around the country that work
in student affairs is the personalized nature of the request.
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The criteria for participation in this study was entry level student affairs professionals (06 years) employed full time in the student affairs field on a college or university campus within
the United States. Although the exact number is unknown, it is likely there are thousands of
entry-level professionals in the United States. Entry level professionals are typically college
student personnel who have completed a master’s degree in student affairs administration or a
related field of study, allowing access to an entry level position in student affairs. Entry-level
professionals work at a college or university including community colleges, junior colleges, four
year liberal arts colleges, universities or other. Professional areas within student affairs include
but are not limited to the following: residence life, student activities, career services, recreation,
academic advising, new student programs, conduct, diversity and inclusion, student support
services, fraternity and sorority life, and access and accommodation (Hirt, 2006). The
professional organization which many, but not all, entry level student affairs professionals hold
membership in is the Association of College Personnel Administrators (ACPA). ACPA, founded
in 1924, currently represents almost 7500 members in 1200 private and public IHE across the
United States and the world (ACPA, 2018). ACPA is representative of a diverse population of
student affairs professionals and educators. Its mission is to “transform higher education by
creating and sharing influential scholarship, shaping critically reflective practice, and advocating
for equitable and inclusive learning environments” (ACPA, 2018, para. 1). This study focused on
student affairs professionals considered entry-level employees. Entry-level refers to professionals
working in what is widely accepted to be positions available immediately upon completion of a
master’s degree that require graduate assistant or no experience. ACPA members that selected
“entry-level” have zero to six years of experience and consider themselves new or relatively new
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to the field (ACPA, 2018; Schum, 2011). Common job titles may include coordinator or assistant
director (Hirt, 2006; Schum, 2011). Student affairs professionals work in higher education,
generally outside of the classroom, in areas that impact the growth and development of the whole
student (Hirt, 2006; Long, 2012). To ensure participation by student affairs staff only, this study
did not include professionals in higher education who worked primarily as faculty or in the
academic arena and held membership in ACPA. Emails to student affairs professionals, as well
as Facebook posts in student affairs groups were targeted to entry-level student affairs
professionals working full time in the United States. Intuitively, the conclusions of the study
apply to the broader target population of ELSAP; however, the study conclusions apply most
directly to ELSAP inclined to be members of professional organizations such as ACPA or active
on student affairs social media groups.
Sample
A non-probability, convenience sample was used to study the target population. This was
the accessible population, which means the group of subjects was easy to access for research
purposes, such as through professional affiliation with an organization (McMillan &
Schumacher, 1997). The researcher completed the Research Assessment Purposes Form on the
APCA website to request permission to send an electronic survey to entry-level student affairs
professionals who lived in the United States and worked full time in a functional area within the
student affairs career field (Long, 2012). To ensure that the researcher utilized the appropriate
convenience sample, the researcher used the following criteria: members who selected general
member at member institution or general member and selected entry-level on their yearly
membership application. Excluded categories were faculty, mid-level, president, retired
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professionals, and anyone who indicated they were not currently employed at a higher education
institution. The ACPA research request form required a detailed description of the study and its
relation to the professional organization. The form also required proof of IRB approval (see
Appendix A), a letter of support from the faculty advisor for the study, and an estimated
timeframe for the study. ACPA did not require payment to access members for survey
participation; however, the researcher was required to join the organization to request assistance
obtaining participants. All members in the organization who met the criteria received the
electronic survey through an email request by ACPA with a link to the survey on May 27, 2021.
A follow-up email was sent by ACPA on June 17, 2021. As of 2011 there were approximately
700 ACPA members that fit the sample criteria (Schum, 2011).
Only 65 members of ACPA completed the survey. Educational research typically
requires that the sample size be large enough to reflect or represent the population and provide
statistically significant results, but it is often amendable due to the research conditions present
(Siegle, 2019). In this case, the accessible population was estimated to be 700 entry-level student
affairs professionals who were members of ACPA. A return rate of 28% would have resulted in
approximately 200 for the sample size, which is the generally accepted minimum number of
samples needed to ensure enough data are retrieved to run a variety of bivariate tests on the
variables. Due to the low participation rates through ACPA, an IRB modification application was
submitted to adjust the study’s participant selection process to include social media groups
(Facebook) and emails to student affairs staff at IHE across the country randomly selected, as
well as a randomized gift card award to eight participants, as long as they provided an email
address through a linked Google form. This ensured that no identifying information was attached
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to the instrument. The study was then sent out through several Facebook groups and through
emails to colleagues in the field across the United States requesting participation in the study.
The changes made to advertising for participants as well as the Amazon gift card incentive
allowed the researcher to reach 197 participants.
Participants
Although 197 participants began the survey, only 173 completed it. The survey included
nine demographic variables that allowed for a full description of all actual participants and
institution types. The mean age of participants was 27 years old. Far more females participated in
the survey (121 females and 41 males); 116 participants (67%) selected White for ethnicity, 22
respondents (13%) selected African American/Black for ethnicity. Almost half (42%) worked at
institutions with more than 15,000 students; 127 respondents (73%) selected type of institution as
university; 117 of respondents (68%) worked at a public institution; 131 of respondents (76%)
worked 1-3 years as entry-level student affairs professionals; and 68 of respondents (39%)
worked in residence life. Student support services, academic advising, other, and student
activities each made up 10-12% of respondents as far as job type. Respondents were from all
over the United States, with 39 states represented. No personal identifying information was used
to describe participants or institutions in the analysis of the data.
Instrumentation
Participants completed an electronic questionnaire through SurveyMonkey that had 51
total close-ended survey items divided into seven sections (see Appendix B) and two open-ended
questions at the end of the questionnaire. The instrument took approximately 10 to 15 minutes to
complete. The study used a modification of the instrument created by Pitts (2018) titled Faculty
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Active Shooter Preparedness Survey (FASPS). Questions not relevant to the current study were
eliminated or altered to reflect the current research objectives, including the specific constructs
assessed: perceived preparedness and efficacy. The researcher altered the FASPS (see Appendix
B) with express permission of the author of the FASPS.
According to Rea and Parker (2005), an emailed instrument is more efficient and cost
effective, and it allows for greater confidentiality of the participants. However, there are
concerns of replication of participants and self-selection bias (Pitts, 2018; Rea & Parker, 2005).
Therefore, the researcher reminded potential participants in the email invitation and the social
media posts not to fill out the survey if previously completed. The data collected from this
instrument were self-reported data based on the respondents’ perceptions related to ASE
preparedness and self-efficacy.
The Entry-Level Student Affairs Professional Active Shooter Preparedness Survey
(ELASPS) included the following seven sections: demographics, the nature of active shooter
trainings, perceptions regarding individual preparedness and vulnerability (response),
forethought, thoughts about active shooter training (value), and confidence (self-efficacy) (see
Appendix B). This instrument collected primarily nominal, ordinal, and continuous data
(McMillan & Schumacher, 1997; Rea & Parker, 2005). All Likert questions included seven-point
scales (strongly disagree, disagree, somewhat disagree, unsure, somewhat agree, agree, and
strongly agree). All 51 questions were closed ended, requiring a single answer. Closed-ended
questions increase rate of response (Rea & Parker, 2005). Two open-ended items were included
to provide further information from respondents on their individual perceptions of preparedness
for an active shooter and what concerns they might have about preparedness for an active shooter
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at work. Modifications in the current instrument, based on the relevant literature and research
questions, included a focus on areas specifically related to perceived preparedness to respond to
an ASE, such as perceived institutional preparedness, perceived individual preparedness
(response), forethought, thoughts about active shooter training (value), and self-efficacy or
confidence (Bandura, 1986, 1997; Fox & Savage, 2009; Liu et al., 2015; Seo et al., 2012; Sikes
et al., 2018; Sullivan, 2012; Thomas et al., 2014; Zdziarski, 2016) The terms active shooter event
and active shooter training were defined in the instrument for all participants (Pitts, 2018).
Pitts (2018) structured questions on the original FASPS to include the following sections:
“demographics/background, the nature of ASTs, organizational vulnerability and preparedness,
forethought, thoughts about training, behaviors, self-efficacy, and transfer” (p. 48). Pitts (2018)
grouped instrument items based on related ideas associated with perceived preparedness for an
ASE. However, modifications have been made to the current instrument to specifically address
the current study research questions.
The researcher selected all sections of the modified instrument based on current literature
on ASE preparedness. Research suggests that institutional practices, including whether or not
IHE conduct active shooter training of any kind, has an impact on perceptions of preparedness
and efficacy to respond (Clark et al., 2019; Pitts, 2018; Seo et al., 2012; Sulkowski & Lazarus,
2011). Institutional demographic information, such as size and type of institution, also impact
perceptions of preparedness for an ASE (Seo et al., 2012). Research also indicates that individual
demographics, such as gender and years of experience, influence several factors such as fear and
feelings of safety, which are related to perceived preparedness for a crisis event (Bandura, 1997;
Fox & Savage, 2009; Liu et al., 2015; Seo et al., 2012; Sikes et al., 2018; Sullivan, 2012;
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Thomas et al., 2014; Zdziarski, 2016). Finally, cognitive factors and associated behaviors are tied
closely to an individual’s self-efficacy for completing a task. Efficacy influences action, thinking
and belief, which are also aspects of preparedness for an ASE (Bandura, 1994; Liu et al., 2015).
It is critical to have positive efficacy when responding to a crisis of any kind, including an ASE.
Raising awareness and efficacy can change the behaviors of employees during a crisis event (Liu
et al., 2015).
For the purposes of the current study, the following physical modifications were made to
the FASPS (Pitts, 2018). ELSAP perceptions of preparedness for an ASE were assessed in the
current study, so the title was changed to Entry-Level Student Affairs Professionals Active
Shooter Preparedness Survey (ELASPS). Survey categories included demographics, the nature of
active shooter training, perceived institutional vulnerability and preparedness, perceived
individual vulnerability and preparedness, forethought, thoughts about active shooter training,
and self-efficacy. Each category identified variables that could be used by the researcher to
measure the constructs of perceived preparedness and efficacy; however, not all survey items
were utilized in the data analysis because of later determination that some data were not relevant
to the study (McMillan & Schumacher, 1997). The intent of the instrument was to understand the
latent constructs of perceived level of preparedness framed by Bandura’s (1997) theory of selfefficacy. A person’s environment, perceptions, behaviors, and personal factors all work together
to create learning and subsequent performance, which is tied to personal efficacy (Bandura,
1997).
The following items on the FASPS survey were modified for the ELASPS to reflect the
current study research questions, which focused on exploring associations between training and
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personal/institutional demographics with perceptions of preparedness and individual efficacy to
respond to an ASE (Bandura, 1994, 2001; Liu et al., 2015; Zdziarski, 2016). All Likert scale
questions were modified to include the same seven-point scale to simplify the instrument and
eliminate any potential confusion on scale choices for the respondent. All items were rephrased
as statements in which respondents can select scale options from strongly disagree to strongly
agree. All Likert scales included seven options: strongly disagree, disagree, somewhat disagree,
unsure, somewhat agree, agree, and strongly agree. The original FASPS included different types
of Likert choices, and items were posed as questions versus statements.
Section 1
Section 1 of the ELASPS consisted of nine questions that collected demographic and
background information. Questions 1.1 through 1.3 ask for age, gender, and ethnicity to assess
common demographic variables. Question 1.4 was modified to include student affairs entry-level
position types because of the change of population for the current study. Question 1.5 asked for
years of experience in an entry-level professional, which was a change from the FASPS
instrument, which asked for years of experience as a faculty member. Question 1.6 in the current
instrument included an additional category for type of institution. The added category was four
year liberal-arts colleges. According to research, small, private IHE are less likely to prepare
staff and students for an ASE, so the type of institution may be an important variable to consider
(Seo et al., 2012). Questions 1.7 through 1.9 assessed if the institution was private or public, the
location of the institution, and size of the institution. Research indicates that smaller schools and
private schools are less likely to provide active shooter training (Seo et al., 2012). Also, school
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shootings are more common in southern states where guns are more prevalent and easier to
access (Agnich, 2015).
Section 2
Section 2, entitled The Nature of Active Shooter Trainings, addressed active shooter
training. It included the frequency, type, and level of interaction during training. Respondents
were asked to skip to section 3 if they did not have any active shooter training available at their
institution, which was Question 2.1. Respondents who selected they did not have active shooter
training were taken to Section 3, skipping over 2.2-2.14. Question 2.2 asked whether active
shooter training was optional or mandatory at the professional’s current institution. The option of
not offered was removed from the FASPS instrument for this question. Whether optional or
mandatory is an important environmental factor to show how intentional a school is about
training for an ASE. An important factor in preparedness for an ASE and increased efficacy to
respond to an ASE is regular, mandatory training carried out throughout the institution with the
support of administration (Johnson et al., 2015; Lovecamp & McMahon, 2011; Sulkowski &
Lazarus, 2011).
Question 2.3 asked the number of trainings provided in an academic year. The respondent
had four choices, including 1, 2, 3, 4 or more. Question 2.4 asked how long each training session
lasted. The respondent had five choices to select, starting with less than 1 hour and ending with a
full day or more. This question was modified from the FASPS (Pitts, 2018) to include additional
timeframe options of a half-day and full-day training. More formalized training that includes
drills, discussion, and functional or full-scale exercises often takes longer and provides enhanced
preparation for an ASE (Clark et al., 2019; Doherty, 2016; Kepp, 2018; Pitts, 2018; Roman,
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2018). Questions 2.5 through 2.8 asked the respondent to specify in detail the type of training
offered at the institution. Question 2.9 asked respondents to identify the components within the
active shooter training, including verbal training, group discussion, simulations, role play,
games, modeling, videos, survival tactics, reading, scenarios, and news media. This allowed the
researcher to assess the level of interaction of the active shooter training, which can contribute to
a person’s overall efficacy to handle an ASE by providing focus and practice on the issue (Liu et
al., 2015). Question 2.10 asked which active shooter model was utilized, including Run, Hide,
Fight; Avoid, Deny, Defend; Lockdown; See Something, Say Something. The respondent could
choose all that applied. Research shows that these models are successful in preparing people for
the correct response to an ASE (Clark, 2019; Simeone & Crimando, 2018; Spicer 2018).
Question 2.11 and 2.12 asked whether the respondent received the opportunity to ask questions
or provide feedback. These questions were not modified from the FASPS. Interaction and
practice increases the level of efficacy, which increases chances of a correct response to an
event. (Bandura, 1994; Liu et al., 2015). Questions 2.13 and 2.14 focused on whether students
received active shooter training and whether the ELSAP was involved in providing that training.
This was a modification from the FASPS. Research suggests that ASE training increases the
safety self-efficacy of students and overall level of preparedness for an ASE (Ford & Frei, 2016).
Research also shows that student affairs professionals are often involved in training students for
crisis response (Cook, 2016; Holzweiss & Walker, 2018; Zdziarski, 2001). However, Liu et al.
(2015) explained that staff are not typically aware of crisis management plans, which would
indicate they are less capable of coordinating effective student training for various crises,
including an ASE. Research also points out that students are not fully aware of policies and
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training related to ASEs, and they would benefit from increased levels of training and discussion,
which is often the job of ELSAP to provide (Ford & Frei, 2016; Snyder, 2014).
Section 3
In Section 3, titled Perceptions Regarding Institutional Preparedness and Vulnerability,
questions addressed the respondent’s perception of preparedness of the institution for an ASE.
Research suggests that staff and faculty do not feel as prepared for an ASE at institutions that
lack formal policies and mandatory training (Clark 2019; Clark et al., 2019). Questions 3.1
through 3.7 considered the institution's culture of ASE preparedness, active shooter policies,
communication of policies, perceptions of safety on campus, likelihood of an ASE, and
perceived preparedness to respond to an ASE among all entry-level staff at the institution. These
questions were rearranged and modified from the FASPS to align items that measured the
appropriate factor relevant to the current study. The current instrument did not include questions
in this section on precautionary measures utilized among faculty for an ASE due to the change in
population being addressed in the current study. Questions 3.1 through 3.6 were seven-point
Likert-scale questions.
Section 4
Modifications and rearrangement to Section 4, Perceptions Regarding Individual
Preparedness and Vulnerability, resulted in the inclusion of items that measured individual
preparedness and vulnerability. Questions 4.1 to 4.5 considered feelings of safety, fear of an
ASE, concern regarding an ASE, knowledge surrounding individual response, and individual
perception of preparedness for an ASE on campus. Research suggests that perceptions of safety,
fear, level of knowledge, and concern for an ASE are related to feelings of preparedness to
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respond to an ASE, as well as level of efficacy to respond (Johnson et al., 2015; Liu et al., 2015;
Lovecamp & McMahon, 2011; Pitts, 2018; Sulkowski & Lazarus, 2011). Questions 4.1-4.5 were
all seven-point Likert scale questions.
Section 5
Section 5 was titled Forethought. Questions 5.1 and 5.2 addressed the perceived level of
prior individual thought and concern regarding an ASE. Questions included thoughts about a
possible ASE, thoughts about actions needed to be taken during an ASE, discussions about
actions needed to be taken, discussions about previous active shooter events, and concern about a
potential ASE on campus. Bandura’s (1997) theory of self-efficacy relies on a person’s focus and
motivation to drive a correct result or response. An individual’s level of concern and focus on a
possible ASE influences motivation to learn and act appropriately during an ASE (Bandura,
2001). Section 5 was significantly modified from the FASPS, including the creation of three new
items, to ensure a minimum of five items related to the concept of forethought.
Section 6
This section was titled Thoughts About Active Shooter Training. Questions 6.1-6.5,
modified from the FASPS, included seven-point Likert scale questions on the importance of
training, level of attention to training, level of usefulness of the training information to the
respondent, level of help the information will provide during an ASE, and importance of active
shooter training for students. Likert-scale responses were strongly disagree, disagree, somewhat
disagree, unsure, somewhat agree, agree, and strongly agree. The researcher removed a question
on whether faculty learn from watching other faculty engage in active shooter training.
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Section 7
Section 7 was titled Self-Efficacy. Question 7.1-7.7 asked respondents to indicate on a
Likert seven-point scale the level of confidence ELSAP have for training students on active
shooter response, belief in actions influencing the outcome of an ASE, confidence in ability to
perform actions during an ASE prior to training, confidence in ability to perform actions
immediately after an ASE prior to training, confidence in ability to perform actions during an
ASE after active shooter training, confidence in ability to perform actions immediately after an
ASE after active shooter training, and ability to transfer procedures learned in training to an
actual ASE. Bandura (2001) explained that people must believe they will have desired outcomes
given specific actions taken. This is another way of describing self-efficacy. Motivation to act is
guided by what people expect will occur once they follow through with the action. In an ASE,
staff with a heightened perception of influence on an outcome will then follow through with the
desired response (Bandura, 2001; Liu et al., 2015). Confidence was utilized in the variables as a
way of describing efficacy that is more easily understood by respondents. Provision of the
definition of self-efficacy at the beginning of this section was to ensure respondents relate the
definition with confidence when answering the questions. To adjust for the research focus of the
current study on self-efficacy and perceived preparedness, the researcher removed three
questions on the FASPS regarding precautionary behaviors. Originally grouped with the FASPS
Behaviors section, Question 7.2 was included as the second question of the Self-Efficacy section
of the current instrument. The Behaviors section of the FASPS was removed from the current
instrument because it was not a primary focus for the current study.
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According to Snyder (2014), higher levels of efficacy are related to increased training for
an ASE. Higher levels of efficacy often ensure an appropriate action is taken in a given situation
(Bandura, 1994). In the case of an ASE, this may save the lives of staff and students, so it is
important to measure the effects of active shooter training on the level of efficacy of respondents
to take the appropriate actions during an ASE. Question 7.7 was originally within a separate
section labeled Intent to Transfer in the FASPS. This section was removed from the current
instrument because of the population change from faculty to entry-level student affairs
professionals. The FASPS asked if active shooter training is included in the syllabus and if
faculty discuss active shooter training with students in class. The current study did not apply to
faculty at IHE, so these questions were removed from the current instrument. Table 2 provides
an outline of the variables of interest utilized for descriptive and bivariate analysis, including the
8 demographic variables, 14 training variables, and 28 perceptions of preparedness and efficacy
variables considered for analysis.
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Table 2
List of Variables
Variable

No. of
Items

Survey
Item(s)

1
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
1

1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5
1.6
1.7
1.8
1.9

2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2.1, 2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5
2.6
2.7
2.8
2.9

