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ABSTRACT

Campus safety and security are important concemsolleges and universities. One
way security is addressed is through utilizatioself-report questions about criminal
backgrounds during the admissions process. Themstudy evaluates this admissions policy
by using a systematic random sample of 1,400 stadercompare self-reported criminal
backgrounds with criminal records listed in foutioa databases. Results indicate that two
individuals within the sample failed to report theiiminal backgrounds which included simple
assault, burglary, theft, possession of contradigolstance, and drug paraphernalia. While the
failed reporting rate appears low, caution shoddaiken interpreting the results. A number of

policy implications and directions for future resgaare discussed.
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INTRODUCTION

Violence in educational institutions has resultechuch media attention in recent
decades. College campuses are no exception tmtneased violence coverage (Hughes &
Wolf, 2008). High profile shooting events such laat tat Virginia Tech, as well as the discovery
of violent criminal backgrounds among studentsiuding the Gina Grant and Richie Parker
cases have stoked interest in safety and secasgscsurrounding campus students (Fox &
Savage, 2009; Stokes & Groves, 1996).

Campus unrest first emerged as a major issueoflage and university administrators
during the 1960’s and 1970’s. Riots and rebelliongampuses during the 1960’s were not
unique as campuses experienced a number of theatseV¥he unrest among colleges and
universities during that time resulted in a needddress safety and security issues (Gusfield,
1971). The riots of the 1960’s were characterizgd Imuch larger focus on national politics
(Gusfield, 1971). The issues which received atb@nfrom student protestors during these riots
included civil rights, black power, and the Vietnavtar (Gusfield, 1971). Although campus
unrest was initially exclusive to large, prestiganstitutions, by 1968 it had spread to all types

of colleges and universities (Astin, Astin, BayeB&conti, 1997).

! Gina Grant received an offer of early admissiokl#&mvard in 1994; however after being
admitted it was released in the news that Ginabhadiyeoned her mother to death in 1990.
When Harvard learned of Grant’s criminal backgrobed admissions offer was immediately
rescinded (Stokes & Groves, 1996). Richie Parker avhigh school basketball player who had
received scholarship offers from multiple univeesit He accepted an offer from Seton Hall
University. This offer was withdrawn by the univiggsvhen it became public several months
later that Parker and a friend had sexually assauadtgirl in a stairwell at their high school
(Stokes & Groves, 1996).



In response to increased unrest, state governrandteducational institutions evaluated
and eventually enacted new policies. In 1969, theeAcan Council on Education developed the
Committee on Campus Tensions in order to analyzetirent unrest problem and develop
policy recommendations for campus administratogi(Pet al., 1997). By the mid-1970’s over
half of the states had passed new laws speciftangpus unrest (Astin et al., 1997). Decades
after the surge in campus unrest and riots, safetysecurity continue to remain important
issues, although the issue has been refocuseddamdavidual criminal behaviors.

College campuses may be opportunistic environmfentsiminal and violent incidents
for several reasons. Nichols (1995) alludes thattincentration of young adults, particularly
between the ages of eighteen and twenty-two isugniq the college environment. These age
groups are still responsible for a disproportiorateunt of crime (Rowe & Tittle, 1977).
Second, the social life of students plays an ingsdntole during the college years resulting in
frequent parties, athletic events, and concertshBathese social environments also provides a
venue for alcohol and drug use thereby facilitatngninal activity (Nichols, 1995). Finally, the
idea of the open college campus allows for rel&tivemonitored movement between the
college and the community, both for students a$ asetommunity members (Nichols, 1995).
Unlike school environments contained within a sengliilding, universities represent geographic
communities where students, faculty, staff, and rmoomity members have the ability to enter and
leave the campus freely.

In 1989, Congress passed The Jeanne Clery Diselo$@ampus Security Policy and
Campus Crime Statistics Act (commonly referreditopty as The Clery Act) requiring colleges
to publish information about campus crime for tlhuegose of providing parents and applicants

with safety information about campuses (Pierce &yRun, 2010). Despite the passage of the



Clery Act, recent events have raised red flagsosumaing campus security (Fox & Savage,
2009). Consequently, policy changes have been mmaléed in order to address safety concerns
(Rasmussen & Johnson, 2008). Individual campusesaaldressed these threats in a number of
ways, including the implementation or expansioearhpus police departments, limited access
to campus buildings, restricted residence haltatisin hours, expanded escort services during
late hours, utilization of emergency notificatiogrstems, and the development of screening
processes within admissions to monitor criminakigasunds of potential students (Dickerson,
2008; Gips, 1995; Hughes & Wolf, 2008; Nichols, 29Rierce & Runyan, 2010; Sattler,
Larpenteur & Shipley, 2011). Recently discussioageheven been brought forth about the
possibility of allowing the carrying of conceale@apons on campuses (Lipka, 2008).

One vehicle for increasing campus safety has watmodifying the college admissions
process (Dickerson, 2008; Hughes & Wolf, 2008).dcent years, many institutions have
implemented policies where they ask applicants tipresabout their criminal histories
(Dickerson, 2008; Hughes & Wolf, 2008). In additianstitutions have conducted post-
matriculation checks in connection with specifiogmams and state licensing requirements
(Pierce & Runyan, 2010). Background checks ontatlents or selective background checks on
certain populations such as transfer athletes, desnents, older applicants, or those seeking to
enter certain programs such as nursing, pharmaciglsvork, medicine, counseling or law
enforcement have also been proposed, and in soses,denplemented (Dickerson, 2008;
Hughes & White, 2006; Hughes & Wolf, 2008).

The application process asks applicants to setirtepformation about their criminal
histories within the admissions application. Thggestions can vary from asking about violent

misdemeanors or felonies to asking about all recorduding juvenile records and those which



have been expunged. After being accepted at thiéuiinen, a background check may also be
conducted for certain internships or to obtainrigge. These post-matriculation checks only
involve certain departments and programs (Dicker&608; Hughes & White, 2006; Hughes &
Wolf, 2008).

Some background checks on prospective students/atiee use of an independent
background check; some campuses utilize this fdret@ening orall students while others
only investigate certain categories of applicanthsas older applicants or athlete transfers
(Dickerson, 2008). Universities may also contraithwa private company to conduct background
checks (Hughes & White, 2006).

Policies vary by campus on the consequences ofrenal record. Special committees
are often used to determine the admissions statdistsdents who endorse one of the criminal
items in the application process (Stokes & Grod896). Denial of admission is a possibility;
however admission with stipulations is also uttiznnd each case is handled independently in
order to examine the unique circumstances surrogneich case (Hughes & Wolf, 2008;
Peterkin, 2012; Stokes & Groves, 1996). Conditi@thhissions, such as admission with the
stipulation of off-campus living or monthly meetswgith a campus official are one way for
colleges and universities to monitor safety whiik allowing those with criminal backgrounds
to pursue an education (Dickerson, 2008).

The purpose of the current study is to examinevénacity of student self-reports of
criminal backgrounds within the admissions appiaratThis particular admissions policy is
popular because it screens for criminal historiesrag prospective students and it does not
include the cost or labor of implementing backgmbohecks on all applicants. While the self-

report process is more cost-effective than all emgassing criminal background checks, it is



only effective in terms of safety if prospectivadents are accurately and honestly reporting
their criminal histories (Pierce & Runyan, 201@ne recent study utilized an ex-post-facto
methodology to evaluate the subsequent discipliresgrds for admitted applicants with prior
felony convictions (Custer, 2013). Criminal recovesre not available and the outcome
measures were based on descriptive statisticsvéirat collected from student conduct files.
Information collected included policy violationgmographic information, and felony
convictions. Results indicated that none of thergielony conviction students were found
responsible for violating the code of student cand@cademic records indicated that the
average GPA for those with prior felony convictiomss 1.94; this GPA was one full point
lower than the general student population aver@gester, 2013). While this recent study
provides important insight into the behaviors ofmgited prior felony students, no studies to date
have evaluated the self-disclosure portion of thieyp.

Empirical validation of such policies is importartd useful for several reasons. In
addition to increased safety, colleges and unittessmay benefit from the evaluation of
screening policies in terms of both enroliment Bability. Increased safety procedures may
increase applications and subsequently, enrollniEarents who wish to send their children to a
safe college or university may encourage enrollna¢mistitutions which screen students on
criminal histories during the application procedufewever, the self-disclosure method may
also attract those students who have criminal dscand wish to avoid institutions which
investigate the criminal backgrounds on all stugehtring the application process.