2
3
5
6
6

3.1, 3.6
4.3, 4.4, 4.5
5.1-5.5
6.1-6.5
7.1-7.6

Demographic Variables (group 1)
Age
Gender
Ethnicity
Position Type
Years of Experience
Type of institution
Institution category
Institution Location
Institution Size
Training Variables (group 2)
Number of active shooter trainings provided
Length of active shooter training
Number of active shooter drills conducted
Number of active shooter functional exercises conducted
Number of full-scale training exercises conducted
Type of active shooter exercises participated in
Components of active shooter training provided
Tactics modeled during active shooter training
Perceptions of Preparedness and Self Efficacy Variables
Perceived degree of preparedness of others at institution for ASE
Perceived degree of ind. preparedness & response for ASE (Response)
Forethought variables grouped
Value variables grouped (thoughts about training)
Confidence variable grouped (self-efficacy)

The last section of the ELASPS included two open-ended items to provide additional data
to be analyzed in the following chapter. Prompt 8.1 asked respondents to describe their level of
preparation for an active shooter event in their own words. Question 8.2 asked respondents to
provide any concerns they may have about preparation for this type of incident where they work.
Open-ended questions allow the respondent to put their thoughts and responses in their own
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words (Allen, 2017). Utilizing open-ended questions potentially provides missed information, as
well as an opportunity for more detailed explanations related to the research questions. Openended questions also allow the researcher an opportunity to compare quantitative data with the
responses provided from the open-ended questions to look for similarities and differences, which
might point to a unique finding for the study, or a contradiction that should be addressed
(Creswell & Creswell, 2017).
Validation
The FASPS developed by Pitts (2018) was used in a pilot study prior to the larger study
of faculty perceptions of preparedness to determine errors and make corrections to increase
validity. The FASPS contains measures of perceptions of preparedness that originally appeared
in a study from Liu et al. (2015), which considered perceptions of preparedness for crisis among
university employees. Liu et al. (2015) used a number of variables that measured feelings of selfefficacy, perceptions of preparedness, knowledge, and awareness—all with the goal of providing
a general scale for the latent construct: perceived preparedness for a crisis event. The FASPS
developed by Pitts (2018) was based on a thorough review of the literature by the researcher and
created due to a lack of available ASE preparedness instruments available for use. The current
study utilized a significantly modified version of the FASPS. Utilizing a prior instrument
provided a level of construct-related validity because it used similar measures already
researched, which relates training and demographics to the construct of perception of
preparedness for a crisis event or ASE. However, modifications and additions require additional
tests of reliability on the instrument (Liu et al., 2015; McMillan & Schumacher, 1997; Pitts,
2018).
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The instrument used in the current study was modified to include eight categories, each
of which included items to measure concepts related to perceived preparedness for an ASE
among ELSAP. Factor analysis is one way to check the dimensionality of the questions selected
for the current study which speaks to the reliability of the instrument. However, not enough
responses were received to conduct an adequate factor analysis on the data.
Internal consistency was another important part of determining reliability for the
particular instrument used in this study, which measured perceptions of preparedness for an
ASE. Internal consistency was determined by utilizing the Cronbach alpha because it establishes
reliability for more generalized questionnaires that have a “range of possible answers for each
item” (McMillan & Schumacher, 1997, p. 242). The FASPS instrument modified for the current
study did not include a Cronbach alpha calculation, but Pitts (2018) based her use of specific
measurements on Liu et al. (2015), which did include these calculations. Similar variables
measuring individual preparedness and response, forethought, thoughts about training (value),
and confidence (self-efficacy) were utilized in the current instrument. The Cronbach alpha
reported by Liu et al. (2015) was .70 for preparedness and .927 for self-efficacy. Schum (2011)
explains that .70 is a standard minimum level of acceptability for alpha, but that .80 is more
ideal. The higher the alpha score, the greater the shared variance is between items, which
establishes internal consistency. The alpha was calculated for each measure and constituent sub
scales in the current study to estimate internal consistency reliability. Alpha was .732 for
response, .728 for forethought, .766 for value and .807 for confidence (self-efficacy). This
provided a general level of confidence that the measures worked for the current sample.
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Pilot Testing
The current Entry Level Student Affairs Professional Active Shooter Preparedness
Survey (ELASPS) was first used in a pilot study. Utilizing a pilot study when using a newly
constructed or modified instrument allows the researcher to assess the validity of the instrument,
which creates construct-related evidence. Utilizing a pilot study allows the researcher to correct
any errors or confusing items based on feedback from the pilot study respondents (McMillan &
Schumacher, 1997). The Facebook group of student affairs professionals includes entry-level
professionals working full time in the United States in the field from a variety of schools. The
pilot study was a representative and convenient sample, although not necessarily members of
ACPA. The pilot study sample of entry level student affairs professionals through the Student
Affairs Professionals Facebook group provided a convenience sample of 16 responses. Browne
(1995) recommended a minimum size of 30 for a pilot study, whereas McMillan and
Schumacher (1997) explained that 20 is a suggested minimum with as low as 12 working for this
process. While the researcher worked to gather 20 responses, only 16 ELSAP from the Facebook
group participated in the pilot study. Feedback was obtained from the respondents in the pilot
study as to the clarity of the directions and questions and the length of time to complete
(McMillan & Schumacher, 1997). Each participant received the pilot survey and a short Google
form that asked a few questions about the survey design and length, as well as clarity of the
questions. Feedback included the need to modify question 2.2 response options so that not
offered as an option was removed. Question 2.2 occurs after the jump to another section if the
respondent has not had any active shooter training, so not offered as an option was an incorrect
option for this question. The description given before Question 2.1 was modified to clarify
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training. The following was added: “These may be conducted departmentally, division wide or
institution wide. These may be separate trainings or incorporated into general training.” One last
question was added to the instrument after the pilot study asking for email addresses of any
ELSAP colleagues who might be interested in participating in the study.
The request for participation in the pilot study included several criteria to as closely as
possible align the pilot with the sample. The criteria were as follows: currently employed full
time as an entry level student affairs professional (0-6 years); working in the United States; and
at an institution of higher education. An attempt was made to obtain a diverse group for the pilot
study by using the Facebook group of student affairs professionals. Colleagues known to the
researcher who worked at a variety of IHE across the United States were also sent the pilot study
to share with ELSAP at their institution. Participants in the pilot study did not participate in the
full study. To ensure this did not happen, the full study advertisement on social media stated that
if an ELSAP had already taken the survey, please do not take it again. This reduced the chance of
duplicate responses.
IRB Approval and Data Collection
The researcher submitted an Institutional Review Board (IRB) application for the current
study approval at Mercer University. Upon IRB approval, the researcher submitted an
application via an online application process to utilize the ACPA list serv for entry-level student
affairs professionals currently working full time in the United States. The application requires a
letter of support by the faculty advisor, as well as the completed and approved IRB form. ACPA
required submission of the timeline for the research study and expected outcome of the study, as
well as a copy of survey questions. The approval from APCA took two weeks, which was
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quicker than expected per the ACPA website (ACPA, 2018). ACPA sent the request for
participation in the study to all current members that fell within these criteria. ACPA sent the full
study out, then sent a reminder email with the study solicitation approximately three weeks later
in June of 2021. No identifying information was received from ACPA or through the survey
responses.
The researcher electronically submitted an introductory letter with the survey to ACPA.
The letter included a description of the study, length of time to take the questionnaire,
identification of the researcher and institution, and an informed consent explanation as required
by IRB guidelines to conduct research. The informed consent letter was also included within the
survey once a participant opened the survey link through SurveyMonkey. This process was also
utilized for the pilot study to ensure adherence to the IRB policies regarding consent. The
informed consent letter explained that by completing the survey, respondents consented to
participate. SurveyMonkey only allowed one response per email address. The researcher
requested that ACPA send a follow-up email 10 days after the first email. The survey was sent in
early June and then again towards the end of June 2021, immediately following the spring
semester to avoid the busier time of the year for student affairs professionals. Sending at this
time did not yield as many participants as originally expected. This may have been due to
holiday and vacation schedules of ELSAP.
Due to the need to increase the response rate of the study, the researcher submitted an
IRB amendment form. The amendment outlined the addition of social media groups and emails
to colleagues to increase participation, as well as the addition of Amazon gift cards for eight
randomly selected participants. The researcher then sent the study solicitation out through
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various Facebook groups and by email to ELSAP at a variety of IHE throughout the end of June
and into July of 2021 approximately four times. At this time, the researcher was made aware that
the SurveyMonkey link for the instrument had been corrupted. The researcher worked with IRB
administrators and SurveyMonkey support staff to understand the issue. Bots had begun to fill
out the survey likely due to the addition of the Amazon gift card drawing in the survey
information. The researcher closed the first survey link and received a new link from the Office
of Research Compliance. The new link was used for several weeks until the researcher reached
197 total participants and completed the data collection stage of the study.
In late June of 2021, the researcher received feedback through a Facebook message that
several of the survey items were confusing. Specifically, eight of the survey items (6.2, 6.3, 6.4,
7.3, 7.4, 7.5, 7.6, and 7.7) all failed to include an option for ELSAP participants who had not
received any active shooter training at their institution. A not applicable option should have been
included to ensure correct responses by all respondents who had not had any active shooter
training during the 2019-2020 academic year at their institution. This was an oversight in the
design of the instrument. This will be more fully discussed in the following chapters.
Data Analysis
Following the conclusion of data collection, the researcher conducted a descriptive
analysis using univariate tests with the data within SPSS. Responses to all survey items were
tabulated and frequencies calculated. As part of the process of data cleaning, the data were
checked and corrected for missing responses, errors, abnormalities, and outliers (Broeck et al.,
2005; McMillan & Schumacher, 1997). Of the 197 total participants, 24 did not go further than
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the first question asking if the respondent agreed to participate in the study. These responses
were removed from the data set.
Measures of central tendency and dispersion were calculated for the demographic
variables, training variables, and selected categories of outcome variables. In addition, this was
done for two individual variables related to perception of institutional preparedness. Cronbach’s
alpha internal reliability was determined for the variables measured in the instrument. Current
clusters or categories in the instrument include individual preparedness and response,
forethought, thoughts about training (value), and confidence (self-efficacy).
Exploratory investigation of the data included a number of bivariate tests on the data
collected from survey responses using SPSS. Research questions one and two were examined by
reporting the associations between variables in the two groups, demographic variables and
training variables, with preparedness and efficacy variables. This included pairs of variables to
correlate and/or compare. In this study, there was little value in correlating each of the
demographic variables with each of the training variables, so that was not included in this
number of paired variables.
Questionnaire data were nominal, ordinal, and/or continuous in nature. A variety of
statistical tests were used to analyze associations between the variables, depending on the type of
data being measured, including Spearman’s rank order correlation, t-test (with Cohen’s d), and
analysis of variance or ANOVA (McMillan & Schumacher, 1997). For a categorical (three
categories or more) predictor variable paired to a continuous outcome variable, ANOVA was
used. For a categorical (two categories) predictor variable paired to a continuous outcome
variable, t-testing was conducted. Regression analysis to examine only contemporaneous
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associations requires that the outcome variable be continuous. There are a number of
assumptions for each of these methods in selecting the appropriate statistical test for each pair of
variables or factors being run for association. T-test assumptions include continuous or ordinal
data, simple random sample, and normally distributed. ANOVA includes common variance,
independent samples, normal distribution, and random observations. Spearman’s rho is a nonparametric test with one assumption that includes data are at least ordinal, and one variable must
be related to the other variable (McMillan & Schumacher, 1997). In Tables 3 and 4, demographic
and training variables were labeled predictor variables; perceptions of preparedness and efficacy
variables were labeled outcome variables. This was for the purposes of exploring how the
predictor variables contemporaneously associated to the outcome variables. Tables 3 and 4
provide a detailed description of each variable and the statistical test that was run. Table 5
provides a list of outcome variables with abbreviations. Chapter 4 presents descriptive and
bivariate analysis.
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Table 3
Demographic Variables and Statistical Approaches
Variable – Predictor

Variable –
Outcome(s)

Statistical Test

Test Statistic

Age

IP, CP, R,
F, V, and C

Correlation

Pearson’s
r

Standardized
correlation
coefficient,
r2

Age of teacher will
be positively
correlated w/ IP, CP,
R, F, V, C

Gender

IP, CP, R,
F, V, and C

t-test

t-value

Cohen’s d

Difference between
gender categories
based on outcomes
scores

Ethnicity
(7 categories)

IP, CP, R,
F, V, and C

ANOVA
(one-way)

F-value,
post-hoc
analyses

Cohen’s d,
pairwise
comparisons

Difference between
ethnicity categories
based on outcomes
scores

Position Type
(multiple categories)

IP, CP, R,
F, V, and C

ANOVA
(one-way)

F-value,
post-hoc
analyses

Cohen’s d,
pairwise
comparisons

Difference between
position type
categories based on
outcomes scores

Years of Experience
(categorical)

IP, CP, R,
F, V, and C

ANOVA
(one-way)

F-value,
post-hoc
analyses

Cohen’s d,
pairwise
comparisons

Difference between
years of experience
categories based on
outcomes scores

Type of institution (4
categories)

IP, CP, R,
F, V, and C

ANOVA
(one-way)

F-value,
post-hoc
analyses

Cohen’s d,
pairwise
comparisons

Difference between
type of institution
categories based on
outcomes scores

Institution
Classification (2
categories)

IP, CP, R,
F, V, and C

t-test

t-value

Cohen’s d

Difference between
two classification
categories based on
outcomes scores

Institution Location
(categorical)

IP, CP, R,
F, V, and C

ANOVA
(one-way)

F-value,
post-hoc
analyses

Cohen’s d,
pairwise
comparisons

Difference between
institution location
categories based on
outcomes scores

Institution Size (4
categories)

IP, CP, R,
F, V, and C

ANOVA
(one-way)

F-value,
post-hoc
analyses

Cohen’s d,
pairwise
comparisons

Difference between
institution size
categories based on
outcomes scores
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Effect size

Hypothesis

Table 4
Training Variables and Statistical Approaches
Variable – Predictor

Variable –
Outcome(s)

Active shooter
training availability
(two categories)

IP, CP, R,
F, V, and C

Is training required
(3 categories)

Statistical Test

Test
Statistic

Effect size

Hypothesis

t-test

t-value

Cohen’s d

Difference between
active shooter
training two
categories based on
outcomes scores

IP, CP, R,
F, V, and C

ANOVA
(one-way)

F-value,
post-hoc
analyses

Cohen’s d,
pairwise
comparisons

Difference between
required training
categories based on
outcomes scores

Number of active
shooter trainings
provided
(categorical, 1-4
scale)

IP, CP, R,
F, V, and C

ANOVA
(one-way)

F-value,
post-hoc
analyses

Cohen’s d,
pairwise
comparisons

Difference between
number of trainings
categories based on
outcomes scores

Length of active
shooter training
(categorical, 1-5
scale)

IP, CP, R,
F, V, and C

ANOVA
(one-way)

F-value,
post-hoc
analyses

Cohen’s d,
pairwise
comparisons

Difference between
length of trainings
categories based on
outcomes scores

Number of active
shooter drills
conducted
(categorical, 1-5
scale)

IP, CP, R,
F, V, and C

ANOVA
(one-way)

F-value,
post-hoc
analyses

Cohen’s d,
pairwise
comparisons

Difference between
number of active
shooter drills
categories based on
outcomes scores

Number of active
shooter functional
exercises conducted
(categorical, 1-5
scale)

IP, CP, R,
F, V, and C

ANOVA
(one-way)

F-value,
post-hoc
analyses

Cohen’s d,
pairwise
comparisons

Difference between
number of functional
exercises categories
based on outcomes
scores

Number of full-scale
training exercises
conducted
(categorical, 1-5
scale)

IP, CP, R,
F, V, and C

ANOVA
(one-way)

F-value,
post-hoc
analyses

Cohen’s d,
pairwise
comparisons

Difference between
number of full -scale
exercises categories
based on outcomes
scores

Type of active
shooter exercises
participated in

IP, CP, R,
F, V, and C

ANOVA
(one-way)

F-value,
post-hoc
analyses

Cohen’s d,
pairwise
comparisons

Difference between
type of exercises
categories based on
outcomes scores
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Table 4 (continued)
Variable – Predictor

Variable –
Outcome(s)

Components of
active shooter
training provided
(4 or more
categories)

IP, CP, R,
F, V, and C

ANOVA
(one-way)

F-value,
post-hoc
analyses

Cohen’s d,
pairwise
comparisons

Difference between
components of
training categories
based on outcomes
scores

Tactics modeled
during active
shooter training
(4 or more
categories)

IP, CP, R,
F, V, and C

ANOVA
(one-way)

F-value,
post-hoc
analyses

Cohen’s d,
pairwise
comparisons

Difference between
tactics modeled
categories based on
outcomes scores

Opportunity for
questions
(continuous, 1-7
scale)

IP, CP, R,
F, V, and C

Correlation

Spearman’s
𝜌 (rho)

Standardized
correlation
coefficient

Opportunity for
questions will be
positively
correlated with IP,
CP,R, F, V, C

Opportunity for
feedback
(continuous, 1-7
scale)

IP, CP, R,
F, V, and C

Correlation

Spearman’s
𝜌 (rho)

Standardized
correlation
coefficient

Opportunity for
feedback will be
positively
correlated w/ IP,
CP, R, F, V, C

Student training
provided
(continuous, 1-7
scale)

IP, CP, R,
F, V, and C

Correlation

Spearman’s
𝜌 (rho)

Standardized
correlation
coefficient

Student training
provided will be
positively
correlated w/ IP,
CP, R, F, V, C

Involvement in
student training
(continuous, 1-7
scale)

IP, CP, R,
F, V, and C

Correlation

Spearman’s
𝜌 (rho)

Standardized
correlation
coefficient

Involvement in
student training will
be positively
correlated w/ IP,
CP, R, F, V, C

Statistical Test

Test Statistic
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Effect size

Hypothesis

Table 5
List of Outcome Variables with Abbreviations
Variable

Abbreviation

Institutional Preparedness Among Colleagues

IP

Culture of Preparedness

CP

Individual Preparedness or Response

R

Forethought, Mean Item Response

F

Value or Thoughts About Training

V

Confidence or Self-Efficacy

C

Summary
This chapter outlined the methodology for the quantitative study including research
questions, hypotheses, population, sample, research design, data collection and data analysis.
Perceptions of preparedness for an active shooter event among entry-level student affairs
professionals were examined in a quantitative study. Entry-level student affairs professionals
were surveyed from across the United States via the professional organization ACPA, social
media higher education groups, and emails to ELSAP at schools around the country. Items
related to demographic information, active shooter training types and levels, perceptions of
preparedness and perceived efficacy to respond to an ASE were included in the instrument.
Descriptive and bivariate analyses were conducted with data, and the results appear in the
following chapter.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
Chapter 2 provided a literature review of crisis management and active shooter
preparedness, response and recovery, as well as current IHE practices related to active shooter
training for students, faculty, and staff. Chapter 2 also outlined current research focused on
student affairs professionals regarding crisis management and active shooter preparedness but
showed a lack of focus on ELSAP and perceived preparedness for an ASE, demonstrating a need
for further study (Holzweiss & Walker, 2018; Mitroff et al., 2006). Chapter 3 provided the
methodology surrounding data collection. This chapter provides a data analysis of the ELASPS,
which captured perceived individual and institutional preparedness, as well as perceived level of
efficacy related to active shooter response. The researcher explored associations between
demographic and training variables for ELSAP and outcome variables, including individual
perceived preparedness (response), forethought, thoughts about training (value) and self-efficacy
(confidence). Also explored were perceived institutional preparedness variables.
The purpose of this quantitative, descriptive study was to explore how the level of active
shooter training among entry-level student affairs professionals, as well as personal and
institutional demographics, is associated with individual, perceived preparedness for an active
shooter event and individual efficacy to respond to an active shooter event on campus.
Understanding this relationship can inform IHE in the development of more appropriate and
effective active shooter training programs.
Research Questions Reviewed
The following questions guided this study:
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1. What associations exist between active shooter training provided to entry-level
student affairs professionals and both their perceived preparedness for an active
shooter event and their perceived efficacy to respond to an active shooter?
Training variables include training availability, required active shooter training, number of active
shooter trainings, length of active shooter trainings, number of active shooter drills, number of
functional training exercises, number of full-scale training exercises, type of active shooter
exercises, components of active shooter training, tactics modeled, opportunity for questions,
opportunity for feedback, student training provided, and involvement in student training.
Perceived preparedness and efficacy variables include perceptions of institutional preparedness,
individual perceptions of preparedness (response), forethought, thoughts about training (value),
and self-efficacy (confidence).
2.

What associations exist between individual and institutional demographics of entrylevel student affairs professionals and both their perceived preparedness for an active
shooter event and their perceived efficacy to respond to an active shooter?