One of the reasons why criminal background cheeke Ibeen initiated is to reduce
liability for institutions. In terms of campus stfét is possible that in the event of victimizatjo

the injured party may use an argument of negligeintission in a lawsuit against the college or



university (Dickerson, 2008; Hughes & White, 206fighes & Wolf, 2008; Stokes & Groves,
1996). Similar to negligent hiring in the employrheantext, negligent admission may be
utilized through the argument that the injury cobée been prevented had the college more
thoroughly researched the students’ backgroundsk@son, 2008; Stokes & Groves, 1996).
Conversely, a college or university that knowsumsht’'s criminal background and yet admits
the student may be liable in the event that a crsv@®mmitted against a member of the campus
community (Hughes & White; 2006; Hughes & Wolf, 83)®eterkin, 2012).

The self-report literature in a number of acadednsciplines has generally concluded
that self-report methodologies are valid methodsomiduct reporting (Hardt & Peterson-Hardt,
1977). Other studies have questioned the verataglbreported behavior when contrasted with
objective measures (Tourangeau & Yan, 2007). Timeioology literature has reported mixed
findings when assessing the self-report veracith wfficial criminal records (Crisanti, Laygo &
Junginger, 2005; Hardt & Peterson-Hardt, 1977; KAG06).

Despite the potential penalties of withholdingoimhation about one’s criminal
background, there are a number of reasons a prtogpstudent may fail to report. The first
reason addresses simple failure to recall the @amtidr failure to recall an incident accurately. It
is possible that some may fail to report if theggtt a conviction. This error might occur among
older applicants as the time between the crimioaliction and the application process widens.
In a study examining adult addicts with criminataeds, Wyner (1980) found that six percent of
the response error variance was due to recallssSubjects were significantly more likely to
fail to report earlier arrests than later arre¥¥yrier, 1980). It is also possible that inaccuracies

in reporting may arise due to a lack of understagaif the conviction a prospective student



received. Some students may overreport by disaaaminitial charge that was dropped to a
lower level prior to conviction. Others may und@ad their records for a similar reason.

Secondly, one may fail to report due to the stigmmeg nature of a criminal history
(Wyner, 1980). Social desirability refers to thencept that people may provide inaccurate
answers or fail to provide any response to cedagstions due to the belief that an accurate or
truthful response reflects a behavior which is albcunacceptable. The social desirability
literature has found that a number of behaviorctvlare considered undesirable or
embarrassing are often underreported, while thekawiors that are considered normative and
desirable are overreported (Tourangeau & Yan, 2@ansitive issues such as drug use,
abortion, and sexual behaviors are all exampldé®béviors that have been characterized by
underreporting in survey research (Tourangeau &, 2807). Behaviors motivated by social
desirability may occur without any consideratiow#&nd the consequence of a record on
admission status.

Finally, a failure to report may reflect a deceptbehavior utilized specifically in order
to gain admission. If applicants perceive thatcre will result in a denial of admission, they
may be more likely to lie in order to ensure acaapé. This may become more pervasive as
additional colleges and universities begin condgchackground checks during the admissions
process; those with more egregious records mawreefed toward institutions that utilize the
self-disclosure approach to monitor student baakgis (Hughes & Wolf, 2008).

The current study will evaluate the self-discl@sadmissions application criminal
guestions by examining a random sample of studdragublic university and collecting
criminal records through the utilization of a sergd public record databases. Those subjects

with violent misdemeanors or felonies will be crabgcked with a list of students who disclosed



criminal backgrounds in their admissions appligaion order to calculate the rate of
underreporting within the campus population.

This research topic is important because campuosnggtrators need to know whether
this application methodology effectively screensviolent offenders. Beyond the scope of the
effect that violence has on victims, violent crinmeay disrupt the classroom or learning
processes both for faculty and students as wedsdt in increased psychiatric symptoms
(Baker & Boland, 2011; Fallahi, Shaw Austad, Faldoheishman, 2009). These consequences
provide clear motivations for campus administratorseeduce campus violence and pursue an

environment of increased safety and security.



LITERATURE REVIEW

Research in a number of different fields has caegbaelf-reports with objective
measures in order to evaluate the veracity ofregbrted behaviors. One reason these
comparisons are important is due to heavy reliamcself-reports in social science research
(Clark & Tifft, 1966; Hardt & Peterson-Hardt, 197ederhof, 1985). Within the field of
criminology and criminal justice, self-report resdahas been popular since the 1950’s and has
had a large impact on both criminological theorg aesearch (Hindelang, Hirschi & Weis,
1979; Krohn, Thornberry, Gibson & Baldwin, 2010eMes, Draine & Solomon, 2000). This
popularity emerged in part due to the limitatiohefficial crime records (Hindelang et al.,
1979; Nieves et al., 2000).