Demographic variables include age, gender, ethnicity, position type, years of experience, type of
institution, institution classification (private or public), institution location, and institution size.
Perceived preparedness and efficacy variables include perceptions of institutional preparedness,
individual perceptions of preparedness (response), forethought, thoughts about training (value)
and self-efficacy (confidence).
Setting and Context of the Study
This study was conducted from May-July of 2021. The ELASPS was sent to entry-level
professionals in student affairs that were members of ACPA, a national organization for student
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affairs professionals (ACPA, 2018). Due to low response rates from ACPA entry-level members
in June 2021, the ELASPS was sent out through several student affairs Facebook groups in
which ELSAP are likely among the group membership, as well as emailed to a variety of ELSAP
across the country, selected at random in July 2021. Potential participants received information
on the purpose of the study, IRB approval, informed consent, and survey instructions through the
SurveyMonkey tool used to administer the study. The survey was piloted in May 2021 with 16
total participants filling out the ELASPS instrument. Minor changes were made based on
feedback, but these did not include changes to any of the survey items or answer choices.
Instructional information was modified slightly to address two areas of confusion in the
instructions for the survey. A total of 197 participants began the ELASPS; however, 24
participants did not complete any survey items. Therefore the total number of study participants
was 173. Responses from pilot study participants were included in the full study.
Data Cleaning
Initial visual review of the data prior to the survey closing revealed that the
SurveyMonkey link to the survey had been corrupted and yielded hundreds of unusable
responses. This data were carefully sorted and removed from the data set based on the timing in
which responses were submitted, multiple IP addresses used, and erroneous answers provided to
the open-ended survey questions. Most of these responses were recorded in a matter of just a few
hours from 2 a.m. to 5 a.m. in one day. This link was closed, and the Office of Research
Compliance at Mercer University provided a new link. While every attempt was made to remove
all corrupted responses, it was not possible to verify that every apparent respondent was
legitimate. However, in an attempt to yield accurate data, the researcher adopted the mantra,
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“when in doubt, throw it out.” This resulted in discarding several responses that were impossible
to differentiate but likely allowed for more accurate data for the study.
Data cleaning began in August 2021 and ended in September 2021. The purpose of data
cleaning was to prepare the data for analysis. This process included removing missing data,
incomplete data, and outlier data points (Field, 2009). Investigation of the data during this
process revealed 24 participants who failed to fill out any part of the survey after the initial
agreement to participate in the study. These 24 participants were removed from the study.
Upon review of the remaining 173 responses, several variables had missing data. It was
concluded that multiple participants elected not to fill out some parts of the survey. The survey
items were not all marked as required, so participants were able to skip items throughout the
survey. To address this, the researcher utilized the SPSS imputation package to estimate missing
data. Multiple regression analysis was conducted to estimate missing values of variables so
results were not biased. Demographic data were not estimated. Questions in the ELASPS that
were skipped due to not having active shooter training were not imputed because they were jump
questions and supposed to be skipped if no training was available. Answering every item was not
a requirement for completion of the survey. This accounts for varying numbers of total responses
on specific items.
Characteristics of Respondents
The sample was made up of 197 ELSAP working in student affairs who were members of
ACPA, participants in a student affairs Facebook group, or respondents to an email solicitation
for study participation. After data cleaning, 24 respondents were removed due to lack of any data
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provided by them past the agreement to participate section, and missing data were estimated.
This left 173 respondents to include in the final SPSS data file used for analysis.
Individual demographic and institutional demographic information was collected from
the respondents. Individual demographics included age, gender, ethnicity, position type, and
years worked in student affairs. Institution demographics included size of institution, public
versus private, type of institution, and location of institution. All characteristics of respondents,
except for age, are reported as frequencies and percentages. Mean, standard deviation, range and
median are presented for age. Individual and institution characteristics are reported in Table 6.

Table 6
Characteristics: Individual and Institution
Variable

N (%), M (SD)

Age, Years, M (SD)
Range, Median

27.77 (5.27)
21-68, median = 26.00

Gender, n (%)
Female
Male
Transgendered
Non-Binary

121 (69.9%)
41 (23.7%)
4 (2.3%)
6 (3.5%)

Ethnicity, n (%)
White
African American/Black
Native American/American Indian
Hispanic/Latino
Asian/Pacific Islander
Multiracial
Other

116 (67.1%)
22 (12.7%)
1 (0.6%)
14 (8.1%)
11 (6.4%)
6 (3.5%)
3 (1.7%)

Size of Institution, n (%)
Fewer than 2500
2500-5000
5001- 15,000
More than 15,000

29 (16.8%)
29 (16.8%)
41 (23.7%)
74 (42.8%)
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Table 6 (continued)
Variable

N (%), M (SD)

Type of Institution, n (%)
Other
Community College /Junior College
Four-Year Liberal Arts College
University

1 (0.6%)
12 (6.9%)
33 (19.1%)
127 (73.4%)

Public Institution, Yes, n (%)

117 (68.0%)

Years Worked as Entry Level Professional in Student Affairs?
1
2
3
4
5
6

49 (28.3%)
48 (27.7%)
38 (22.0%)
18 (10.4%)
11 (6.4%)
9 (5.2%)

Student Affairs Position Type
Other
Residence Life
Student Activities
Career Services
Recreation
Academic Advising
New Student Programs
Diversity and Inclusion
Student Support Services
Fraternity & Sorority Life

21 (12.1%)
68 (39.3%)
19 (11%)
5 (2.9%)
3 (1.7%)
17 (9.8%)
3 (1.7%)
11 (6.4%)
20 (11.6%)
6 (3.5%)

Note. N = 173

Of 173 respondents, the average age of respondents was just under 28 years old. The
standard deviation was 5.27. The age range for respondents was 19-68, with the median at 26
years of age. By gender, females made up the majority of respondents, with 69.9% of
respondents identifying as female, and 23.7% of respondents identifying as male. Of the other
response options, respondents who identified as transgender made up 2.3%, and respondents who
identified as non-binary made up 3.5% of the total.
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Looking at ethnicity, the majority of respondents (67.1%) identified as White; 12.7% of
respondents identified as African American/Black; 8.1% of respondents identified as
Hispanic/Latino; 6.4% of respondents identified as Asian/Pacific Islander; 3.5% of respondents
identified as multiracial; and 1.7% of respondents selected other.
Continuing with individual demographics, years worked as an ELSAP revealed that the
majority reported either 1 or 2 years in the field during the timeframe referenced for the study,
which was academic year 2019-2020. Of the total respondents, 28.3% reported one year in the
field. Less than one-third of the respondents (27.7%) reported two years in the field. This was
followed by 22% reporting three years in the field, 10.4% reporting four years in the field; 6.4%
reporting five years in the field, and 5.2% reporting six years in the field.
Student Affairs position type held a broad range of respondents. Of the total respondents,
39.3% reported working in Residence Life; 12% selected other, which means their position was
not listed as an option; 11.6% worked in Student Support Services; 11% worked in Student
Activities; 9.8% reported working in Academic Advising; 6.4% reported working in Diversity
and Inclusion; 3.5% reported working in Fraternity and Sorority Life; and 2.9% reported
working in Career Services. Recreation and New Student Programs both had 1.7% of
respondents reporting work in these areas of student affairs.
Looking at institution characteristics, 68% of respondents reported working at a public
institution, which means that 32% of respondents worked at a private institution. The majority of
respondents (73.4%) reported working at a university; 19.1% of respondents reported working at
a four year liberal arts college; and 6.9% of respondents reported working at a community
college/junior college. Only one respondent (.6%) reported other.
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Almost half of respondents (42.8%) reported working at an institution with more than
15,000 students. The categories of fewer than 2500 and 2500-5000 each had 16.8% of
respondents. Lastly, 23.7% of respondents reported working at institutions categorized as 500115,000 students.
In Table 7, 41 of 50 states are listed as the location of the institution reported by
respondents as their current institution location. There were two errors in the SurveyMonkey
drop-down list of states that caused the data for several states to be combined. Illinois and
Indiana were listed on the same line and Montana and Nebraska were listed on the same line.
Responses for each of these are not distinguishable between the two states. Institution location
was varied, representing all regions of the United States. States with 8-14 respondents included
California, Florida, Georgia, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and Texas. All other states had
between 1 and 7 respondents reporting that institution location. Two respondents did not
designate the state location of their institution.
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Table 7
Institution Location (N = 173)
Variable: Location by State

n (5)

Alabama
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Florida
Georgia
Illinois/Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana/Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New York
North Carolina
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Not Designated

1 (.6%)
1 (.6%)
14 (8.1%)
1 (.6%)
10 (5.8%)
14 (8.1%)
9 (5.2%)
4 (2.3%)
2 (1.2%)
5 (2.9%)
6 (3.5%)
3 (1.7%)
5 (2.9%)
2 (1.2%)
3 (1.7%)
4 (2.3%)
5 (2.9%)
2 (1.2%)
1 (.6%)
4 (2.3%)
2 (1.2%)
6 (3.5%)
1 (.6%)
9 (5.2%)
2 (1.2%)
1 (.6%)
10 (5.8%)
1 (.6%)
8 (4.6%)
1 (.6%)
5 (2.9%)
13 (7.5%)
1 (.6%)
4 (2.3%)
4 (2.3%)
2 (1.2%)
5 (2.9%)
2 (1.2%)
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Characteristics of Training
In addition to individual and institutional characteristics, training characteristics were
tabulated and reported in Table 8.

Table 8
Training Characteristics
Variable

n (%)

Institution Provided Active Shooter Training
Yes
No

86 (49.7%)
87 (50.3%)

Length of Training, Hours
Less Than 1 Hour
More Than 1 Hour
2 Or More Hours
Half Day

40 (51.3%)
28 (35.9%)
6 (7.7%)
4 (5.1%)

Number of Active Shooter Trainings
1
2
3
4 or more

53 (67.9%)
13 (16.7%)
5 (2.8%)
7 (3.9%)

Active Shooter Drills
0
1
2
3
4 or more

45 (60%)
17 (22.7%)
7 (9.3%)
6 (8%)
0

Functional Exercises
0
1
2
3
4 or more

54 (72%)
12 (16.0%)
5 (6.7%)
2 (2.7%)
2 (2.7%)

Full Scale Exercises
0
1
2
3
4 or more

61 (81.3%)
9 (12%)
3 (4.0%)
2 (2.7%)
0
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Table 8 (continued)
Variable

n (%)

Active Shooter Drills (collapsed category)
Yes, Received This Type Of Training
No, Didn’t Receive This Type Of Training

30 (40.0%)
45 (60.0%)

Functional exercises (collapsed cat.)
Yes, received this type of training
No, didn’t receive this type of training

21 (28.0%)
54 (72.0%)

Full Scale Exercises (collapsed cat.)
Yes, Received This Type Of Training
No, Didn’t Receive This Type Of Training

14 (18.7%)
61 (81.3%)

Number of modalities, M (SD)
Range of Modalities

1.62 (1.23)
Range 0 to 6

Multiple Modalities in Training, Yes

40 (46.5%)

Components of Training, Yes
Lecture/Verbal
Group Discussions
Simulations
Role Play
Games
Modeling
Videos
Survival tactics
Reading
Scenarios
News media

60 (67.4%)
29 (33.3%)
19 (22.2%)
9 (10.5%)
2 (2.3%)
2 (2.3%)
54 (60.7%)
31 (35.2%)
10 (11.6%)
29 (33.0%)
4 (4.7%)

Tactics of Training, Yes
“Run, Hide, Fight”
“Avoid, Deny, Defend”
“Lock Down”
“See Something, Say Something”

65 (73.9%)
9 (5.2%)
25 (29.1%)
32 (37.2%)

Respondents were asked if they had received any active shooter training during the 20192020 academic year. In total, 49.7% of respondents reported they had received active shooter
training at their institution, whereas 50.3% of respondents reported having no active shooter
training in the 2019-2020 academic year. Approximately half of the participants received no
active shooter training in the 2019-2020 academic year.
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Of the 86 respondents who reported having active shooter training, a set of training
questions were asked to better understand the type and level of training received. Of these 86
respondents, 78 respondents completed the length of training and number of training survey
questions. More than half (51.3%) of the respondents reported training as less than one hour;
35.9% of respondents reported active shooter training identified as more than one hour; 7.7% of
respondents reported training of two or more hours; and 5.1% of respondents reported training
labeled as half day. In response to the number of active shooter trainings provided in the 20192020 academic year, 67.9% of respondents reported one training; 16.7% reported two trainings;
2.8% reported three trainings provided; and 3.9% reported four or more trainings.
In regard to three specific types of active shooter training, 75 total respondents reported
the amount of active shooter drills, active shooter functional exercises, and active shooter full
scale exercises received in the 2019-2020 academic year. Of these 75 respondents, 60% reported
zero active shooter drills; 22.7% reported one active shooter drill; 9.3% reported two active
shooter drills, and 8% reported three active shooter drills. None of the respondents reported four
or more active shooter drills.
Functional exercises are a more involved level of active shooter training. Of the 75
respondents who reported, 72% reported zero functional exercises; 16% reported one functional
exercise; 6.7% reported two functional exercises; 2.7% reported three functional exercises; and
2.7% reported four or more functional exercises in the 2019-2020 academic year.
Full scale exercises are the most involved type of active shooter training offered at
IHE. Of the 75 respondents who reported, 81.3% of respondents reported zero full-scale
exercises; 12% reported one full-scale exercise; 4% reported two full-scale exercises; and only
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2.7% reported three full scale exercises. None of the respondents reported four or more full-scale
exercises in the 2019-2020 academic year.
To allow for further analysis, the researcher collapsed the three types of active shooter
trainings, including active shooter drills, functional exercises, and full-scale exercises, into two
categories. Categories included respondents who received that type of training and those who did
not. Of the respondents, 40% indicated at least one active shooter drill conducted at the
institution, while 60% indicated no active shooter drills were conducted at the institution. Of the
respondents, 28% indicated at least one functional exercise was conducted at the institution,
while 72% indicated no functional exercises were provided. Of the respondents, 18.7% indicated
at least one full scale exercise was conducted at the institution, while 81.3% indicated no full
scale exercises were provided.
In regards to training modalities, respondents were able to select all applicable training
modality types. There were eight possible modality types listed. Of the total responses, 45.3%
included seminars; 45.3 included online training; 30.2% included workshops; and 16.3%
included drills. Furthermore, 7% of responses included functional exercises, and another 7% of
responses included full scale exercises. Finally, 5.8% of responses included tabletop exercises,
and only 2.3% of responses included games. The mean number of modalities selected by any one
respondent was 1.62 with a standard deviation of 1.23. Respondents therefore averaged between
1-2 active shooter training modalities in the 2019-2020 academic year. The range of modalities
was 0-6 selected, and interestingly 46.5% of respondents selected more than one modality,
indicating varied active shooter training methods.
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In the area of components of active shooter training, respondents were able to select all
that applied. There were 11 possible active shooter training components for selection. Two
components had the highest number of selections. Of the total responses, 67.4% included
Lecture/Verbal as an active shooter training component; 60.7% included videos; 35.2% included
survival tactics; 33.3% included group discussions; 33% included scenarios; 22.2% included
simulations; 11.6% included reading as a component of active shooter training; 10.5% included
role play as a component; and 4.7% included news media with games and modeling, each with
2.3% of responses.
In considering tactics of training, respondents were able to select all that apply from four
tactics listed. Run, Hide, Fight was selected the most, with 73.9% of responses including Run,
Hide, Fight; 37.2% of responses included See Something, Say Something; and 29.1% of
responses included Lock Down as a tactic selection. Avoid, Deny, Defend had only 5.2% of
responses to this item.
Test for Internal Consistency
Variables that measure similar concepts were grouped into four major categories.
Another two outcome variables were not grouped but treated as individual variables. These two
institutional preparedness variables included the following:
a. My institution has established a culture of preparedness towards the threat of an
active shooter.
b. Entry level student affairs professionals at my institution are prepared to respond to
an active shooter event.
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Grouped outcome variables include Response, Forethought, Value and Confidence (see Table 5).
The following are the individual variables in each of the four groups of outcome
variables. Response (individual preparedness) variables included the following:
a. I am concerned that I am not ready to respond to an active shooter event on campus.
b. I know the recommended individual response to an active shooter event.
c. I am prepared to respond to an active shooter event on my campus.
Forethought variables included the following:
a. I have thought about the possibility of an active shooter event at my institution.
b. I have thought about the actions I would need to take if an active shooter enters my
building or office area.
c. I have discussed the actions I would take during an active shooter event with
colleagues.
d. I have discussed previous active shooter events that have occurred in the United
States.
e. I am concerned about an active shooter event happening on campus.
Thoughts about training (Value) variables include the following:
a. I believe active shooter training is important.
b. I am attentive during active shooter training provided at my institution.
c. The information provided during active shooter training at my institution is useful.
d. The information provided during active shooter training will help me during an active
shooter event on campus.
e. I believe active shooter training is important for students.
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Confidence (self-efficacy) variables include the following:
a. I am confident in my ability to train students for an active shooter event on campus.
b. I believe my actions during an active shooter event will have influence over the
outcome of the event.
c. Prior to participating in active shooter training, I had confidence in my ability to
perform the necessary actions during an active shooter event.
d. Prior to participating in active shooter training, I had confidence in my ability to
perform the necessary actions immediately after an active shooter event.
e. After participating in active shooter training, I had confidence in my ability to
perform the necessary actions during an active shooter event.
f. After participating in active shooter training, I had confidence in my ability to
perform the necessary actions immediately after an active shooter event.
Table 9 includes the mean and standard deviation of each group of variables. However,
the most important data provided in Table 9 are the Cronbach alpha values. These values indicate
an acceptable level of internal consistency or reliability among the variables in each group. This
means that the items are measuring similar concepts and are appropriately grouped. Response
had an ⍺ value of .732. Forethought had an ⍺ value of .728. Value had an ⍺ of .766. Finally,
Confidence had the highest a value at .807.
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Table 9
Perceptions of Preparedness, Grouped Outcome Variables (N = 173)
Variable

M (SD)

Internal Consistency
Reliability, Cronbach ⍺

Response, Mean Item Response, M (SD)

3.79 (1.34)

.732

Forethought, Mean Item Response, M (SD)

4.82 (1.27)

.728

Value, Average Mean Response, M (SD)

5.40 (1.04)

.766

Confidence, Mean Item Response, M (SD)

3.82 (1.16)

.807

Main Findings
The following section provides the primary findings of this study. Findings are organized
according to the research question addressed in each table. Data analysis was conducted using
SPSS statistics software. Both training and demographic predictor variables are intermixed on
tables presented based on statistical test selected.
Comparison of Sample Characteristics and Grouped Outcome Variables
Research Question 1, which considered associations between active shooter training
provided to entry-level student affairs professionals and both their perceived preparedness for an
active shooter event and their perceived efficacy to respond to an active shooter, is addressed in
Table 10 looking at three training variables. The researcher used an independent samples t-test to
determine if there were statistically significant differences between three training variables
across four grouped outcome variables, which are Response, Forethought, Value and
Confidence. Training variables included the following: training provided (yes or no), optional or
mandatory, and number of trainings provided. It was clear that institutional provision of active
shooter training made a statistically significant difference across all four groups of outcome
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variables. Respondents who reported having a training provided (M = 4.26, SD = 1.13) reported
significantly higher Response scores (t = 4.38, df = 142.55, p < .001, d = .72) compared to those
who did not report having a training provided (M = 3.35, SD = 1.38). Respondents who reported
having a training provided (M = 5.16, SD = 1.16) reported significantly higher Forethought
scores (t = 3.20, df = 145, p < .01, d = .53) compared to those who did not report having a
training provided (M = 4.51, SD = 1.30). Respondents who reported having a training provided
(M = 5.61, SD = 1.09) reported significantly higher Value scores (t = 2.39, df = 138.94 , p < .05,
d = .39) compared to those who did not report having a training provided (M = 5.20, SD = .096).
Finally, respondents who reported having a training provided (M = 4.06, SD = 1.17) reported
significantly higher Confidence scores (t = 2.53, df = 141.90, p < .05, d = .42) compared to those
who did not report having a training provided (M = 3.58, SD = 1.12).
Whether or not training was optional or mandatory did not appear to make any
statistically significant difference with regards to Response, Forethought, and Confidence.
However, those who reported optional active shooter training were statistically more likely to
value the training than those for whom it was required. Respondents who reported optional
training (M = 5.79, SD = 1.11) showed significantly higher Value scores (t = 2.02, df = 76.49, p
<. 05, d = .44) compared to those that reported required training (M = 5.31, SD = 1.08).
The number of active shooter trainings that respondents were provided in the 2019-2020
academic year was collapsed from four categories (1, 2, 3, 4 or more) to the dichotomous
categories of single versus multiple due low response numbers for each category. It appears that
the number of active shooter trainings in which respondents were provided made no statistically
significant difference across all four categories of grouped outcome variables. The effect
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size value for Confidence suggests that a larger sample size may have yielded a statistically
significant difference between one and more than one active shooter trainings provided.
Respondents who indicated that active shooter training was provided were also asked to
respond to three specific types of active shooter training and whether they were provided at the
institution. These included Number of Active Shooter Drills, Number of Functional Exercises,
and Number of Full-scale Exercises. Due to the fact that there were not enough responses for
each of five categories (0, 1, 2, 3, 4 or more) for these three training types, the researcher
collapsed the responses into Yes, received this type of training and No, did not receive this type
of training, which allowed independent sample t-tests to be run on this data. It is clear that of the
three types of training, there were no statistically significant differences among the four grouped
outcome variables. However, effect size for Active Shooter Drills under Value suggests that a
larger sample size may have yielded a statistically significant difference between institution’s
conducting or not conducting this type of training. Functional exercises, in regard to
Forethought, Value and Confidence, suggest that a larger sample size may have yielded a
statistically significant difference between institution’s conducting or not conducting this type of
training. Lastly, Full-scale exercises in regard to Confidence suggest that a larger sample size
may have yielded a statistically significant difference between institution’s conducting or not
conducting this type of training. Research Question 2, which considered associations between
individual and institutional demographics of entry-level student affairs professionals and both
their perceived preparedness for an active shooter event and their perceived efficacy to respond
to an active shooter, is addressed in Table 10 with the demographic variable of gender. The
researcher used an independent samples t-test to determine if there were statistically significant
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differences with gender and institutional type across four grouped outcome variables, which
were Response, Forethought, Value and Confidence. Male respondents (M = 4.25, SD = 1.48)
reported significantly higher Response scores (t = 2.37, df = 47.78, p < .05, d = .47) compared to
female respondents (M = 3.63, SD = 1.27). Male respondents (M = 4.39, SD = 1.05) reported
significantly higher Confidence scores (t = 3.11, df = 56.81, p < .01, d = .63) compared to female
respondents (M = 3.67, SD = 1.17). Respondents who selected transgender or non-binary were so
few in number that they were not included in this calculation. With regard to Forethought and
Value, there were no statistically significant differences between the male and female genders.
For Response, Forethought and Confidence, the effect sizes suggested that a larger sample size
might have yielded a stronger statistically significant relationship. With regard to institutional
type (private versus public), there were no statistically significant differences between public and
private institutions across all four groups of outcome variables.