The self-report methodology is not without its okivnitations (Farrall, 2005; Kirk,

2006). The accuracy of self-reported behaviordtenachallenged, despite the many
methodology debates about how to improve the suovaéyterview process and the individual
guestions (Crisanti et al., 2005; Hardt & Peterbtamelt, 1977; Udry & Morris, 1967). Basic
challenges in survey research include concealirexaggerating behaviors, testing and panel
effects, systematic bias, memory problems, and bagipiases (Farrall, 2005; Kirk, 2006;
Krohn et al., 2010).

The self-report literature is also affected by abdesirability. Social desirability refers to
the practice in which people may provide inaccueat®wers or fail to provide any response to
certain questions due to the belief that an acewatruthful response reflects a behavior which
is socially unacceptable (Crowne & Marlowe, 1966uiflangeau & Yan, 2007). Social
desirability relates closely with a need for soeipproval; research has indicated that social

desirability trends correlate with social trendsisas low divorce rates, low crime rates and low



unemployment (Twenge & Im, 2007). In the reseasthirg, providing false information allows
the participant to avoid embarrassment or a pa@knégative consequence from another party
outside of the research setting (Johnson, Tayl@afub, 2005; Tourangeau & Yan, 2007).
The basic assertion among researchers is thategalft accuracy is inversely related to
the sensitivity of the research subject matterdpexamined (Udry & Morris, 1967). Literature
comparing self-reports to objective behavioral meas have found that a number of behaviors
considered desirable are overreported, while tiadseh are viewed as undesirable or
stigmatized are underreported (Crisanti et al. 520@urangeau & Yan, 2007). Desirable
behaviors that have been overreported include brattendance, charitable giving, healthy
eating habits and exercise, environmentally-conschehaviors such as recycling and energy
conservation, seatbelt use, GPA, and voting. Unalelsi behaviors include tobacco use and
smoking, abortion, drug use, tax evasion, contaitt l\aw enforcement, and criminal records.
Techniques have been developed in order to deteatealuce the risk of social
desirability in research. These techniques inclsdeial desirability scales, forced-choice items,
measures of internal consistency, randomized resspt@chniques, the bogus pipeline, self-
administration of the survey, the selection of imi@wers, proxy subjects, and checking self-
reports with another measure of the behavior (Haréeterson-Hardt, 1977; Nederhof, 1985).
Social desirability scales have been developedveay to detect rather than reduce the
risk of social desirability. Crowne and Marlowe D9 developed a scale which measures the
tendency to respond in a culturally-appropriate meanThe Marlow-Crowne Social Desirability
Scale consists of thirty-three statements of perisattitudes and traits. For example, “I never
hesitate to go out of my way to help someone inll®,” and “I have never deliberately said

something to hurt someone’s feelings.” (Crowne &ldae, 1960, p. 351). Respondent scores

10



are totaled after the appropriate scores are reglensorder to develop a single score of social
desirability bias. These scores allow researcloeediinate survey data from participants who
scored high on social desirability bias in ordemimease the validity of the data.

One technique among adolescents has been thmatitifi of a “some/other” format in
survey question structures. For example, “Someeadehts believe...., but other adolescents
also believe...” This technique is believed to ndizesadolescents’ perception of what response
is most desirable in order to decrease the infla@isocial desirability on the response for that
particular topic or question. A recent meta-analysieleven experiments indicated that the
technique did not increase the validity of the-sefforts from adolescents (Yeager & Krosnick,
2011). While the structure did lead youth to bedi¢vat certain behaviors and attitudes were
more common, the criterion validity was lower wikie “some/other” question structure.

Forgiving introductions have been utilized as § teareduce the amount of intrusion
participants perceive in survey questions that @iabp more sensitive behaviors or attitudes.
Forgiving introductions also reduce the perceptiba potential negative consequence of a
truthful answer (Peter & Valkenburg, 2011; Tourgeag & Yan, 2007). A recent study
examining the use of forgiving introductions invgys found that the effect varied both by age
group and the social desirability response stylefparticipant, which refers to the tendency to
provide overly positive self-descriptions. (PeteN&lkenburg, 2011). While the forgiving
introductions increased the reporting of sensitighaviors among adolescents and young adults
high in social desirability response style, thesswittle difference among adults (Peter &
Valkenburg, 2011).

The current review of literature will focus on thge of separate behavioral measures as a

technique to detect, and in some cases, reducsfdad of social desirability and deception on
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behavioral research. The objective measures utilizeesearch varies depending on the topic of
interest. Examples of measures include: observabiochemical measures such as hair, urine

and blood; police records; business records; antbtans, to name a few.

Seatbelt Use

Seatbelt use is subject to social desirability laiag the social climate at the time of the
survey. Seatbelt use is a simple behavior thatdelywknown to prevent injuries and fatalities in
motor vehicle crashes (Helsing & Comstock, 197 Om@ulsory laws may further increase the
amount of overreporting. In states in which seatbst is mandated not only is the behavior
considered socially-desirable, failure to buckléléegal (Streff & Wagenaar, 1989). Studies
examining seatbelt use often compare the self-tegdrehavior collected through surveys or
interviews with observational data. One study zedi stratified probability sampling to observe
240 intersections within a state (Streff & Wagend889). Face-to-face interviews of drivers
were conducted at the time of the observation. Fesuggested that overreporting was minimal
among those who reported “always” wearing a setyletlthe self-report measures
overestimated seatbelt use by 8.9-19.4% (Streff &@haar, 1989). It is important to note that
the participants in this study knew they were bahgerved at the time of the interview which
may have decreased the likelihood of socially dééér responses.

A similar study conducted observations for thirté@ys on a single roadway (Fhanér &
Hane, 1973). Later, the observed drivers were ifietitand contacted at least two months after
the observation period. Among respondents who tegarsing seatbelts 60-100% of the time,
14% were observed not wearing one at the timeeobbtiservation. The authors concluded that
the tendency to overestimate seatbelt use waslikelstdue to the effects of social desirability
(Fhanér & Hane, 1973).

12



Other research expanded the focus to both drivetsheir passengers (Stulginskas,
Verreault & Pless, 1985). The observational data eadlected as adults and their children
arrived and left a hospital. Self-reports wereexd from parents who were contacted by
phone on the day of the observation. Participamt®asked to complete a survey on usual
seatbelt use and actual use that day. The reseaiabrapared verbal reports of seatbelt use with
observations and found that parents were morenedtlto exaggerate a child’s seatbelt use rather
than their own; children’s seatbelt use was ovenrtei by 38% (Stulginskas et al., 1985).

Finally, one study specifically focused on the gapan of El Paso, Texas, a community
known for its low rate of seatbelt use (Parada,rC@vonzalez, Byrd & Cortes, 2001).
Researchers collected self-report and observatotatal simultaneously and participants were
unaware of the observation. Two researchers obdeetecles and driver seatbelt use as cars
drove into convenience store parking lots. Theaedeers waited until drivers exited their
vehicles to ask them to participate in an opiniorvey. Although 75% reported always wearing
their seatbelt, only 61% were observed utilizirgeatbelt at the time of the observation (Parada

et al., 2001).

Medical Screenings& Preventative Healthcare

Medical screenings are important procedures whiomote health and assist in disease
prevention. General medical screenings are widetgpted health practices which may result in
tendencies to conform to normative social resporesgardless of actual behaviors (Johnson,
O’Rourke, Burris & Warnecke, 2005). Zapka et a@9&) conducted a study comparing self-
reported dates of mammographies with medical rec@dlf-reports were collected either
through mail surveys or telephone interviews amasgmple of ethnically-diverse women over
the age of fifty. All women in the study had hathammography and they consented to the

13



review of their medical records prior to completthg self-reports. Results indicated that 83%
accurately reported their mammography procedureinvihe correct year, with 54% reporting
accurately within a three month window of time. ifk#gar study collected self-reports of pap
smears and mammograms from women over 40 who weredang a family practice center
within an impoverished urban area of New York (TekBerhalter, Finney & Jaén, 2004). These
reports were collected in face-to-face interviewd were then compared with medical records.
For lifetime pap smear utilization there was areagrent level of 87.1%, with a high of 89.3%
among African-Americans and a low of 82.6% among-ispanic whites. Concordance rates
were lower for lifetime mammography utilization athére was an overall agreement rate of
73.3%. Puerto Ricans had a higher level of agree(@émB%) while Non-Hispanic whites again
had lower concordance rates (65.8%) (Tumiel-Beehat al., 2004).