Table 10
Sample Characteristics and Grouped Outcome Variables
Response

Variable
M
(SD)
Institution
Provided
Active
Shooter
Training

Forethought

t

d

4.38***

.72

M
(SD)

Value

t

d

3.20**

.53

M
(SD)

Confidence

t

d

2.39*

.39

M
(SD)

Yes

4.26
(1.13)

5.16
(1.16)

5.61
(1.09)

4.06
(1.17)

No

3.35
(1.38)

4.51
(1.30)

5.20
(0.96)

3.58
(1.12)

Gender
Female
Male

2.37*
3.63
(1.27)
4.25
(1.48)

.47

1.58
4.90
(1.22)
4.50
(1.41)

.31

0.83
5.47
(1.06)
5.30
(0.93)
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.17
3.67
(1.17)
4.39
(1.05)

t

d

2.53*

.42

3.11**

.63

Table 10 (continued)
Response

Variable
M
(SD)
Institutional
Type
Public
Private
Requirement
of Training
Optional
Mandatory

Multiple
Active
Shooter Drills
Yes,
Received
This Type
No, Didn’t
Receive
This Type
Of Training
Functional
Exercises
Yes,
Received
This Type
No, Didn’t
Receive
This Type
Full-Scale
Exercises
Yes,
Received
This Type
No, Didn’t
Receive
This Type
Of Training

t

d

1.14

.20

3.88
(1.26)
3.61
(1.51)

M
(SD)

Value

t

d

0.35

.06

4.86
(1.21)
4.78
(1.37)
0.42

.09

4.16
(1.15)
4.27
(1.19)

Number of
Trainings
Single

Forethought

0.85

.08

4.29
(1.14)
4.20
(1.24)

.19

0.21

.07

d

0.82

.14

2.02*

.05

.44

0.69

.27

.20

1.98

.53

4.89
(1.24)

5.25
(1.41)

4.16
(1.16)

4.33
(1.12)

5.21
(1.14)

5.81
(0.74)

4.01
(1.19)

.11

1.84

.49

1.29

.44

4.15
(1.38)

4.71
(1.21)

5.28
(1.55)

4.37
(1.47)

4.28
(1.08)

5.28
(1.14)

5.75
(0.82)

3.94
(1.05)

1.14

.17

0.67

.21

0.99

.30

4.41
(1.47)

4.92
(1.07)

5.35
(1.24)

4.44
(1.44)

4.21
(1.09)

5.17
(1.20)

5.68
(1.04)

3.98
(1.11)
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d

0.11

.02

0.38

.08

1.36

.33

0.52

.13

1.39

.36

1.28

.39

3.93
(1.13)
4.31
(1.23)

4.24
(1.21)

0.43

t

4.07
(1.07)
3.98
(1.22)

5.67
(0.88)
5.46
(1.39)
1.12

M
(SD)

3.83
(1.18)
3.80
(1.16)

5.79
(1.11)
5.31
(1.08)

5.11
(1.18)
5.05
(1.20)
0.31

t

5.35
(1.15)
5.50
(0.81)

5.18
(1.17)
4.95
(1.28)
0.33

M
(SD)

Confidence

Table 11 presents further independent sample t-tests on another set of training
characteristics, specifically training modalities. Training modalities with low responses
(respondents could choose all that applied) were not included in this analysis. These included
tabletop exercises, games, functional exercises and full-scale exercises. Of the four training
modalities listed in Table 11, none of them showed statistically significant differences between
participants and non-participants across all four grouped outcome variables. The effect size for
Workshop modality (d = .41) suggests that a larger sample size might yield a statistically
significant difference. Table 11 also shows a comparison of single training modality and multiple
training modalities. Respondents were grouped by either selecting only one training modality or
more than one training modality. Interestingly, there appear to be no statistically significant
differences between respondents that participated in only one training modality and those that
participated in multiple training modalities with each of the grouped outcome variables and
individual outcome variables. The effect size (d = .34) suggests that a larger sample size may
have revealed a statistically significant difference between one training modality and more than
one training modality.
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Table 11
Training Characteristics and Perceptions of Preparedness and Training Efficacy Outcomes
Variable

Response
M
(SD)

Seminars,
Modality

Forethought

t

d

0.23

.05

4.29
(1.19)
4.23
(1.08)

Yes
No
Workshops,
Modality

No

0.71

Drills,
Modality

.18

No

0.52

Online,
Modality

No
Multiple
Modalities
Multiple
Modalities
Single
Modality
For
Training

.10

.10

0.92

.22

.41

.20

0.83

5.25
(1.14)
5.05
(1.20)

.17

0.06

.02

0.09

.02

0.05

.01

.20

.30

.07

1.41

.34

4.10
(1.13)
4.02
(1.23)
0.04

5.61
(1.31)
5.60
(0.75)

d

4.08
(1.55)
4.06
(1.08)

5.70
(1.00)
5.48
(1.21)
0.72

t

4.08
(1.15)
4.05
(1.19)
0.64

.18

M
(SD)

4.06
(1.12)
4.07
(1.25)

5.43
(1.76)
5.64
(0.89)
0.73

.09

d

1.63

.17

5.25
(1.24)
5.04
(1.06)
0.37

t

5.89
(0.96)
5.45
(1.13)
0.57

.19

M
(SD)

Confidence

5.50
(1.22)
5.74
(0.91)

5.32
(1.18)
5.12
(1.17)
0.81

4.31
(1.26)
4.21
(0.98)

0.43

0.38

.16

4.36
(1.09)
4.14
(1.19)

Yes

d

5.08
(1.17)
5.20
(1.17)

4.41
(1.31)
4.23
(1.10)

Yes

t

5.21
(1.03)
5.09
(1.32)

4.13
(1.24)
4.33
(1.08)

Yes

M
(SD)

Value

.01
4.24
(1.13)
3.85
(1.20)

Note. n = 86.

Table 12 displays six components of training: Lecture/Verbal, Group Discussion,
Simulations, Videos, Survival Tactics, and Scenarios. For each of these training components,
respondents indicated whether it was or was not a part of their active shooter training. All six of
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these components showed no statistically significant differences between respondents who did or
did not select each one with the grouped outcome variables. Cohen’s d for several of these
components did indicate the possibility that a larger sample size may have produced a
statistically significant difference. These include Lecture/Verbal (Response, Forethought,
Value); Simulations (Forethought, Value, Confidence); Videos (Value, Confidence); and
Survival tactics (Forethought). It is also important to note that five were not included in this
analysis due to the relatively small number of responses. These include Games, Modeling, News
Media, Role Play and Reading.

Table 12
Components and Tactics of Training and Perceptions of Preparedness and Training Efficacy
Outcomes
Variable

Response
M
(SD)

Lecture/Verbal
Yes
No

No

No

No

1.80

.52

.08

t

d

1.19

.34

0.38

0.61

.11

.15

1.32

.01

T

D

1.26

.37

0.01

.36

.01

0.09

1.28

.02
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D

0.02

.01

0.14

.03

.39

1.62

.44

1.32

.34

4.44
(1.27)
3.93
(1.12)
1.55

5.78
(0.90)
5.27
(1.39)

T

4.06
(1.01)
4.02
(1.30)

5.32
(1.57)
5.70
(0.87)

5.16
(1.19)
5.13
(1.22)

M
(SD)
4.05
(1.13)
4.04
(1.38)

5.61
(1.39)
5.61
(0.85)

5.47
(1.39)
5.05
(1.07)
0.05

M
(SD)

Confidence

5.71
(1.08)
5.32
(1.03)

5.23
(1.16)
5.05
(1.22)

4.35
(1.39)
4.23
(1.05)
4.25
(1.12)
4.24
(1.26)

M
(SD)

Value

5.23
(1.14)
4.83
(1.36)
0.31

Videos
Yes

d

4.30
(1.02)
4.21
(1.21)

Simulations
Yes

t

4.37
(1.12)
3.78
(1.21)

Group Discussion
Yes

Forethought

.48
3.94
(1.10)
4.33
(1.32)

Table 12 (continued)
Variable

Response
M
(SD)

Survival Tactics

Forethought

t

d

0.66

.16

4.16
(1.22)
4.34
(1.10)

Yes
No
Scenarios

No

0.48

“Run, Hide, Fight”

.11

No

0.19

“Lock Down”

No

No

D

0.01

.01

.01

0.75

.55

.18

.37

0.17

5.25
(1.14)
5.09
(1.19)

.14

0.49

.12

0.06

.01

0.11

.04

.04

0.24

.06

0.20

.05

4.11
(1.20)
4.04
(1.16)
0.44

5.67
(0.93)
5.56
(1.21)

d

4.05
(1.18)
4.00
(1.22)

5.58
(1.14)
5.62
(1.07)
0.56

t

4.04
(1.14)
4.05
(1.22)
1.08

.34

M
(SD)
4.00
(1.19)
4.13
(1.14)

5.57
(1.11)
5.96
(0.86)
1.34

.28

T

5.74
(1.06)
5.55
(1.10)
1.61

.18

M
(SD)

Confidence

5.63
(1.30)
5.63
(0.91)

4.90
(1.19)
5.29
(1.14)
1.17

4.44
(1.17)
4.13
(1.10)

Yes

.34

5.23
(1.21)
4.58
(0.97)
0.73

“See Something,
Say Something”

1.41

0.01

.06

4.13
(1.25)
4.33
(1.08)

Yes

d

5.14
(1.35)
5.13
(1.09)

4.26
(1.18)
4.33
(0.90)

Yes

t

5.41
(1.18)
5.02
(1.13)

4.14
(1.18)
4.27
(1.12)

Yes

M
(SD)

Value

.11
4.03
(0.94)
4.09
(1.33)

Note. n = 86.

Table 12 also examines three tactics used during active shooter trainings which include
Run, Hide, Fight, Lock Down, and See Something, Say Something. For each of these training
tactics, respondents indicated which had been modeled during active shooter trainings in which
respondents had participated. All three of these components showed no statistically significant
differences between respondents who did or did not select each one with the grouped outcome
variables. Effect size for several of these components did indicate the possibility that a larger
sample size may have produced a statistically significant difference. These included Run, Hide,
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Fight (Forethought and Value), and Lockdown (Forethought). Avoid, Deny, Defend was not
utilized in this analysis due to a relatively small number of responses for this particular tactic.
Comparison of Sample Characteristics and Individual Outcome Variables
Tables 13 and 14 provide additional information related to individual outcome variables that
describe perceptions of institutional preparedness by ELSAP. These variables include the
following:
a. My institution has established a culture of preparedness towards the threat of an active
shooter.
b. ELSAP at my institution are prepared to respond to an active shooter event.

Table 13
Sample Characteristics and Individual Outcome Variables
Variable

Institution Culture of Preparedness
M (SD)

Institution Provided Active
Shooter Training
Yes
No
Gender
Female
Male
Institutional Type
Public
Private
Requirement of Training
Optional
Mandatory
Number of Trainings
Single
Multiple
Active Shooter Drills
Yes Received This Type
No, Didn’t Receive This
Type

Entry Level Professionals Prepared

t

d

1.60

.255

3.08 (1.59)
2.70 (1.39)

M (SD)

t

d

3.67***

.598

0.84

.163

0.56

.095

0.26

.057

1.78

.385

2.86**

.68

3.31 (1.60)
2.44 (1.30)
0.63

.120

2.82 (1.54)
3.00 (1.29)

2.79 (1.53)
3.03 (1.34)
0.80

.135

2.95 (1.52)
2.75 (1.47)

2.89 (1.47)
2.75 (1.60)
1.01

.220

3.27 (1.56)
2.92 (1.63)

3.30 (1.60)
3.21 (1.56)
2.72**

.660

2.75 (1.57)
3.76 (1.42)
0.74

.18

3.23 (1.68)
2.96(1.52)
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2.06 (1.69)
3.67 (1.24)
3.90(1.54
3.90(1.54)
2.89(1.47)

Table 13 (continued)
Variable

Institution Culture of Preparedness
M (SD)

Institution Provided Active
Shooter Training
Yes
No

3.08 (1.59)
2.70 (1.39)

Gender
Female
Male

2.82 (1.54)
3.00 (1.29)

Institutional Type
Public
Private

2.95 (1.52)
2.75 (1.47)

Requirement of Training
Optional
Mandatory

3.27 (1.56)
2.92 (1.63)

Number of trainings
Single
Multiple

2.75 (1.57)
3.76 (1.42)

d

1.60

.255

.120

.135

.220

.660

.18

.163

0.56

.095

0.26

.057

1.78

.385

2.86**

.68

.19

3.46***

.91

3.93***

1.17

1.23

.290

3.16**

.746

4.25 (1.37)
2.91 (1.52)
1.14

.34
4.64 (1.28)
2.95 (1.49)

3.57 (1.79)
3.00 (1.54)

4.07 (1.64)
3.12 (1.54)
0.78

3.57 (1.45)
2.50 (1.58)

0.84

3.90 (1.54)
2.89 (1.47)

3.50 (1.65)
2.97 (1.56)

Multiple Modalities
Multiple Modalities
Single Modality for Training

.598

2.06 (1.69)
3.67 (1.24)

0.74

2.95 (1.41)
3.24 (1.80)

3.67***

3.30 (1.60)
3.21 (1.56)

0.74

Online, Modality
Yes
No

d

2.89 (1.47)
2.75 (1.60)

2.72**

3.29 (1.68)
2.98 (1.55)

t

2.79 (1.53)
3.03 (1.34)

1.01

Functional Exercises
Yes, Received This Type
No, Didn’t Receive This
Type Of Training

M (SD)

3.31 (1.60)
2.44 (1.30)

0.80

3.23 (1.68)
2.96 (1.52)

Full-Scale Exercises
Yes, Received This Type
No, Didn’t Receive This
Type Of Training
Yes
No

t

0.63

Active Shooter Drills
Yes, Received This Type
No, Didn’t Receive This
Type Of Training

Entry Level Professionals Prepared

.182
3.10 (1.57)
3.56 (1.63)

3.05**

.712
3.82 (1.47)
2.70 (1.55)

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

Research Question 2, which considered associations between individual and institutional
demographics of entry-level student affairs professionals and both their perceived preparedness
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for an active shooter event and their perceived efficacy to respond to an active shooter, is also
addressed in Table 13 with Gender and Institution Type. These individual institutional
preparedness variables are displayed separately because they are individual outcome variables.
The researcher used an independent samples t-test to determine if there were statistically
significant differences with Gender and Institution Type across the four grouped outcome
variables which are Response, Forethought, Value and Confidence. For these two questions
assessing perceived institutional preparedness, there were no statistically significant differences
between the two genders, Male or Female. For the same two individual outcome variables there
were likewise no statistically significant differences between institution type, Public or Private.
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Table 14
Sample Training Types and Individual Outcome Variables
Variable

Institution Culture of Preparedness
M (SD)

Lecture/Verbal
Yes
No

t

d

1.30

.358

3.22 (1.57)

No
“See Something, Say Something”
Yes
No

M (SD)

t

d

1.92

.554

1.05

.251

0.70

.187

1.37

.347

0.16

.037

1.16

.276

0.76

.272

1.69

.423

1.38

.327

3.47 (1.60)

2.65 (1.66)

Group Discussion
Yes
No
Simulations
Yes
No
Videos
Yes
No
Survival Tactics
Yes
No
Scenarios
Yes
No
“Run, Hide, Fight”
Yes
No
“Lock Down”
Yes

Entry Level Professionals Prepared

2.60 (1.40)
2.19*

.520

3.55 (1.55)
2.74 (1.57)

3.52 (1.53)
3.11 (1.66)
1.42

.378

3.53 (1.65)
2.92 (1.57)

3.53 (1.65)
3.22 (1.59)
0.17

.042

3.11 (1.59)
3.04 (1.66)

3.13 (1.59)
3.68 (1.55)
1.53

.357

3.45 (1.57)
2.89 (1.58)

3.29 (1.60)
3.35 (1.59)
2.38*

.562

3.62 (1.68)
2.74 (1.48)

3.55 (1.66)
3.11 (1.55)
1.29

.420

2.97 (1.53)
3.64 (1.91)

3.23 (1.59)
3.67 (1.73)
1.71

.421

3.52 (1.42)
2.86 (1.65)

3.75 (1.42)
3.08 (1.65)
1.39

3.38 (1.52)
2.86 (1.63)

.137
3.59 (1.54)
3.08 (1.62)

Tables 13 and 14 address Research Question 1, which considered associations between
active shooter training provided to entry-level student affairs professionals and both their
perceived preparedness for an active shooter event and their perceived efficacy to respond to an
active shooter. The researcher utilized an independent samples t-test once again to determine if
there were statistically significant differences between three training variables across the two
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individual outcome variables, which were perceived institutional culture of preparedness and
perceived preparedness for an ASE among ELSAP at the institution. Training variables included
the following: training provided (yes or no), optional or mandatory, and number of trainings
provided. The researcher also utilized independent sample t-tests to examine types of training,
training modalities, components of training and training tactics.
With regard to institutional provision of active shooter training, there was a statistically
significant difference between respondents who had active shooter training provided and those
who had not. Respondents who reported having a training (M = 3.31, SD = 1.60) reported
significantly higher scores on general perception of ELSAP preparedness at the institution (t =
3.67, df = 136.88, p < .001, d = .598) compared to those who did not report having a training (M
= 2.44, SD = 1.30). There was no statistically significant difference between respondents whose
institutions provided active shooter training and those who did not provide active shooter
training with regard to perception of institutional culture of preparedness. There was no
statistically significant difference between respondents who reported that the training was
optional or mandatory on either individual variable measuring perceived institutional
preparedness. With regard to the number of trainings provided (single or multiple), there was a
statistically significant difference between respondents who reported one training provided and
those that reported more than one training provided. Respondents who reported having multiple
trainings provided (M = 3.76, SD = 1.42) indicated significantly higher scores on perceptions of
institutional culture of preparedness (t = 2.72, df = 51.57, p < .01, d = .660) compared to those
who reported having only one training provided (M = 2.75, SD = 1.57). There was no statistically
significant difference between those who reported only one training provided and those who
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reported more than one training provided with regard to general perception of ELSAP
preparedness at the institutions. However, the effect size of this variable was d = .385, suggesting
a larger sample size may have shown a statistically significant difference.
Table 13 also displays the analysis of the types of training. These included Number of
Active Shooter Drills, Number of Functional Exercises, and Number of Full-Scale Exercises.
Due to the fact that there were not enough responses for each of five categories (0, 1, 2, 3, 4 or
more) for these three training types, the researcher collapsed the responses into Yes, received this
type of training and No, did not receive this type of training, which allowed independent sample
t-tests to be run on this data for the two individual outcome variables. Looking at whether the
institution establishes a culture of preparedness, there were no statistically significant differences
related to the provision of Active Shooter Drills, Functional Exercises, or Full-scale Exercises.
However, in regards to general perception of ELSAP preparedness at institutions, all three
training types did show statistically significant differences between respondents who reported the
institution did conduct this type of training and those who did not report this training was
conducted. Effect size for Full-Scale Exercises in relation to Institution Establishes a Culture of
Preparedness suggests that a larger sample size may yield a statistically difference among those
who reported the institution conducted this type of training and those who did not. Respondents
who reported having active shooter drills (M = 3.90, SD = 1.54) indicated significantly higher
scores (t =2.86, df = 60.39, p < .01, d = .68) compared to those who did not report this type of
training (M = 2.89, SD =1.47). Respondents who reported that Functional Exercises were
conducted (M = 4.25, SD = 1.37) indicated significantly higher scores (t = 3.46, df = 37.45, p <
.001, d = .91) compared to those that did not report this type of training (M = 2.91, SD = 1.52).
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Finally, respondents who reported that Full-Scale Exercises were conducted (M = 4.64, SD =
1.28) indicated significantly higher scores (t = 3.93, df = 22.07, p < .001, d = 1.17) compared to
those who did not report this type of training (M = 2.95, SD = 1.49).
In regard to training modalities, Drills showed a statistically significant difference
between those who had drills and those who did not for the outcome variable, perceptions of
preparedness of ELSAP at the institution. Respondents who reported participating in drills (M =
4.07, SD = 1.64 reported significantly higher scores on perceptions of general ELSAP
preparedness at institutions (t = 2.04, df = 18.98, p < .05, d = .608) compared to those who
reported no drills (M = 3.12, SD = 1.54). There was no statistically significant difference
between those who reported participating in Drills and those who did not with the variable
perception of institutional culture of preparedness. The number of modalities, either one or more
than one, indicated statistically significant differences across both of these individual outcome
variables. Respondents who participated in more than one training modality (M = 3.57, SD =
1.45) reported significantly higher scores on perceived institutional culture of preparedness (t =
3.05, df = 67.71, p < .01, d = .712) than those who reported only one training modality (M =
2.50, SD = 1.58). Respondents who participated in more than one training modality (M = 3.82,
SD = 1.47) reported significantly higher scores on perceived general ELSAP preparedness (t =
3.16, df = 66.63, p < .01, d = .746) than those who reported only one training modality (M =
2.70, SD = 1.55). Three training modalities including Seminars, Workshops, and Online showed
no statistically significant difference between participants and non-participants on both
individual outcome variables of interest.