Newell, Girgis, Sanson-Fisher and Ireland (200@n&ined both pap tests and
cholesterol screenings among a population withural Australian community. Door-to-door
surveys were compared with pathology laboratorgnds. For the cholesterol screens, one-third
of those self-reporting they were being screenedjaately for high cholesterol were not. More
than one-fourth of women self-reporting adequate geeenings were actually not receiving
adequate tests. Participants also inaccuratelytegpthe results of their screenings. Almost half
of those reporting normal cholesterol actually hagh cholesterol and around one-tenth of those
reporting normal pap results had received abnotesalresults (Newell et al., 2000). A study
utilizing Medicare administrative data and selfadgp examined mammography among
Medicare recipients aged 65 or older (Holt, Framksldrum & Fiscella, 2006). Results
indicated that 11% of the sample reported falsdéipes. Blacks were found to have lower

likelihoods of verified self-reported mammographiglePhee et al. (2002) conducted a similar
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study utilizing phone interviews and medical resoi@ both breast and cervical cancer
screenings. Most participants reported having e pcreenings, yet between one-fourth and
one-third of these reports were unable to be vidtld_onger periods of time between the self-
reported test date and the interview date werecagsd with lower rates of validation (McPhee
et al., 2002).

Another medical care topic studied is adherengréddication. Similar to medical
screenings, adherence to medication as issuedri®decal care provider is widely accepted as a
healthful practice to prevent disease or contrailimlassues such as hypertension (Morisky,
Green & Levine, 1986). Due to its widespread aceg within social norms, people may have
the tendency to overreport their adherence to médic guidelines from medical personnel. A
summary of the medication adherence literaturecgaslucted by Garber et al. (2004). Of the
eighty-six studies included in the analysis, fantge were not high in concordance levels
between the self-report and the non-self reportsunes. Of those forty-nine studies, forty-six
had self-reports indicating a higher level of a@dimee to medication than the objective measures.
The level of concordance within studies varied aejoeg on the type of measures used (Garber
et al., 2004).

Finally, caloric intake has been examined in otdeseek an explanation for why obese
persons who repeatedly diet fail to lose weightlitiman et al., 1992). A sample of obese
participants consisted of one group with a histarfailed dieting and a second group with no
history of diet resistance. Researchers evaluatatiénergy expenditure and actual energy
intake. Results for group one indicated substantiderreporting of food intake and

overreporting of physical exercise. Food intake wadgerreported by 47% and physical activity
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was overreported by 51%. Those in group two hatdrigates of concordance between the self-

reports and objective measurements (Lichtman g1292).

Environmentally-Conscious Behaviors

Several studies have been conducted in ordemiparce self-reported behaviors that are
environmentally-conscious with objective measur@scycling is a highly valued behavior
endorsed by a majority of people, although in pcads has been found to be predicted in part
by circumstances such as convenience (Barker,et%l4; Hopper & Nielsen, 1991). This
rupture between attitudinal support and actualtpr@enay lead to the overreporting of recycling
behaviors. One study focused on recycling behaworsng undergraduate students (Barker,
Fong, Grossman, Quin & Reid, 1994). The researgilaced self-report questionnaires in
student mailboxes along with a “bogus notice” whids linked to the questionnaire.
Researchers periodically retrieved the notices ftloengarbage, recycling receptacles, and off of
the floor. The location from which the notice wagrieved was then compared to students’ self-
reported attitudes and recycling behaviors as atditin completed surveys. Results indicated
that recycling behavior was overreported; only sixth of students reporting pro-recycling
attitudes actually recycled (Barker et al., 19%4jjii, Hennessy and Mak (1985) evaluated the
veracity of self-reported electricity conservatauring an energy crisis by comparing self-
reported conservation with actual average dailysaamptions levels provided by the local
electric companies. Self-report data was colletiiesugh home interviews of a large sample of
residences in Hawaii. The authors found a biakerself-report data with conservation

underreported by 16.8% of participants but ovenregabby 29.67% (Fujii, et al., 1985).
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GPA & Test Scores

Previous research has suggested that caution sheulded when making use of self-
reported academic achievement data (Frucot & Cb@84; Kuncel, Credé & Thomas, 2005;
Zimmerman, Caldwell & Bernat, 2002). Grade poirgrages (GPA) are subject to
overreporting when students exaggerate their GRaftect better academic performance than
their actual performance levels. Studies examittiegveracity of self-reported GPA compare
the self-reports with school records. Frucot andk3d994) studied upper-level business
students at a private university. Self-reports ftooth male and female students included SAT
scores, university GPA’s, and grades in prerequisiurses. The self-reports were compared
with actual data located within the students’ acaideecords. Over 50% overestimated their
SAT scores, while only 14.5% provided an undereastgmBoth males and females significantly
overestimated their GPA’s. Non-reporting studengsenfound to have significantly lower
GPA'’s than those students who did provide a sgéie

Another study focused on a high school samplerahtgraders from four schools in the
Midwest (Zimmerman et al., 2002). Researchers fadbatlalmost half of surveyed students
overreported their GPA by at least two half-gradeen compared with their official academic
records. Overreporters were also characterizedds/psychological distress, more successful
academic beliefs, and fewer behavioral problemsi(@érman et al., 2002). A meta-analysis
was conducted by Kuncel et al. (2005) of studiesmaring self-reported GPA with academic
records to summarize the GPA literature. They awted that the self-reports were reasonable
measures for those students with high abilitiesgowtl official GPA’s. Minority students were
less likely to give accurate estimates, and higiostself-reported GPA’s were less reliable than

those reported by students (Kuncel et al., 2005).
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Charitable Giving

Helping behaviors such as charitable giving or nt#ering are also subject to social
desirability bias. Charitable organizations pldgrage role in social services and their
dependency on donations has resulted in a normatéssure for individuals to donate (Louie &
Obermiller, 2000). This normative social pressusyralso lead some to either exaggerate their
history of charitable giving or purposely expredalae intent to donate. Burt and Popple (1998)
examined the accuracy of charitable donation re¢aky conducted an experiment among
college students in which study participants eamedey after completing a task, and were then
given the option to donate the earned money. Feveka later participants were asked to recall
how much money they had donated. There was a &ignifdifference between the actual
amount donated and the amount recalled; studedtthiaendency to overestimate the amount
they had given to charity, while they accuratelgateed the amount of money they had earned in
the task (Burt & Popple, 1998). Charitable giviragstalso been studied by comparing self-
reports of past donations to the actual donatioards from the Giving in the Netherlands
Charity (Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011). The reporteddibions were significantly larger than the
actual recorded amount by 30.5%. These differemess positively related to other factors
including level of education, religious affiliatia@nd social desirability (Bekkers & Wiepking,

2011).

Church Attendance

Church attendance has been considered a nornb&inaior among many cultures for
centuries. While there is evidence that peopleaegto inquiries about church attendance in a

socially-desirable manner, increased secularizatioacent decades may decrease the tendency
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to respond inaccurately to questions about chutteim@ance. Hadaway, Marler and Chaves
(1993) compared actual church attendance levelsseif-reported church attendance. They
used poll-based estimates of religious prefereandsattendance, comparing them with actual
counts conducted within all Protestant churchesnie county in Ohio. There was no church
attendance data available for the county’s Catldliorches. Instead the authors utilized
dioceses-wide counts collected by select diocesasglan October weekend and averaged them
to create an estimate of weekly attendance. Resudfgest that Protestant and Catholic church
attendance is approximately half of that indicateceports conducted by Gallup (Hadaway et

al., 1993). Overreporting explains a substantialipo of the gap between church attendance

counts and poll-based estimates (Hadaway, Marl€h&ves, 1998).

Voting

Political participation through voting and knowtgdlof current government affairs are
often expressed as important responsibilities aids for American citizens. As such, reports of
voting behaviors are subject to social desirabbggause lack of knowledge and participation
represents an unfavorable movement from the pexdesgcial norm (Presser, 1990).