157

Table 14 identifies the active shooter training components and tactics used in
training. Looking at training components, Group Discussion showed a statistically significant
difference between those who participated in Group Discussion and those who did not for the
outcome variable, perception of institutional culture of preparedness. Respondents who reported
participating in Group Discussion (M = 3.55, SD = 1.55) reported significantly higher scores on
perception of institutional culture of preparedness (t = 2.19, df = 60.27, p < .05, d = .520)
compared to those who reported no Group Discussion (M = 2.74, SD = 1.57). There was no
statistically significant difference between those who reported participating in Group Discussion
and those who did not with the variable perceived general ELSAP preparedness. Respondents
who participated in Scenarios (M = 3.62, SD = 1.68) reported significantly higher scores (t =
2.38, df =53.83, p < .05, d = .562) than those who did not participate in Scenarios (M = 2.74, SD
= 1.48) in relation to perception of institutional culture of preparedness. There was no
statistically significant difference between those who participated in Scenarios and those who did
not with regard to the individual outcome variable perceived general ELSAP preparedness.
Three components of training, Simulations, Videos, and Survival tactics, showed no statistically
significant differences between participants and non-participants across both individual outcome
variables. Once again it should be pointed out that five were not included in this analysis due to
the relatively small number of responses. These include Games, Modeling, News Media, Role
Play, and Reading.
Table 14 also presents the three tactics used during active shooter trainings, which
include Run, Hide, Fight; Lock Down; and See Something, and Say Something. For each of these
training tactics, respondents indicated which had been modeled during active shooter trainings in
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which respondents had participated. All three of these components showed no statistically
significant differences between respondents who did or did not select each one with either of the
individual outcome variables presented. Effect size of two components did indicate the
possibility that a larger sample size may have produced a statistically significant difference.
These included Run, Hide, Fight (Perceived Institutional Culture of Preparedness) and Lockdown
(Perceived Institutional Culture of Preparedness & Perceived General ELSAP Preparedness).
Avoid, Deny, Defend was not utilized in this analysis due to a relatively small number of
responses for this particular tactic.
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to Compare Means
The researcher utilized ANOVA, as shown in Tables 15 and 16, to analyze variables that
included three or more categories. These variables included Ethnicity, Race, Type of Institution,
Size of Institution, and Time of Trainings.
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Table 15
ANOVA for Categorical Variables and Perceptions of Preparedness and Efficacy Outcomes
Variable

Response
M (SD)

Ethnicity/Race,
N = 173
White
African American
Hispanic
Other
Type of Institution, N
= 173
Community
College /Junior
College
Four-Year Liberal
Arts College
University
Size of Institution, N=
173
< 2500
2500-5000
5001- 15,000
> 15,000
Time of Trainings, n
= 86
< 1 Hour
> 1 Hour
2 -4 Hours

Forethought

F

η2

1.04

.02

3.89
(1.31)
3.80
(1.45)
3.61
(1.36)
3.29
(1.43)

M (SD)

Value

F

η2

1.83

.04

4.97
(1.16)
4.61
(1.53)
4.27
(1.59)
4.46
(1.34)
0.71

.01

M (SD)

Confidence

F

η2

1.40

.03

5.42
(1.00)
5.71
(1.18)
5.38
(1.12)
4.98
(1.04)
0.82

.01

M (SD)

0.01

.01

5.10
(1.15)

5.38
(1.15)

3.46
(0.88)

3.60
(1.40)

4.59
(1.33)

5.39
(0.93)

3.74
(1.15)

3.78
(1.32)

4.84
(1.26)

5.40
(1.07)

3.85
(1.16)

.259

.01

0.28

.01

4.96
(1.26)
4.81
(1.30)
4.64
(1.52)
4.83
(1.87)
2.78

4.48
(1.18)
4.23
(1.17)
3.53
(0.82)

.07

1.07

.02

5.52
(1.06)
5.21
(1.20)
5.66
(0.79)
5.33
(1.05)
1.67

5.28
(1.14)
5.04
(1.15)
4.52
(1.34)

.04

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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1.09

.01

0.68

.01

0.68

.01

1.30

.03

3.72
(1.23)
4.09
(1.09)
3.67
(1.04)
3.81
(1.22)
0.24

5.66
(0.84)
5.58
(1.27)
5.40
(1.33)

η2

3.77
(1.09)
4.28
(1.65)
3.77
(1.43)
3.65
(0.74)

4.14
(1.20)

3.76
(1.51)
3.81
(1.43)
3.60
(1.26)
3.87
(1.30)

F

.01
4.24
(1.25)
3.97
(1.11)
3.60
(0.93)

Table 16
ANOVA for Categorical Variables with Perceptions of Preparedness and Efficacy Outcomes
Variable

Institution Culture of Preparedness
M (SD)

Ethnicity/Race, N = 173
White
African American
Hispanic
Other

2.88 (1.49)
2.78 (1.56)
3.00 (1.54)
2.90 (1.55)

Type of Institution, N = 173
Community College/Junior College
Four-Year Liberal Arts College
University

3.75 (1.96)
2.94 (1.48)
2.75 (1.42)

Size of Institution, N = 173
< 2500
2500-5000
5001- 15,000
> 15,000

2.59 (1.53)
2.85 (1.49)
3.16 (1.66)
2.87 (1.42)

Time of Trainings, n = 86
< 1 Hour
> 1 Hour
2 -4 Hours

2.70 (1.52)
3.57 (1.64)
3.20 (1.40)

F

η2

.05

.001

Entry Level Professionals Prepared
M (SD)

F

η2

.43

.008

2.75

.035

.276

.005

0.35

.020

2.78 (1.44)
3.13 (1.75)
2.67 (1.50)
3.05 (1.73)
2.53

.032
3.75 (1.54)
2.59 (1.48)
2.79 (1.48)

.698

.013
2.67 (1.47)
2.93 (1.64)
3.00 (1.65)
2.80 (1.42)

2.63

.066
3.10 (1.68)
3.36 (1.42)
3.50 (1.72)

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

Tables 15 and 16 addressed Research Question 1, which was as follows: What
associations exist between active shooter training provided to entry-level student affairs
professionals and both their perceived preparedness for an active shooter event and their
perceived efficacy to respond to an active shooter? Time of Trainings was the only training
variable addressed in this table. There were no statistically significant differences among this last
variable group when compared to the four outcome variables of Response, Forethought, Value,
and Confidence. Table 16 includes similar ANOVA data for Time of Training in relation to
Perceived Institutional Culture of Preparedness and Perceived General ELSAP Preparedness.
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There were no statistically significant differences among this variable and the individual
outcome variables.
Research Question 2 focused on finding associations between individual and institutional
demographics of entry-level student affairs professionals and both their perceived preparedness
for an active shooter event and their perceived efficacy to respond to an active shooter. In Table
15, three of these variables were individual or institutional demographic variables and included
Ethnicity/Race, Type of Institution, and Size of Institution. In order to run ANOVA with these
categorical variables, some response options were collapsed when the response number for a
category was not large enough. For example, Asian/Pacific Islander, Native American/American
Indian, and Multiracial were merged with Other due to the small number of responses in these
groups. For Type of Institution, categories were collapsed from four to three to account for low
responses among Other. Length of trainings was collapsed from five categories that included
Half Day and Full Day or More, to Less than an Hour, More than an Hour and 2-4 hours based
on low responses for categories. There were no Full-Day responses, and 2-4 hours was merged
with Half-Day responses. ANOVA was utilized to ascertain whether there was any statistically
significant difference between categorical variables that have three or more groups on the
specific outcome variable measured (McMillan & Schumacher, 1997). For the three individual
and institutional demographic variables listed in Table 15, there were no statistically significant
differences among variable groups when compared to the four outcome variables of Response,
Forethought, Value, and Confidence. Table 16 provides ANOVA data for the same three
demographic variables in relation to the individual outcome variables which are Perceived
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Institutional Culture of Preparedness and Perceived General ELSAP Preparedness. No
statistically significant differences among the groups were observed
Spearman’s Rho Non-Parametric Test for Correlations
Additional survey items, including two individual demographic variables and six
variables related to training that are included in Research Questions 1 and 2, were correlated
using Spearman’s Rho. This is because the equivalence of variances could not be assumed.
These variables were also all ordinal in nature.
Table 17 depicts the analysis of Participant Age in Years and Years Worked as an
ELSAP, two demographic variables outlined in Research Question 2, which focused on finding
associations between individual and institutional demographics of entry-level student affairs
professionals and both their perceived preparedness for an active shooter event and their
perceived efficacy to respond to an active shooter. Participant Age in Years was significantly
correlated with Forethought (𝜌 = .173, p = .037), Value (𝜌 = .244, p = .003), and Confidence (𝜌
= .215, p = .009), yet was not correlated with Response (𝜌 = .118, p = .157). Years worked as an
ELSAP significantly correlated with Response (𝜌 = .221, p = .007), Forethought (𝜌 = .300, p
<.001), Value (𝜌 = .334, p <.001), and Confidence (𝜌 = .267, p <.001).
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Table 17
Correlations for Perceptions of Preparedness and Efficacy Outcomes
Variable

Response

Forethought

Value

Confidence

.118

.173*

.244**

.215**

Years worked as an entry level professional in
student affairs?

.221**

.300***

.334***

.276**

Involved in providing students active shooter
training

-.124

.077

-.017

.078

.302***

.197*

.462***

.312***

Trainings, number of different modalities

-.001

.059

.087

.134

Opportunity to ask questions during training

.047

.188

.306**

-.053

Opportunity to provide feedback after training

.168

.156

.401***

.278*

Institution provides students regular active shooter
training

.197

-.021

-.035

.119

Participant age in years

I will follow the procedures learned in active
shooter training during an active shooter event on
campus.

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

Six additional training variables included in the survey addressed Research Question 1,
which looked for associations between active shooter training provided to entry-level student
affairs professionals and both their perceived preparedness for an active shooter event and their
perceived efficacy to respond to an active shooter. There were no statistically significant
correlations between involvement of the respondent in providing active shooter student training
with any of the four grouped outcome variables. Willingness to follow the procedures learned in
active shooter training during an ASE significantly correlated with Response (𝜌 = .302, p <.001),
Forethought (𝜌 = .197, p = .018), Value (𝜌 = .462, p <.001), and Confidence (𝜌 = .312, p <.001).
The number of different training modalities respondents selected showed no statistically
significant correlation with any of the four grouped outcome variables. Opportunity to provide
feedback after training was significantly correlated with Value (𝜌 = .306, p =.009). Opportunity
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to ask questions during training reflected no associations with Response, Forethought, and
Confidence. Opportunity to provide Feedback after training significantly correlated with Value
(𝜌 = .401, p <.001), and Confidence (𝜌 = .278, p=.017). Opportunity to provide feedback was not
significantly associated with either Response or Forethought. Finally, institutional provision of
regular active shooter training for students did not show a correlation with any of the four
grouped outcomes.
Table 18 depicts the eight demographic and training variables using Spearman’s Rho
again to look for correlations between these variables and the two individual outcome variables,
Perceived Institutional Culture of Preparedness and Perceived General ELSAP Preparedness.

Table 18
Correlations for Individual Outcome Variables
Institution Culture of
Preparedness

Entry Level
Professionals
Prepared

Participant age in years

.093

-.035

Years worked as an entry level professional in student
affairs?

.157*

.166*

Involved in providing students active shooter training

.005

.191

I will follow the procedures learned in active shooter
training during an active shooter event on campus.

.096

.161

Trainings, number of different modalities

.313**

.328**

Opportunity to ask questions during training

.520***

.261*

Opportunity to provide feedback after training

.501***

.467***

Institution provides students regular active shooter
training

.393***

.405***

Variable

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

The first two demographic variables addressed Research Question 2, which considered
associations between individual and institutional demographics of entry-level student affairs
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professionals and both their perceived preparedness for an active shooter event and their
perceived efficacy to respond to an active shooter. There was no statistically significant
correlation between Participant Age in Years and either individual outcome variable. Years
worked as an ELSAP significantly correlated with Institutional Culture of Preparedness (𝜌 =
.157, p = .049) and general ELSAP preparedness (𝜌 = .166, p = .038).
The remaining six training variables were utilized to address Research Question 1, which
looked at associations between active shooter training provided to entry-level student affairs
professionals and both their perceived preparedness for an active shooter event and their
perceived efficacy to respond to an active shooter. Involvement in providing active shooter
training to students did not show statistically significant correlations with either individual
outcome variable, Perceived Institutional Culture of Preparedness and Perceived General ELSAP
Preparedness. Likewise, a willingness to follow procedures learned in active shooter training
during an ASE demonstrated no association with either of the two individual outcome variables.
The number of training modalities significantly correlated with both Institutional Culture of
Preparedness (𝜌 = .313, p=.007), and general ELSAP preparedness (𝜌 = .328, p = .005).
Opportunity to ask questions during training significantly correlated with both Institutional
Culture of Preparedness (𝜌 = .520, p < .001) and general ELSAP preparedness (𝜌 = .261, p =
.025). Opportunity to provide feedback after training was also significantly correlated with both
Institutional Culture of Preparedness (𝜌 = .501, p < .001) and general ELSAP preparedness (𝜌 =
.467, p < .001). Finally, institutional provision of regular active shooter training for students was
significantly correlated with both Institutional Culture of Preparedness (𝜌 = .393, p < .001) and
general ELSAP preparedness (𝜌 = .405, p < .001).
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Open-Ended Questions Analysis
To further explore the perceptions of preparedness of the study participants, the
researcher analyzed qualitative, open-ended responses to one open-ended prompt and one
question related to perception of active shooter preparedness. These were located at the end of
the SurveyMonkey survey. The prompt and question, 8.1 and 8.2 respectively, were as follows:
Describe your level of preparation for an active shooter event in your own words. What concerns
do you have about being prepared for this type of incident where you work?
Description of Preparedness Level
There were 111 total individual responses for Prompt 8.1. Individual responses were
placed in 1 to 3 general categories or subcategories. Any given respondent may have provided
more than one idea or thought within their open-ended comment. Each response was analyzed to
look for similar statements, ideas, and thoughts.
After a thorough review of each response, using a constant comparative response
including three separate rounds of review, the researcher grouped the responses into 13 general
categories related to active shooter preparedness. Categories, subcategories, and the total number
of responses per category (listed by decreasing frequency) included the following: I do not feel
prepared for an ASE (30) with subcategory; I feel underprepared for an ASE on campus (13); No
formal training provided at institution (21) with subcategory; Training at prior institution but not
current and subcategory; Students get training on active shooter events (2); I feel somewhat
prepared as an individual for an ASE (19) with subcategory, Not prepared to lead or direct
students or others (8); Not enough formal training at the institution (16); I know Run, Hide, Fight
(12); I feel prepared for an ASE (9); Personal forethought about an ASE response (8); Other (6);
167

Reaction would be based on emotional response as anxiety or fear during an ASE (5); I do not
remember everything from training (3) and subcategory, due to COVID no training recently and
need a refresher; Experienced an active shooter event (3); Can only prepare so much for an ASE
(2); and Impossible to be prepared for an ASE (2). Included with each category of qualitative
responses related to thoughts on individual preparedness for an ASE, were examples of each
response per category.
Looking at the response numbers per category in prompt 8.1 in Table 19, which totaled
169 thoughts or ideas from respondents, 17.8% of responses included “I do not feel prepared for
an ASE;” 12.4% of responses included “No formal training provided at the institution;” and
11.2% of responses included “I feel somewhat prepared as an individual for an ASE.”
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Table 19
Qualitative Categories: Level of Preparation for an ASE in Participants’ Words
Response Categories

Total Responses
per Category

I do not feel prepared for an ASE
Subcategory: I feel
underprepared for an ASE
on campus
No formal training provided at
institution
Subcategory: Training at prior
institution but not current

30

Subcategory: Students get
training on ASE

2

Response Examples

13

“I do not feel prepared, as I do not recall a
formal training.”
“Very minimally prepared.”

21

“I have had no training.”

8

“I feel as though I am prepared because of
training from a previous institution's provided
training. The level of training from my current
institution lacks real world application.”
“Honestly I don't feel prepared, but active
shooter events have been so commonplace that
I pretty much understand what to do if it
happens. We do active shooter training for our
RAs at the beginning of the year, but there's no
formal training provided to professional staff.”

8

“I think I’m prepared at an individual level but
I’m not 100% certain what my institutional
obligations are.”
“I feel able to act as an individual, and
implement run, hide, fight, but have some
concern about the students and student-staff I
lead.”

Not enough formal training at
institution

16

“Very little- training has been woefully
inadequate at my institution.”

I know Run, Hide, Fight

12

“I feel mostly prepared to confront an active
shooter incident via the run-hide-fight method.”

I feel prepared for an ASE

9

“I am very prepared.”
“I feel fairly well prepared for active shooter
training at my campus as a member of
residence life who will need to not only keep
myself safe, but my role in directing students
living in the halls to our safe haven of a space
designated on campus and keeping track of
students once in designated spaces. Our
communication is set to speak with building
captains and I’m aware of who those
individuals are. Our chain of command is well
laid as a resource in that moment.”

I feel somewhat prepared as an
individual for an ASE
Subcategory: Not prepared to
lead or direct students or
others

19
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Table 19 (continued)
Response Categories

Total Responses
per Category

Response Examples

Personal forethought about ASE
response

8

“I believe that I always prepare for worst-case
scenarios when I enter a room or building
considering my exit points, pathways, and
means of communication.”

Other

6

“Intellectually I understand what to do. The
fact that no active shooter scenario is the same
and that I'm not always in my office means that
preparing for one is complicated. Hopefully I'll
do what I learned.”

My reaction would be based on
emotional response such as
anxiety or fear during an ASE

5

“I know the theory of what I'm supposed to do,
and it is so terrifying, I think I would react
based on how I was feeling in the situation.”
“I know what to do in theory, but I believe I
would freeze or not be able to think straight if I
was in an active shooter situation.”

I do not remember everything
from training

Subcategory: Due to COVID
no training recently, need
refresher

“I remember after the training I felt prepared
but now I have trouble remembering what was
covered. When it comes to locking down, I feel
confident enough within my office space but
overall I don’t remember what I would need to
do especially if I were not in my office or
building.”
“I feel unprepared at the moment due to Covid
and not having had a training in almost two
years.”

3

2

Experienced an active shooter
event

3

“I have none other than experiencing an active
shooter scare as student employee during
undergrad.”

Can only prepare so much for
ASE

2

“I think I am somewhat prepared but I feel
training can only prepare you so much for the
real thing.”

Impossible to be prepared for an
ASE

2

“I feel like it's impossible to be prepared in an
active shooter event.”

Concerns About Preparedness
There were 110 total individual responses for Question 8.2. Individual responses were
placed in 1-3 general categories or subcategories because any given respondent may have
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provided more than one idea or thought within their open-ended comment. Each response was
analyzed to look for similar statements, ideas, and thoughts. After a thorough review of each
response, which included three separate rounds of data investigation for each response, the
researcher grouped the responses into 15 general categories related to concerns about active
shooter preparedness at work. Categories, subcategories, and the total number of responses per
category (listed by decreasing frequency) included the following: Physical office space layout is
not safe during an ASE (22) with subcategory, If outside or another building not prepared
(3) and subcategory, Location of institution in city (4); Lack of preparation/feeling unprepared
(18) with subcategory, No one can ever be totally prepared (4); No training provided (16), with
subcategory, Not enough training provided (11), and subcategory, No in-depth drills or role play
provided (2); Actual ASE response of people including panic, fear anxiety, forgetfulness (11);
Actual safety of students/how to help students during an ASE (10); Safety of staff/faculty (6);
Lack of formal emergency plans or knowledge of one (6); Safety of self (5); Impact of COVID
19 on trainings (4); Other (4); Lack of timely campus alert systems (3); No concerns (3); Police
response (3) and subcategory, Individual response time during an ASE (3); Concerned about
ASE in general (3); and Aftermath of an ASE (2).
Looking at the response numbers per category for question 8.2 in Table 20, which totaled
143 thoughts or ideas from respondents, 15.4% of responses included “Physical office space or
campus layout is not safe during an ASE,” while 12.6% of responses included “Lack of
preparation or feeling unprepared for an ASE;” and 11.2% of responses included “No formal
training provided at the institution.”
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Table 20
Concerns About Preparation for an ASE at Respondents’ Workplace
Response Categories
Physical office space layout or campus
layout not safe during an ASE (glass
doors, no locks)

Total Responses
per Category

Response Examples

22

“Our office faces the outside, and has a
huge glass of windows. There are a few
places we could hide, but in general my
office is not a safe place to hide from an
active shooter.”
“The building I work in is secure, but if I
am outside on campus, I would not know
where to go or how to handle the
situation.”
“Public area, close to downtown,
buildings are accessible to the public.”

Subcategory: If outside or another
building not prepared

3

Subcategory: Location of institution
in city

4

Lack of preparation/feeling unprepared

18

Subcategory: no one can ever be
totally prepared

4

No training provided
Subcategory: Not enough training
provided
Subcategory: No in-depth drills or
role pay provided

16
11

“There is no real preparation at my
campus. My office has no escape route.”
“No one is ever prepared but I live in the
city where Breonna Taylor was murdered
and there is civil unrest. We had a
shooting on campus last year. We had
shooting off campus (in a store in between
3 residence halls) this year. We are not a
safe campus.”
“I have not been trained by this
University.”
“Training and drills are infrequent.”

2

“Lack of role play training, my office has
no way for me to escape.”

Actual ASE response of people (panic,
fear, anxiety, forget training)

11

“If something happens, I will be too
scared to follow proper guidelines.”
“I am concerned that fear would inhibit
my ability to respond effectively to an
incident.”

Actual safety of students/how to help
students during an ASE

10

“I'm concerned about what to do if I'm in
a wide open area with students. Where do
I take them? How do I help?”

Safety of staff/faculty

6

“I am more worried about fellow coworkers who perhaps don’t feel as
confident as myself in this situation.”
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Table 20 (continued)
Response Categories
Lack of formal emergency plans or
knowledge of one if exists

Total Responses
per Category
6

Response Examples
“No set plan from institution.”

5

“Keeping students and myself safe.”

Impact of COVID on trainings—none or
fewer

4

“Even after the incident that actually
happened, we didn't really do any drills or
anything like that to help us prepare for
another active shooter incident. That was
probably in part because COVID hit
shortly thereafter, but I'm a little
concerned that we're still not really
putting things in place to help us in case
this happens again in the future.”

Other

4

“Not sure - I don't think about this often,

Safety of self

especially because we have been working
remotely for the past 15 months.”
Lack of timely campus communication/
alert systems

3

“My concern is that our campus is so
small geographically and we have such
bad communication on campus that there
are limited safe places on campus and
limited places that would be out of range
for a shooter given the incredibly slow
and inconsistent emergency response
notifications.”

No concerns

3

“I am not concerned about it.”

Police response

Subcategory: Individual response time
during an ASE

Concerned about ASE in general

3

3
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“I'm not sure anyone is ever prepared for
an active shooter on their campus. No
matter what it will be traumatic for our
students, staff, and faculty. I'm concerned
about the police response, and the safety
of my students.”
“Response time, ability to hide, cell
service to call for help during a mass
trauma, am I expected to act as an
employee or an individual?”
“Every possible concern. Again, I have
not been exposed to any active shooter
training.”

Table 20 (continued)
Response Categories
Aftermath of an ASE (caring for
students)

Total Responses
per Category

Response Examples

2

“What concerns me most as a student
affairs professional is the aftermath of an
event like that. How to help students cope.
What collective mourning looks like. In
the best case scenario, a shooter is
apprehended and no one is injured, but
there is still a huge loss of sense of safety
and confidence. No matter which way it is
split is traumatic, and being able to help
students mourn the loss of their comfort
and safety or a fellow community member
is a major concern of mine.”

While open-ended prompt and question were worded differently to capture more
information from the respondent on perceptions of preparedness for an active shooter event,
several similar response themes were recorded between the two questions that were most often
provided. The first one captured the general theme of I do not feel prepared for an ASE. This
made up 48 responses that fit into this theme over two questions. There were 37 total responses
that fit into the category of no formal training provided between the open-ended prompt and
question. Finally, three responses included the mention of feeling unsafe due to being downtown,
or in cities where social unrest and protests are occurring. Respondents linked current social
issues and unrest with preparedness concerns regarding an ASE on campus.
Summary
This chapter presented analysis of data collected from a survey of 173 ELSAP at a
variety of IHE across the country. This was a non-experimental research study utilizing
convenience sampling. Chapter 4 provided an analysis of survey data collected using SPSS
software. Data were cleaned prior to analysis. Statistical tests utilized included independent
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sample t-tests, one way analysis of variance (ANOVA), and Spearman’s correlation coefficient
(rho). A number of statistically significant associations were discovered among individual and
institutional demographic variables and the four grouped outcome variables, as well as the two
individual outcome variables. There were a number of other statistically significant associations
discovered among training variables and the four grouped outcome variables, as well as the two
individual outcome variables. This chapter also described the open-ended data provided from
two survey questions on ELSAP and perceptions of preparedness for an ASE.
Chapter 5 includes a discussion of the study findings and connects findings to the
research literature. Additionally, limitations and implications of the study are described. Chapter
5 also offers recommendations for future research in areas related to active shooter preparedness
at IHE.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
The purpose of this quantitative, descriptive study was to explore how the level of active
shooter training among entry-level student affairs professionals, as well as personal and
institutional demographics, is associated with individual, perceived preparedness for an active
shooter event and individual efficacy to respond to an active shooter event on campus.
Understanding this relationship can inform IHE in the development of more appropriate and
effective active shooter training programs. The study also provides information on the current
state of active shooter preparedness efforts at institutions of higher education.
Statement of the Problem Revisited
Many IHE do not have cohesive and current management policies and procedures to
address a crisis, such as an active shooter event on campus (Booker, 2014; Mitroff et al., 2006;
Woolfolk, 2013). Because ELSAP interact with students on a regular basis, it is vital that they
possess a high level of self-efficacy (confidence) to contend with campus crises, such as active
shooter events (Schum, 2011), and train students to respond correctly to active shooter events
(Clark et al., 2019; Davis et al., 2019; Holzweiss & Walker, 2018; Liu et al., 2015). This requires
a perception that the campus is prepared for a crisis, such as an active shooter event (Davis et al.,
2019; Ford & Frei, 2016), for preparation increases the likelihood that campus personnel will
react appropriately and minimize the impact (Glover, 2016; Grad, 2017; Parrot, 2012; Skurka et
al., 2018). Despite awareness of the potential consequences of an active shooter on campus,
students, faculty, and staff often are unprepared due to inadequate training and drills (Clark et al.,
2019; Liu et al., 2015; Seo et al., 2012).
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Research Questions Revisited
To explore perceived preparedness for an active shooter event and perceived efficacy to
respond to an active shooter and associations with demographics and training among entry level
student affairs professionals, the researcher developed the following research questions:
1. What associations exist between active shooter training provided to entry-level
student affairs professionals and both their perceived preparedness for an active
shooter event and their perceived efficacy to respond to an active shooter?
Training variables include training availability, required active shooter training, number of active
shooter trainings, length of active shooter trainings, number of active shooter drills, number of
functional training exercises, number of full-scale training exercises, type of active shooter
exercises, components of active shooter training, tactics modeled, opportunity for questions,
opportunity for feedback, student training provided, and involvement in student training.
Perceived preparedness and efficacy variables include perceptions of institutional preparedness,
individual perceptions of preparedness (response), forethought, thoughts about training (value),
and self-efficacy (confidence).
2.

What associations exist between individual and institutional demographics of entrylevel student affairs professionals and both their perceived preparedness for an active
shooter event and their perceived efficacy to respond to an active shooter?

Demographic variables include age, gender, ethnicity, position type, years of experience, type of
institution, institution classification (private or public), institution location, and institution size.

177

Perceived preparedness and efficacy variables include perceptions of institutional preparedness,
individual perceptions of preparedness (response), forethought, thoughts about training (value)
and self-efficacy (confidence).
Summary of Major Quantitative Findings
This section presents a summary of the major quantitative findings. Addressed are
quantitative findings in regard to active shooter training, the association of active shooter training
and perceived preparedness for an ASE and level of efficacy to respond to an ASE, and
association between demographics and perceived preparedness for an ASE and level of efficacy
to respond to an ASE.
Active Shooter Training


Half of the ELSAP in the study reported having had no active shooter training in
the 2019-2020 academic year.



The majority of ELSAP in the study reported less than an hour of training.



The majority of ELSAP in the study who attended a training session reported only
one active shooter training provided.



The majority of ELSAP in the study did not have active shooter drills, functional
exercises, or full-scale exercises.



Online training and seminars represented the majority of training modalities offered
to ELSAP in the study.



Out of 11 possible components to active shooter training, lectures/verbal and videos
represented the majority of responses from ELSAP in the study.
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Run, Hide, Fight was the most common selection for tactics of training learned by
ELSAP in the study.

Active Shooter Training and Perceived ASE Preparedness and Efficacy to Respond


ELSAP study participants who reported having had any active shooter training at all
reported significantly higher levels of perceived preparedness (Response) and
perceived efficacy to respond (Confidence) than those that did not have training.
Training matters.



ELSAP study participants who received active shooter training versus those who did
not also reported higher levels of forethought and value, which are also indicators for
general ASE preparedness and response.



ELSAP study participants who received active shooter training also perceived ELSAP
in general at the institution to be more prepared for an ASE.



ELSAP who reported optional training appeared to find more value in the training
than those who reported mandatory training.



ELSAP who received Run, Hide, Fight and Lockdown as tactics of their training did
not show higher levels of individual perceived preparedness (response) or efficacy to
respond (confidence) to an ASE.



ELSAP participants who reported receiving more than one active shooter training
perceived a higher level of institutional culture of preparedness.



ELSAP who reported their institution did have active shooter drills, functional
exercises, and/or full-scale exercises perceived ELSAP in general at the institution to
be more prepared for an ASE.
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ELSAP who indicated they participated in drills as a modality of training at their IHE
perceived significantly higher levels of general ELSAP preparedness at their
institution.



ELSAP who participated in more than one type of training modality reported
significantly higher perceived culture of preparedness and general ELSAP
preparedness at their institution.



ELSAP reporting group discussion and scenarios had significantly higher levels of
perceived culture of institutional preparedness among participants.



ELSAP who provided students with training did not show associations with perceived
preparedness or perceived efficacy to respond to an ASE.



ELSAP who reported higher levels of willingness to follow learned ASE training
procedures were associated with higher levels of perceived preparedness and
perceived efficacy (confidence) to respond.



Asking questions during training associated with higher levels of value towards
training, perceived institutional culture of preparedness, and general ELSAP
preparedness.



ELSAP allowed to provide feedback after training showed higher levels of value for
training, perceived efficacy to respond to an ASE (confidence), perceived institutional
culture of preparedness and general ELSAP preparedness.



The number of training modalities did make a difference for ELSAP perception of
institutional culture of preparedness and general ELSAP preparedness.
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Demographics and Perceived ASE Preparedness and Level of Efficacy to Respond


Male ELSAP reported higher levels of perceived preparedness for an ASE (response)
and perceived efficacy to respond to an ASE (confidence) than female ELSAP in the
study.



Ethnicity/Race, type of institution and size of institution had no significant
relationship to perceived preparedness or efficacy to respond to an ASE among
ELSAP study participants.



Ethnicity/Race, type of institution and size of institution had no significant
relationship to perceived institutional culture of preparedness or general ELSAP
preparedness at the study participant’s institution.



ELSAP age made a difference with reported levels of forethought, an indicator of
preparedness and efficacy, as well as perceived efficacy to respond (confidence) and
perceived value of trainings. The older the participant, the higher levels of
forethought and value about ASE preparedness and perceived response efficacy.



The number of years the ELSAP worked in higher education made a difference in the
level of perceived preparedness (response), efficacy to respond to an ASE
(confidence), value of training and forethought about an ASE. The longer the ELSAP
worked in the field, the higher the response and confidence were.



The association to perceived institutional culture of preparedness and perceived
general ELSAP preparedness increased with the length of time the ELSAP study
participant had been in the field. More seasoned ELSAP felt more prepared in these
areas.
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Discussion of the Quantitative Findings
Staff and faculty at IHE are considered to be ill-prepared for an ASE on campus. Prior
research shows a lack of active shooter preparedness and response among staff and faculty for an
ASE (Liu et al., 2015; Cook, 2016; Zdziarski, 2001; Zdziarski et al., 2007). Given increasing
mental health issues on campus, access to guns, and the rise of ASEs on campuses across the
United States, it is imperative that staff feel prepared for an ASE (CDC, 2018; Price et al., 2014).
This study confirmed prior general research on staff and faculty and ASE preparedness: active
shooter training, especially training that is more in-depth (i.e., physical drills, functional and full
scale exercises) increases perceived preparedness for an ASE on campus among ELSAP
(Catullo, 2008; Mitroff et al., 2006; Studenberg, 2017; Zdziarski, 2001).
Consistent with the literature, ELSAP involved in the study reported they received no
active shooter training, an hour or less of training, or most often, just one active shooter training
in the academic year. According to prior emergency preparedness studies, IHE should have
ongoing training in their emergency response plans as an aspect of preparation for a crisis, but
often fail to incorporate or follow through with ongoing training for crisis events (Mitroff et al.,
2006; Wang & Hutchins, 2010). The findings that the majority of ELSAP in the study did not
participate in active shooter drills, functional exercises, and full-scale exercises also support the
literature. It is common for IHE not to provide comprehensive training for an ASE, which
includes drills and exercises for faculty and staff (Booker, 2014; Mann, 2007; Mitroff et al.,
2006; Wang & Hutchins, 2010). The research indicates that participation in drills, exercises, and
simulations provides increased preparation for an ASE, when compared to more passive forms of
active shooter trainings (Kapucu & Khosa, 2013; Mitroff et al., 2006; Sikes et al., 2018).
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Furthermore, the findings showing the use of online training and seminars; videos or inperson lectures; and Run, Hide, Fight reiterates the lack of in-depth training received and is
reflective of the literature. IHE do not often utilize actual drills and exercises for ASE training
(Studenberg, 2017; Zdziarski et al., 2007). These findings also support the literature that IHE do
not typically conduct exercises, drills or simulations but do provide some level of information
sharing and training for an ASE (Clark et al., 2019; Seo et al., 2012). Once again, the literature is
clear that participation in drills, exercises, and simulations provides increased preparation for an
ASE, when compared to more passive forms of active shooter trainings (Kapucu & Khosa, 2013;
Mitroff et al., 2006; Sikes et al., 2018). ). Residence life staff made up 43%, or close to half, of
all respondents in this study. This is significant in that residence life staff often live on campus
and train students for basic emergency response, including active shooter response. It is critical
that residence life staff specifically feel prepared to respond to an active shooter incident on
campus (Catullo, 2008).
Perhaps the strongest finding in the study—consistent with the literature on active shooter
and crisis management preparation and response—is the clear difference between ELSAP with
any active shooter training versus those with no active shooter training. ELSAP in the study who
had received active shooter training had a higher level of efficacy to respond to an ASE and
perceptions of preparedness for an ASE than those who did not receive training. They also
thought more about an ASE and how to respond and valued the training more. In addition, they
responded that other ELSAP were generally more prepared for an ASE at the institution. Several
major studies on crisis management and perceptions of preparedness of campus constituents
(Catullo, 2008; Mitroff et al., 2006; Studenberg, 2017; Zdziarski, 2001) support this finding,
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indicating that regular trainings, planning, and resources allow staff to feel more prepared to
respond to a crisis, including an ASE on campus. In essence, training matters in feeling prepared
and having increased efficacy to respond. Furthermore, training of any kind should be consistent
and engaging to be effective (Clark et al., 2019; Seo et al., 2012). This is important because
increased efficacy toward a response can influence a correct response during a crisis situation
(Bandura, 1989, 2005; Ford & Frei, 2016). Furthermore, active shooter training may also allow a
more adequate response to an ASE, helping to lessen the severity of the incident and even stop or
prevent an ASE from occurring (Martaindale et al., 2017; Silver et al., 2018).
Active shooter training can be optional or mandatory, dependent on the institution
(Associated Press, 2015). The study finding that ELSAP with optional training reported higher
perceived value for the active shooter training than those with mandatory training may be tied to
the very real issue of time constraints of ELSAP. Recent budget cuts have led to staff shortages,
which mean ELSAP have a harder time balancing all areas of student development for which
they are responsible, so mandatory training may feel more burdensome in the lens of job
management (Hibel, 2020).
In regard to the finding on quality and comprehensiveness of training, ELSAP trained
with Run, Hide, Fight or Lockdown as tactics had no higher levels of perceived preparedness or
confidence, which is consistent with the literature. Research suggests that staff and faculty will
be better prepared for an ASE when they participate in actual drills and exercises, and that online
videos and training, which are passive in nature, are not as effective in preparation efforts.
Providing actual drills, simulations and exercises on a regular basis increase both perceptions of
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preparedness and actual preparedness, according to prior studies on active shooter preparedness
and response (Kapucu & Khosa, 2013; Mitroff et al., 2006; Sikes et al., 2018).
Study findings that ELSAP who had more than one active shooter training in the
academic year reported increased perceptions of the institution’s culture of preparedness are also
consistent with the literature. Studies show that participation in regular and engaging active
shooter training is critical to preparedness efforts at IHE for employees and students (Fox &
Savage, 2009; Mitroff et al., 2006). ELSAP receiving more regular training feel more prepared
for an ASE, and campuses that work in collaboration across units ensure greater levels of
preparedness for an ASE across the entire institution. This level of collaboration and campuswide effort, resulting in consistent active shooter trainings for the campus, results in heightened
perceptions that the institution has an established culture of preparedness for an ASE (Fox &
Savage, 2009; Mitroff et al., 2006; Studenberg, 2017; Zdziarski et al., 2007).
ELSAP who indicated their IHE conducted drills, functional exercises, or full-scale
exercises reported higher levels of preparedness for all ELSAP at the institution in general.
Similarly, ELSAP in the study who reported participation in drills of any kind as a modality of
training or who participated in more than one type of training modality also perceived higher
levels of general ELSAP preparedness. Prior research described this important difference in
passive versus active types of active shooter training. When compared to IHE that only provide
passive training types (i.e., online modules or videos), IHE that provide in-depth training (i.e.,
drills and exercises) better prepare staff to respond to an ASE (Kapucu & Khosa, 2013; Mitroff
et al., 2006; Sikes et al., 2018). The majority of IHE do not provide functional and full-scale
exercises or drills for active shooter response, but they do often provide training that includes
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discussions, workshops, readings, and online information (Clark et al., 1019). This study showed
that ELSAP who participate in group discussions and scenarios reported higher perceptions of a
culture of institutional preparedness at their institution. This may indicate that providing even
basic types of active shooter training allows employees to feel that the institution as a whole is
more prepared for an active shooter event. Research also suggests that ongoing crisis training for
ELSAP, which includes even basic active shooter training, can positively influence decision
making during a crisis event (Holzweiss & Walker, 2018). Consistent and engaging active
shooter training, which typically entails active practice or drills, increases knowledge of how to
respond during a crisis, and this is critical to ELSAP perceived preparedness and increased
confidence (Cook, 2016; Liu et al., 2015; Morris, 2013).
Research indicates that administrators do not feel students are prepared for an ASE on
campus (Davis et al., 2019). This perception of students may have factored into the finding in
this study that ELSAP who provide training to students did not feel any more or less prepared for
an ASE and did not indicate higher level of efficacy to respond to an ASE.
In this study, ELSAP with any active shooter training reported significantly higher levels
of perceived preparedness and perceived efficacy to respond to an ASE than those with no active
shooter training. Interestingly, ELSAP in the study who reported higher levels of willingness to
follow active shooter training protocol also reported higher levels of perceived preparedness for
an ASE and perceived efficacy to respond to an ASE. Research indicates that faculty and staff
with a lower level of awareness of crisis plans, which would likely be tied to ability to follow
active shooter protocols, feel less prepared for a crisis of any kind, including an ASE (Liu et al.,
2015). In this study, ELSAP who reported an opportunity to ask questions during training also
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reported higher levels of value toward training, perceived institutional culture of preparedness,
and general staff preparedness at the institution. Research indicates that more engaged trainings
such as drills, simulations, and exercises have increased confidence to respond to an ASE, which
also improves decision making during an ASE. Engaging trainings that include practice matter
for perceived preparedness (Morris, 2013; Snyder, 2014). While there are no particular studies
that echo the specific finding that asking questions increases the value of training, perceived
culture of preparedness, and general ELSAP preparedness, it is clear that increased involvement
and engagement in training allows faculty and staff to feel more prepared and confident, and
asking questions would indicate a higher level of engagement in training.
Similarly, ELSAP in this study who indicated they received the opportunity to provide
feedback after active shooter training reported higher value for training, perceived efficacy to
respond, perceived culture of institutional preparedness, and general ELSAP preparedness. Once
again, increased engagement in training, such as what is required with active shooter drills and
exercises, is tied to higher perceived preparedness for an ASE, as well as actual preparedness for
an ASE (Cook, 2016; Morris, 2013; Snyder, 2014). Providing feedback indicates a higher level
of engagement by the responding ELSAP. Interaction during active shooter training matters.
The last major finding in the quantitative analysis regarding training suggested the
number of training modalities is important in terms of perceived preparedness. Training
modalities include seminars, workshops, tabletop exercises, games, drills, functional exercises,
full scale exercises, and online trainings. ELSAP who reported having multiple modalities
offered versus just one as part of active shooter training provided to them indicated higher levels
of perceived institutional preparedness and general ELSAP preparedness. Research shows that
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ongoing and consistent active shooter training is critical in lowering the negative impact of an
ASE on campus (Skurka et al., 2018). Utilizing multiple types of training allows for ELSAP to
learn correct response actions for an ASE. Learning correct steps to take for active shooter
response can mitigate injury and loss of life, as well as potentially help deter or stop an active
shooter (Martaindale et al., 2017; Silver et al., 2018). Interactive shooter trainings make a
difference in perceived preparedness for an ASE.
The majority of respondents in the study were female (69.9%). The data show that males
reported higher levels of perceived preparedness and perceived efficacy to respond than that that
reported by female ELSAP. Research indicates that, in some cases, having ASE training such as
watching active shooter training videos may increase fear and impact feelings of safety in
women, which then negatively impacts perceived preparedness for an ASE and causes lower
levels of confidence toward an individual response (Peterson et al., 2015). Research also
suggests that gender may be associated with perceived preparedness for a general crisis event on
campus, with men feeling more prepared than women to respond to a crisis (Clark, 2019; Clark
et al., 2019; Cook, 2016; Fox & Savage, 2009; Holzweiss & Walker, 2018). Interestingly,
women are often considered to be more proactive in response efforts for varying types of crises.
Women often take active shooter alerts more seriously than men, and they often express greater
concern with helping others during emergencies (Sheldon & Antony, 2018).
Unlike several prior studies, the size and type of institution did not have a significant
relationship with feeling prepared for an active shooter event. Research indicates that staff at
smaller institutions often feel less prepared for an active shooter event on campus and do not
have a well-defined emergency preparedness plan (Clark et al., 2019; Seo et al., 2012; Sullivan,
188

2012). This is often due to lack of staffing in student affairs or emergency management
specifically. It is also related to competing institutional priorities (Clark et al., 2019; Holzweiss
& Walker, 2018; Kepp, 2018; Seo et al., 2012; Sullivan, 2012; Terrades, 2017).
In regard to ethnicity or race, the researcher did not find research to suggest that either is
associated with feeling more or less prepared for an ASE or with higher levels of efficacy to
respond to an ASE. Thus, the findings of the study were consistent with the literature in that this
is not a demographic difference related to individual ASE preparedness, general ELSAP
perceived preparedness, or level of efficacy to respond to an ASE. It is important to note that the
majority of respondents were White (67.1%). Furthermore, it is necessary to highlight that, while
there were not significant relationships between the size and type of the institution and
preparedness measures on the survey, the effect sizes of several items correlated indicated that a
larger response rate may have yielded significant associations among some of the items
analyzed, including the size and type of the institution.
The study finding that age was associated with higher levels of forethought, confidence,
and perceived value of active shooter trainings aligns with the current research that experience in
student affairs impacts feelings of preparedness. This includes upper level administrators, who
are often older and have higher the reports of levels of perceived preparedness for an ASE
(Clark, 2019; Clark et al., 2019; Cook, 2016; Fox & Savage, 2009; Holzweiss & Walker, 2018).
ELSAP are categorized as somewhere between the first 0-6 years of employment in student
affairs. Most are in their first position in student affairs, having little overall experience in the
field (Overocker, 2015; Schum, 2011). Research indicates that staff and faculty in general at IHE
have low levels of preparedness and awareness of crisis plans for the campus. This finding then
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confirms that, more specifically, ELSAP who are new to the field feel even less prepared for an
ASE on campus, have lower levels of efficacy to respond to an ASE, and possess lower levels of
value and forethought about active shooter training and response (Clark, 2019; Clark et al., 2019;
Cook, 2016; Fox & Savage, 2009; Holzweiss & Walker, 2018). Newer ELSAP in the study also
responded that there was less of an institutional culture of preparedness and perceived general
preparedness among ELSAP colleagues on their campus. This finding then adds to the current
research on general perceptions of IHE student, faculty, and staff, providing specific evidence
that the more entry level a staff member is in student affairs, the less prepared they feel for an
active shooter event on campus and the lower their efficacy (confidence) to respond to an ASE
on campus.
Summary of Major Qualitative Findings
This section presents the major qualitative findings of individuals’ responses to a written
prompt and question. Participants responded to the following prompt: Describe your level of
preparation for an ASE in your own words. Participants also answered the following question:
What concerns do you have about being prepared for this type of incident where you work?
Level of Preparation for an ASE


43 out of 111 ELSAP respondents reported they did not feel prepared for an ASE or
they felt underprepared for an ASE.



19 out of 111 ELSAP respondents reported that they felt somewhat prepared for an
ASE on an individual level.



37 out of 111 ELSAP respondents reported that there was either no formal training or
not enough formal training at a current institution.
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9 out of 111 ELSAP respondents reported that they felt prepared for an ASE.



12 of the comments in 11 individual ELSAP responses included that the respondent
knew the strategy of Run, Hide, Fight.

Concerns About Preparation for an ASE


22 out of 110 ELSAP respondents reported that their physical workspace was not safe
if an ASE occurred on campus.



22 out of 110 ELSAP respondents reported that there was a lack of preparation in
general for an ASE, they felt unprepared for an ASE, and no one can feel totally
prepared.



29 out of 110 ELSAP respondents reported that there is either no training or not
enough training provided for active shooter events.



11 out of 110 ELSAP respondents expressed concern about individual emotional
response if there was an actual ASE on campus.



16 of 110 ELSAP respondents expressed concern about the safety of students, as well
as other staff and faculty during an ASE.
Discussion of the Qualitative Findings

To provide a more in-depth understanding of perceived preparedness of ELSAP for an
ASE, the researcher solicited open-ended responses from participants through one prompt and
one question at the conclusion of the questionnaire. Major findings within the qualitative analysis
support the quantitative findings, as well as prior research. Qualitative responses to the first
prompt for ELSAP in the study to describe their level of preparation for an ASE focused heavily
on ELSAP’s feelings of unpreparedness for an ASE. Participants who responded to this prompt
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also reported that there was either not enough or no training provided on ASE response. One
respondent reported, “I do not feel prepared, as I do not recall a formal training.” Another
ELSAP explained they were “very minimally prepared.” This comment mirrors the most
significant quantitative finding that ELSAP with no training for an ASE felt less prepared for an
ASE and lower efficacy to respond to an ASE than those who received training. This is also
consistent with the literature highlighting that campus police chiefs did not feel students, faculty,
and staff received adequate training or possessed general preparedness for an ASE on campus
(Thompson et al., 2009). It is also common for upper-level administration to be less invested in
training and preparation for crisis management in general, which includes active shooter
preparedness (NCCPS, 2016; USDOE, 2010, 2013). IHE do not often provide enough active
shooter training to students, staff, and faculty (Studenberg, 2017). In this study, one respondent
reported, “I feel unprepared at the moment due to Covid and not having had a training in almost
two years.” This particular finding is consistent with both the literature and the quantitative
findings that approximately half of all respondents had no active shooter training in the academic
year 2019-2020 at their institution.
Of the 111 respondents, nine indicated a feeling of preparedness, although this was a less
common response among ELSAP in the study. One respondent reported,
I feel fairly well prepared for active shooter training at my campus as a member of
residence life who will need to not only keep myself safe, but my role in directing
students living in the halls to our safe haven of a space designated on campus and
keeping track of students once in designated spaces. Our communication is set to speak
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with building captains and I’m aware of who those individuals are. Our chain of
command is well laid as a resource in that moment.
While feeling prepared does not necessarily translate to actual preparedness, it is clearly linked
in this study to having had training, and training is mentioned in the literature as a critical aspect
of preparation for an ASE (Clark et al., 2019; Terrades, 2017; Thomas et al., 2014; Thompson et
al., 2009). Research suggests that preparedness is critical, as the actions of potential victims can
help to deter or stop an ASE (Martaindale et al., 2017; Silver et al., 2018). Run, Hide, Fight is
one of the most common tactics utilized for active shooter trainings (Clark et al., 2019; Doherty,
2016; Ford & Frei, 2016; Jonson, 2017; Martaindale et al., 2017). Participants’ responses
indicated their awareness and experience of this tactic during their own active shooter trainings.
For example, one respondent reported, “I feel mostly prepared to confront an active shooter
incident via the run-hide-fight method.”
Interestingly, the quantitative data pointed to no relationship between watching this
highly used training video and feeling more prepared for an ASE or having higher levels of
efficacy to respond to an ASE. This would make sense then with the multitude of qualitative
responses that highlighted feeling unprepared for an ASE, yet many indicated having seen this
particular video as part of active shooter training. This finding is also consistent with the
literature on common active shooter tactics. While it is better to have had any active shooter
training at all in terms of perceived preparedness and efficacy to respond to an ASE, this training
tactic did not appear to increase feelings of preparedness for an ASE among ELSAP in the study.
This may indicate, as the literature explains, that higher levels of training such as drills,
simulations, and exercises are better for enhancing perceived preparedness for an ASE and
193

perceived efficacy to respond to an ASE. Drills and exercises also increase actual preparedness
for an ASE (Clark, 2019; Holzweiss & Walker, 2018; Zdziarski, 2001).
The question at the end of the questionnaire asked ELSAP in the study to identify their
concerns about ASE preparation at their place of employment. Roman (2018) contended that
IHE must balance an open and inviting campus environment with providing safety and security
to students and staff. In regards to this, a significant number of respondents, 22 out of 110,
indicated that they felt the physical space was not safe if there was an ASE. A respondent
explained, “Our office faces the outside, and has a huge glass of windows. There are a few places
we could hide, but in general my office is not a safe place to hide from an active shooter.”
Doherty (2016) and Terrades (2016) reported that IHE often do not prepare offices, classrooms,
and buildings for the threat of an ASE by installing door lock systems or cameras, which leads to
staff and faculty feeling less safe on campus and in their unique work spaces. The literature
suggests that IHE should consider upgrades to physical spaces to increase safety for students,
faculty, and staff if an ASE should occur (Bonanno & Levenson, 2014; Clark et al., 2019;
Jonson, 2017). While Jarvis (2019) suggested schools consider a variety of target hardening
efforts, it appears that IHE are more concerned with maintaining an attractive and inviting
campus that is perceived as safe to woo prospective students (Roman, 2018).
Of the 110 ELSAP who responded, 22 reported concerns about preparation for an ASE at
their place of employment, indicating again that they did not feel prepared for an ASE at their
IHE. Furthermore, 29 reported that there was either no training or not enough training. One
respondent wrote, “There is no real preparation at my campus. My office has no escape route.”
Another ELSAP respondent stated, “I have not been trained by this University.” This once again
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supports the literature that explains that many staff and faculty do not receive enough training for
an ASE (Studenberg, 2017; Zdziarski et al., 2007).
Only one ELSAP in the study made a comment about having participated in table-top
exercises in graduate school. None of the ELSAP who responded to open-ended questions stated
that they experienced drills, simulations, or exercises, which reiterates the quantitative finding
that many ELSAP in the study did not receive in-depth active shooter training such as drills and
exercises, which indicates they were less prepared to respond to an ASE (Kapucu & Khosa,
2013; Mitroff et al., 2006; Sikes et al., 2018). Of the 110 ELSAP respondents, 11 reported that a
primary concern about preparation for an ASE at their workplace was their potential emotional
response during such an emergency. One respondent explained, “I am concerned that fear would
inhibit my ability to respond effectively to an incident.” In other words, they feared the extreme
level of stress, fear and anxiety that would likely be present during an actual ASE on campus
would negatively impact their ability to respond appropriately. This concern ties into the need for
additional training for ASE on campus as a way to increase response efficacy. While few studies
on self-efficacy and response to an ASE among ELSAP exist, several more general studies do
indicate that active shooter training increases preparedness to respond to an ASE, thereby
increasing individual response efficacy towards an ASE (Ford & Frei, 2016). Higher levels of
efficacy associated with crisis response are linked to increased likelihood of a correct response
during an ASE (Snyder, 2014). Essentially, as Bandura (1989) explained, higher levels of
efficacy help people to navigate their surrounding environment more correctly because they
believe in their ability to take the correct action. Increased training for an ASE increases
individual feeling of capability to respond to an ASE, thereby increasing the chance of a correct
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response, even with heightened fear and anxiety (Bandura, 1994; Ford & Frei, 2016; Liu et al.,
2015; Snyder, 2014). While not a large number, it is interesting to point out that three
respondents reported feeling unsafe or unprepared for an ASE due to the proximity of a
downtown area. One respondent specifically mentioned concern about protest and social unrest
near the campus. In the wake of tragedies, such as the death of Breonna Taylor mentioned by one
respondent, cities have had to contend with protests that have on occasion turned into riots,
creating safety concerns for people living and working in the area. Zdziarski (2001) described
protests as potential crisis management areas for student affairs professionals. With an increase
in gun violence, it is logical for staff to be concerned about location and possible connection to
gun violence on campus (Fox & DeLateur, 2014; Price et al., 2014; Somers et al., 2020;
Zdziarski, 2016).
Finally, 16 of 110 ELSAP respondents reported that student, faculty, and other staff
safety was a major concern during an ASE. One respondent stated, “I'm concerned about what to
do if I'm in a wide open area with students. Where do I take them? How do I help?” This is
consistent with the role of the ELSAP on campus. ELSAP are often directly responsible for the
health and safety of students in a variety of situations, including active shooter events (Hibel,
2020). Research also indicates that students are not as prepared as they believe they are, which is
a concern for staff who are often required to train students in emergency response (Cook, 2016;
Davis et al., 2019; Fox & Savage, 2009; Lovecamp & McMahon, 2011). Given ELSAP are
expected to support students before, during, and after a crisis such as an ASE and do not feel
individually prepared for an ASE or that their students are prepared for an ASE, it makes sense
that respondents would be concerned for the safety of students (Cook, 2016; Holzweiss &
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Walker, 2018; Zdziarski, 2001). It is also clear that faculty and staff, by the nature of their
positions, are concerned for the safety of students but do not feel they have been adequately
prepared to respond to an ASE (Catullo, 2008; Holzweiss & Walker, 2018; Liu et al., 2015; Pitts,
2018; Zdziarski, 2001). ELSAPs want to help others versus themselves in a crisis situation,
which falls in line with the characterization of the student affairs profession—to help students in
areas of wellness, development, and safety (Hibel, 2020; Holzweiss & Walker, 2018). While
campus police have very different roles from student affairs professionals, this desire to help
others first is similar to that of campus police and first responders, who are trained to respond
immediately and attempt to help even in dangerous situations such as ASE’s (Peet, 2015).
Implications
Although the chance of encountering a mass attack on campus remains relatively low,
active shooter events on college campuses have increased over the past decade. A very real
concern along with the increase is the destructive nature of a mass shooting, which often leaves
multiple wounded and killed, wreaking immediate havoc and long-term devastation across
campus (Booker, 2014; Flynn & Heitzmann, 2008; Kissner, 2016; Mann, 2007). Due to the highprofile nature of ASEs and their increasing frequency, as well as the damage caused by this type
of crisis event, staff at IHE feel less safe on campus and express fear that they will experience an
ASE (Blair & Schweit, 2014; Flynn & Heitzmann, 2008; Merriman, 2008). Unfortunately,
student affairs staff do not often feel prepared to respond to an ASE on campus, citing a lack of
in-depth preparation efforts, including extensive training options such as active shooter drills and
exercises. It is critical that IHE consider ways to successfully prepare and train all staff for an
ASE on campus, so that they feel ready to respond to an ASE (Clark et al., 2019; Davis et al.,
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2019; Holzweiss & Walker, 2018; Liu et al., 2015). Preparation is a critical component of
ensuring correct staff response to an ASE due to their increased efficacy to respond, often
reducing the severity of the incident, including the number of fatalities caused by an ASE
(Glover, 2016; Grad, 2017; Parrot; 2012; Skurka et al., 2018). Prior research also highlights that
P-12 schools are ahead of IHE in terms of implementing policies, procedures and practice (Fox
& Savage, 2009; McQuiller, 2018). IHE need to reach the same level as P-12 schools and
provide interactive, ongoing active shooter training. It is critical to navigate the bureaucracy of
program implementation and institute active shooter trainings on campus for all employees and
students
The findings of this study add to prior literature, providing evidence that staff—in
particular entry level student affairs staff—who do not receive active shooter training do not feel
as prepared to respond to an ASE and do not have the same level of perceived efficacy to
respond to an ASE. ELSAP also should be provided both regular and in-depth training such as
drills and exercises to feel more prepared for an ASE on campus.
In this study, entry-level staff with less time in the field indicated they felt less prepared
to respond to an ASE and less confident in appropriate ASE response. This further emphasizes
the need to provide ongoing and in-depth active shooter training, especially since ELSAP not
only train students for active shooter response, but also often live among students on campus
(Holzweiss & Walker, 2018).
While Run, Hide, Fight is a commonly used tactic for active shooter training, this study
further supports prior research that it does not provide the necessary depth and hands-on training
needed to be fully prepared for an ASE on campus (Kapucu & Khosa, 2013; Mitroff et al., 2006;
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Sikes et al., 2018). IHE should institute regular training that includes active drills and exercises
to increase ELSAP’s perceptions of preparedness (Fox & Savage, 2009; Mitroff et al., 2006).
Higher levels of perceived preparedness and perceived efficacy to respond to an ASE, while not
a measure of actual active shooter preparedness, are an indicator of active shooter preparedness.
Most importantly, ELSAP with increased perceived efficacy are more likely to take the correct
actions during an ASE because they have increased confidence and certainty in taking action,
potentially saving their own life and the lives of students and others around them (Bandura,
1989; Ford & Frei, 2016; Liu et al., 2015; Snyder, 2014). Based on prior research and this study,
it is critical then, that IHE not currently providing any active shooter training implement training
for ELSAP. IHE that are currently providing training or those that need to provide training for an
ASE should implement focused, regular and in-depth active shooter training including drills,
simulations and exercises. Training should be varied and active, allowing for meaningful
discussion and questions among ELSAP. Furthermore, the varied nature of training both in type
and number required across institutions indicates the need for broader standardization of training
techniques specific to student affairs staff. Perhaps this could be initiated by national
professional organizations or appropriate governmental agencies.
Recommendations for Future Research
Several findings in this study were not consistent with the literature, such as the size and
type of institution and effect on perceived preparedness for an ASE. Prior research indicates that
staffs employed at smaller IHE often feel less prepared for an ASE, yet this study did not show
associations between the size of the IHE and perceived preparedness for an ASE (Seo et al.,
2012; Sullivan, 2012). However, the effect sizes indicate that replicating this study with a larger
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sample size may provide additional statistically significant results related to the items addressed
in the study. Also, the relatively modest participant number impacted several of the conclusions
that could be drawn about sub groups. Several subgroups had to be combined because of limited
response rates. Especially important demographic subgroups affected were gender, age,
ethnicity, and location. A possible future study might also compare geographic regions in terms
of type and level of training among ELSAP at IHE.
Another area that was not able to be statistically analyzed was position type due to the
number of responses. Larger response rates might have allowed position type to be considered. A
future study might focus exclusively on one position type such as residence life of ELSAP who
conduct a majority of the residence hall active shooter training for students at many campuses.
Future studies might also investigate perceived preparedness among ELSAP among
specific historically and underrepresented populations to more fully understand the connection
between ethnicity and perceived preparedness for an ASE. Based on the open-ended responses in
this study, possible follow-up research might also include qualitative studies of ELSAP to elicit
even more in-depth responses on perceived preparedness for an ASE on campus and the
concerns of ELSAP. Another possible study might include research on the similarities and
differences among employees in positions that focus on helping others. In other words,
researchers could explore the ways and reasons ELSAP act or react with appropriate training in
crisis situations, and how this might be similar or dissimilar to the responses of first responders
trained in crisis response to help others.
Due to the timing of this study in the summer of 2021, it is important to point out the
possible impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on both participation and survey responses. ELSAP
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study participants were asked to respond to the survey using the 2019-2020 academic year. The
pandemic caused many IHE to move to virtual delivery of student services towards the end of the
2020 spring semester. This may have impacted response because of temporarily diminished inperson training opportunities during the spring semester. Four participants cited the COVID-19
pandemic in open-ended responses as one reason they did not feel well trained or prepared to
respond to an ASE on campus. Participants may not have received the standard degree and type
of active shooter training during a pandemic-focused spring semester. Future studies during a
non-pandemic, more typical academic year may reflect more consistent patterns of active shooter
training for ELSAP in an academic year.
Because of the unique problem of corruption of raw data by bots within the
SurveyMonkey link used to collect responses occurred in this study, future similar studies should
consider more secure survey response collection methods. While the data were cleaned, it is
reasonable to assume that some corrupted responses may have remained. The researcher
determined this resulted in negligible effects on the analysis of the data and conclusions drawn.
Summary of the Study
The purpose of this quantitative, descriptive study was to explore how the level of active
shooter training among entry-level student affairs professionals, as well as personal and
institutional demographics, is associated with individual, perceived preparedness for an active
shooter event and individual efficacy to respond to an active shooter event on campus.
Understanding this relationship can inform IHE in the development of more appropriate and
effective active shooter training programs. Based on the results of the study and current research,
these training programs should include active, regular, and in-depth training such as active
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shooter drills, simulations, and exercises to allow ELSAP to feel more prepared for an ASE on
campus. The researcher recruited participants from American College Personnel Association
(ACPA), a large student affairs organization with several thousand active members (ACPA,
n.d.). The research secured additional participants from Facebook groups geared toward entrylevel student affairs staff as well as by direct emails to ELSAP at IHE across the country. The
researcher made an effort to include all types and locations of IHE across the country, indicated
in the demographic summary provided. Participants completed the ELASPS instrument, first as a
pilot study, then as a full study with minor modifications made to the initial ELASPS instrument.
A total of 197 ELSAP participated in the study; however, after data cleaning, the responses of
173 participants remained in the study.
This study provided additional insight into the perceived preparedness for an ASE among
entry-level student affairs professionals in particular, as well as their individual perceived
efficacy to respond to an ASE on campus. Most notably, ELSAP at IHE with no active shooter
training of any kind had significantly lower levels of perceived preparedness for an ASE and
lower perceived efficacy to respond to an ASE. Another key finding was that ELSAP with more
regular training for an active shooter and more in-depth types of training such as drills and
exercises reported feeling more prepared for an ASE and possessed higher perceived efficacy to
respond. Overall, these findings support current research and call for increased focus on active
shooter training among student affairs professionals at IHE. Although active, regular, and indepth active shooter training for ELSAP on campus cannot reduce the chances of experiencing
an ASE, it can more thoroughly prepare ELSAP to respond correctly should this dangerous crisis
event occur, mitigating the death, injuries, and devastation an ASE can cause at an IHE.
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Entry Level Student Affairs Professional Active Shooter Preparedness Survey
**Please answer all survey items utilizing the Fall 2019 and Spring 2020 academic year.
Be sure to fill out all demographic and institution questions based on Fall 2019/Spring 2020
*If you were not working full time as an entry-level student affairs professional during the
academic year, Fall 2019/Spring 2020, please do not complete the survey.
Active Shooter Event Definition: An active shooter situation is an incident where someone is
actively engaged in killing or attempting to kill people with a firearm in a confined and
populated area.
Demographics
Q1.1 How old are you? (As of Fall 2019/Spring 2020 academic year)
Q1.2 Gender
Male (1) Female (2) Transgender (3). Non-binary (4) I prefer not to specify (5)
Q1.3 What is your ethnicity?
White (1) African American/Black (2) Native American/American Indian (3) Hispanic/Latino
(4) Asian/Pacific Islander (5) Multiracial (6) Other (7)
Q1.4 Student Affairs Position at Institution (As of Fall 2019/Spring 2020 academic year)
Residence Life (1) Student Activities (2) Career Services (3) Recreation (4) Academic
Advising (5) New Student Programs (6) Conduct (7) Diversity & Inclusion (8) Student Support
Services (9) Fraternity & Sorority Life (10) Access & Accommodation (11) Other (12)
Q1.5 How many years have you worked as an entry level professional in student affairs?
(Include Fall 2019/Spring 2020)
1 (Fall 2019/Spring 2020 was your first year as entry-level)
2
3
4
5
6
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Q1.6 Indicate the type of institution at which you are employed. (As of Fall 2019/Spring 2020
academic year)
Community College /Junior College (1) Four-year Liberal Arts College (2) University (3) Other
(4)
Q1.7 Indicate if your institution is public or private.
Public (1) Private (2)
Q1.8 Indicate where your institution is located. (As of Fall 2019/Spring 2020 academic year)
▼ Alabama (1) ... Wyoming (51)
Q.1.9 Indicate institution size (As of Fall 2019/Spring 2020 academic year)
Fewer than 2500
2500-5000
5001-15000
15,000 plus

The Nature of Active Shooter Trainings
Active shooter training prepares individuals to respond to active shooter situations.
Q2.1 Active shooter training includes; seminars, workshops, web-based training, games, drills,
tabletop exercises, functional exercises, and full-scale exercises. These may be conducted
departmentally, division wide or institution wide. These may be separate trainings or
incorporated into general training. Please include all levels as you answer the following.
Has your institution provided you with any active shooter training (can be departmental, division
wide or institution wide)? (As of Fall 2019/Spring 2020 academic year)
Yes (1) No (2)
Q2.2 Is participating in active shooter training optional or mandatory at your institution? (As of
Fall 2019/Spring 2020 academic year)
Optional (1) Mandatory (2)
*If your institution does not offer active shooter training, please skip to section 3: Institutional
Preparedness and Vulnerability
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*Answer each question in the following sections from the Fall 2019/Spring 2020 academic year
Q2.3 How many active shooter trainings does your institution typically provide each academic
year? 1, 2, 3, 4 or more
Q2.4 Generally, about how long does each active shooter training session last?
Less than 1 hour (1) More than 1 hour (2) 2 or more hours (3) Half day (4) Full day or more (5)
Q2.5 During active shooter drills, participants practice how to respond to active shooter
incidents while on campus. How many active shooter drills that involve entry level student
affairs staff are conducted at your institution each year?
0, 1, 2, 3, 4 or more
Q2.6 Functional active shooter exercises are an extension of active shooter drills. During
functional exercises, the campus community participates in realistic active shooter simulations.
How many functional exercises that involve entry level student affairs staff are conducted at your
institution each year? 0, 1, 2, 3, 4 or more
Q2.7 Full scale training exercises are an extension of functional exercises. During full scale
exercises, faculty, staff, students, emergency responders, and community stakeholders engage in
realistic active shooter simulations. How many full-scale training exercises are conducted at your
institution each year? 0, 1, 2, 3, 4 or more
Q2.8 Indicate the active shooter training exercises that you have participated in at your
institution. Please select all that apply.
Seminars (1) Workshops (2) Tabletop Exercises (3) Games (4) Drills (5) Functional Exercises
(6) Full Scale Exercises (7) Online Training (8)
Q2.9 Indicate the components that have been included in the active shooter trainings that you
have received. Please select all that apply.
Lecturer/Verbal Training (1) Group Discussion (2) Simulations (3) Role Play (4) Games (5)
Modeling (6) Videos (7) Survival Tactics (8) Reading (9) Scenarios (10) News Media (11)
Q2.10 Indicate which of the following tactics have been modeled during the active shooter
trainings that you have participated in. Please select all that apply.
"Run, Hide, Fight" (1) "Avoid, Deny, Defend" (2) "Lock Down" (3) "See Something, Say
Something" (4)
Q2.11 I have been given the opportunity to ask questions during the training sessions.
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Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
Q2.12 I have been given the opportunity to provide feedback after the training sessions.
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
Q2.13 My institution provides students regular active shooter training.
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
Q2.14 I am involved in providing students active shooter training at my institution.
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)

Perceptions Regarding Institutional Preparedness and Vulnerability
Q3.1 My institution has established a culture of preparedness towards the threat of an active
shooter.
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
Q3.2 My institution has policies regarding an active shooter event..
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
Q3.3 Institutional active shooter policies have been shared with me.
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
Q3.4 I believe my institution is safe.
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)

Q3.5 An active shooter event at my institution is likely.
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Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
Q3.6 Entry level student affairs professionals at my institution are prepared to respond to an
active shooter event.
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
Perceptions Regarding Individual Preparedness and Vulnerability
Q4.1 I feel safe on campus.
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
Q4.2 I am fearful of an active shooter event occurring at my institution.
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
Q4.3 I am concerned that I am not ready to respond to an active shooter event on campus.
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
Q4.4 I know the recommended individual response to an active shooter event.
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
Q4.5 I am prepared to respond to an active shooter event on my campus.
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)

Forethought
Q5.1 I have thought about the possibility of an active shooter event at my institution.
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
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Q5.2 I have thought about the actions I would need to take if an active shooter enters my
building or office area.
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
Q5.3 I have discussed the actions I would take during an active shooter event with colleagues.
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
Q5.4 I have discussed previous active shooter events that have occurred in the United States.
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
Q5.5 I am concerned about an active shooter event happening on campus.
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
Thoughts About Active Shooter Training
Q6.1 I believe active shooter training is important.
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
Q6.2 I am attentive during active shooter training provided at my institution?
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
Q6.3 The information provided during active shooter training at my institution is useful.
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
Q6.4 The information provided during active shooter training will help me during an active
shooter event on campus.
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
Q6.5 I believe active shooter training is important for students.
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Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)

Self-Efficacy
Given the definition below, please consider your level of efficacy for the following.
Definition of Self-Efficacy: Belief in one’s individual ability to effectively complete a course of
action in a given situation to produce a desired result.
**Confidence in this survey refers to your level of efficacy.
Q7.1 I am confident in my ability to train students for an active shooter event on campus.
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
Q7.2 I believe my actions during an active shooter event will have influence over the outcome of
the event.
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
Q7.3 Prior to participating in active shooter training, I had confidence in my ability to perform
the necessary actions during an active shooter event.
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
Q7.4 Prior to participating in active shooter training, I had confidence in my ability to perform
the necessary actions immediately after an active shooter event.
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
Q7.5 After participating in active shooter training, I had confidence in my ability to perform the
necessary actions during an active shooter event.
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
Q7.6 After participating in active shooter training, I had confidence in my ability to perform the
necessary actions immediately after an active shooter event.
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Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)
Q7.7 I will follow the procedures learned in active shooter training during an active shooter
event on campus.
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Somewhat Disagree (3) Unsure (4) Somewhat agree (5)
Agree (6) Strongly agree (7)

Section 8 Please answer each question using the space provided.
8.1 Describe your level of preparation for an active shooter event in your own words.

8.2 What concerns do you have about being prepared for this type of incident where you work?
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Letter for Colleague Sharing
Dear Colleague,
You are invited to participate in a research study on active shooter event preparedness. All
participants will be provided a Google link to submit your email address at the end of the survey
for the purpose of a drawing to eight participants for $25 Amazon Gift cards. Email addresses
will not be attached to data in any way. The survey will take approximately 10 minutes to
complete.
You are eligible to participate because you have been identified as someone who is 18 years of
age or older, as well as an entry-level student affairs professional working full time at a college
or university in the United States. The following information is provided in order to help you
make an informed decision whether or not to participate. If you have any questions, please do not
hesitate to ask. This research is being conducted by Carrie Ingoldsby, a doctoral candidate at
Mercer University.
The purpose of this study is to better understand the perceived preparedness for an active shooter
event among entry-level student affairs professionals. Participation in this study will require no
more than 10-15 minutes of your time by completing an online survey via SurveyMonkey.
Participation in this project is voluntary and all data is anonymous. Email addresses will only be
used to contact the winners of the Amazon gift cards. You may refuse to participate or withdraw
at any time without penalty. You have the right to skip or not answer any questions you prefer
not to answer.
If you are willing to participate in the study please click the following link:
I also am requesting that you forward this to anyone you know that is an entry-level student
affairs professional. If you have questions about this study, please contact:
Research Student:
Carrie Ingoldsby
Doctoral Candidate, Tift College of Education
Mercer University
Email: ingoldsby_cf@mercer.edu
Faculty Sponsor:
Dr. Sharon Augustine
Associate Professor, College of Education
Mercer University
Email: Augustine_sm@mercer.edu
Thank you in advance for your support and consideration,
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Carrie Ingoldsby
Social Media Post
Please help me with my dissertation study by completing a survey on active shooter
preparedness!
$25 Amazon Gift Cards will be given away to eight lucky participants! The survey will take no
more than 10-15 minutes of your time!
The study is about the perceptions of preparedness for an active shooter event among entry-level
student affairs professionals that work at an institution of higher education within the United
States. To participate you need to be 18 years of age or older and working full time at an
institution of higher education in the United States as an entry-level student affairs professional
during the 2019-2020 academic year.
If you are willing to share with colleagues and friends I would greatly appreciate it. Thank you
for your help in my educational journey!
To access the survey please click:

Friend FB Message:
Hey blank,
Hope things have been going well. I was hoping you could take a moment and help me with my
dissertation. I am recruiting participants for my study about the perceptions of preparedness for
an active shooter event among entry-level student affairs professionals.
I am also going give away eight $25 Amazon gift cards, which will be drawn from those that
participate in the study and choose to provide an email address. Email addresses are separate
from the instrument and only for the purpose of the gift car drawing. If you would take 10-15
minutes and take the below survey, I would really appreciate it. Participants should be working
full time in student affairs in the United States in an entry-level position during the 2019-2020
academic year. If you would be willing to share it with your entry-level student affairs colleagues
that would be amazing as well. If you give me your work email I can send an official, ask in your
email. The survey is found at:
Thank you again.
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Colleague Request to Share
Good Afternoon,
My name is Carrie Ingoldsby and I am emailing you because a colleague of yours, who took my
survey, recommended that I send you my dissertation survey for your consideration to
participate. A little background is that I am currently a doctoral student at Mercer University
doing a dissertation survey on perceptions of preparedness among entry-level student affairs
professionals for an active shooter event. To participate you must identify as at least 18 years of
age or older and work full time in an entry-level student affairs position at a college or university
within the United States.
The survey can be accessed at:
I am going to give away eight $25 Amazon gift cards at random to those that provide an email
address (separate from the instrument or data).
I also wanted to ask if you would be willing to share my survey with other entry-level student
affairs colleagues who would be willing to participate. If so, please respond back and I can send
you a formal request letter.
I thank you in advance for your consideration in helping me on my educational journey. If you
have questions, please let me know and I would be glad to answer them. I do apologies in
advance that the colleague who recommend you submitted anonymously and therefore I am
unable to know who recommended you take my survey.
Thank you,
Carrie Ingoldsby
Ingoldsby_cf@mercer.edu
National Organization Template:
Dear Colleague,
You are invited to participate in this research study. You are eligible to participate
because you are a member of the American College Personnel Association (ACPA) and have
identified as an entry-level student affairs professional.
All participants will be provided a Google link to submit your email address at the
end of the survey for the purpose of a drawing to eight participants for $25 Amazon Gift
cards. Email addresses will not be attached to data in any way. The online survey will
take approximately 10-15 minutes to complete.
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The following information is provided in order to help you make an informed decision
whether or not to participate. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to ask. This
research is being conducted by Carrie Ingoldsby, a doctoral candidate at Mercer University.
The purpose of this study is to better understand the perceptions of preparedness for an
active shooter event among entry-level student affairs professionals.
Participation in this project is voluntary and anonymous. You may refuse to participate or
withdraw at any time without penalty. You have the right to skip or not answer any questions
you prefer not to answer. No personally identifiable information will be collected as part of the
survey.
If you have questions about this study, please contact:
Research Student:
Carrie Ingoldsby
Doctoral Candidate, Tift College of Education
Mercer University
Email: ingoldsby_cf@mercer.edu
Faculty Sponsor:
Dr. Sharon Augustine
Associate Professor, College of Education
Mercer University
Email: augustine_sm@mercer.edu
Thank you,
Carrie Ingoldsby
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PERMISSIONS
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Figure 1 and Figure 2 (FBI)
https://www.fbi.gov/privacy-policy
This website and related subdomains are provided by the Federal Bureau of Investigation as a
public service. All information the Bureau provides on these sites that is not otherwise attributed
is considered public information and may be distributed or copied, subject to Sections 701 and
709 of Title 18, United States Code, which prohibit the unauthorized use of the FBI seal or the
use of the words “Federal Bureau of Investigation,” the initials “FBI,” or any colorable imitation
of these words and initials “in a manner reasonably calculated to convey the impression that such
[activity] . . . is approved, endorsed, or authorized by the Federal Bureau of Investigation.”

Figure 3 (Keneally—ABC News)
From: "Roses, Veronica R." <Veronica.R.Roses@abc.com>
Date: March 2, 2022 at 5:02:18 PM EST
To: Carrie Ingoldsby
Subject: UPDATE: Question: Permission to use ABC graphic Carrie Ingoldsby TPP 2022-17733
Hi Carrie,
Thanks for confirming. You may include the graphic in your dissertation. Please credit ABC
News. The Citation below looks good.
Good luck on your dissertation.
Best,
Veronica
Veronica Roses
ABC News Rights & Clearances
Figure 4
https://ies.ed.gov/funding/researchaccess.asp
IES Policy Regarding Public Access to Research
The Institute of Education Sciences (IES) is committed to improving the public’s access to the
direct results of Federally funded research. By facilitating access to findings presented in peerreviewed scholarly publications as well as the scientific data used to generate the findings, IES
supports the scientific process and maximizes the impact of its investments. IES implements this
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goal through the IES Policy Regarding Public Access to Research, Parts I and II as described
below. Together, the policy components support several core objectives associated with highquality research including:
Figure 5
https://www.fbi.gov/file-repository/pre-attack-behaviors-of-active-shooters-in-us-20002013.pdf/view
This publication is in the public domain. Authorization to reproduce this publication in whole or
in part is granted. The citation should be: Silver, J., Simons, A., & Craun, S. (2018). A Study of
the Pre-Attack Behaviors of Active Shooters in the United States Between 2000 – 2013. Federal
Bureau of Investigation, U.S. Department of Justice, Washington, D.C. 20535.
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