The 1978 Vote Validation Study represents an estlgly on voting behaviors (Katosh &
Traugott, 1981). Actual voter registration was canga to self-reports of voter registration
during interviews. Seventy-three percent reportey had registered to vote, yet only 62% were
actually registered. Additionally, while 55% repadtthat they had voted in the 1978 general
election, only 43% had actually voted. Of the 14Pnaccurate reporters, 12.3% represented
overreports and only 2.1% were underreporting tegjistration status (Katosh & Traugott,
1981). A similar study measured voting overrepagrivithin a population of non-voters (Silver,
Anderson & Abramson, 1986). The study was condugsaag data from the National Election
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Studies from 1964, 1976 and 1980. The authors tepgercentage of participants who did not
actually vote but had reported voting as the depehdariable (Silver et al., 1986). Level of
education, external political efficacy, sense tizen duty, strength of partisanship, concern
about the election outcome, and political inteveste used as predictor variables. Study results
suggest that those with higher education levetss@hmost supportive of the regime norm of
voting, and those who view the norm of voting astrsalient are most likely to overreport their
voting behaviors (Silver et al., 1986).

Finally, a more recent study expanded the researaloting overreports by including a
variety of predictor variables (Belli, Traugott 8&Bkmann, 2001). The study used the National
Election Studies data from seven years. Predi@oables in the study included: age, race, sex,
level of education, a series of political attitudesiables, and contextual variables such as the
amount of time between the election and the ingsvywhether the election was presidential or
non-presidential, and the election year. Studyltesuggest that overreporters fell between the
admitted nonvoters and the validated voters in @yerreporters were also primarily nonwhite.
Finally, those who overreported were more simibavdlidated voters in education levels and the
strength of political attitudes than admitted naeve. The authors argue that intentional

deception was a factor in the overreport levelsiwithe study (Belli et al., 2001).

Sexual Behaviors

Human sexuality and sexual behaviors are chaltgnigi study due to the private nature
of the topic. Opinions on sexual behaviors areexttlip varying levels of social, cultural,
religious, and legal evaluation depending on tipe tyf behavior and its location in time and
space (Fentgrdohnson, McManus & Eren2001). Certain behaviors may be more stigmatized
than others and thus it is expected that thoseviimisavhich are most stigmatized may be
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subject to larger amounts of underreporting indineey or interview context. Certain
demographics have also been found to either unatatrer overreport specific behaviors. For
example, men consistently report a higher mean eunmwipartners than women. Women have
been found to underreport their amount of sexupéagnce prior to marriage (Fenton et al.,
2001). These tendencies reflect some of the metbgdal issues within research on sexual
behaviors (Catania, Gibson, Chitwood & Coates, 1996xual behaviors are subject to both
recall accuracy and social desirability (Levindegd66; Udry & Morris, 1967).

Studies in this area of research have utilizedrabar of techniques to validate self-
reported sexual data (Udry & Morris, 1967). Attemut improve the procedure have included
research on sexual terminology and how peopledieelit answering questions that contain
particular wording or phrases (Catania et al., 1998lidity checks have been done by
comparing the reports from both partners undeatisamption that the inaccuracy is within
underreporting rather than overreporting (Catahel.e1990).

A study conducted by Levinger (1966) used a sampsexty middle class couples who
had children and had been married for a minimurfiowf years. Interviews were conducted
separately with each spouse by interviewers ot#me sex; the interview included questions on
preferred sex frequency, spouse’s preferred freqguefisex, and reported actual frequency
(Levinger, 1966). The wives’ reports of actual freqcy exceeded that of reports from husbands.
Another study used urine testing among female spadiicipants. Women provided first-
morning urine samples and a daily report slip iatlig the amount of sexual activity
experienced in the past twenty-four hours. Of tliedn women in the sample who could be
checked for self-report validity, 80% provided a@ta reports that were in concordance with the

urine results (Udry & Morris, 1967).
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Abortion

Abortion is a legal behavior, yet it is heavilygstiatized and still incites intense debates
of morality and women'’s rights. This divided opiniabout abortion may lead many women to
provide more socially-desirable responses to quesibout abortion practices in order to avoid
potentially negative, in some cases even hostakganses. Research on abortion has relied on
women’s self-reported abortion procedures in otdgyain a national estimate of the number of
abortion procedures conducted. However, studiegpaomny self-reported abortion procedures
with other external measures have found that abbstare underreported in surveys and
interviews when compared with the external estis\éfel, Darroch, Henshaw & Kolb, 1998;
Jones & Forrest, 1992).

One study compared the medical records of a saofiplemen with their self-reported
abortion histories (Udry, Gaughan, Schwingle & dam Berg, 1996). Results indicated 19% of
women had failed to report one or more abortiorc@dores. A similar study specifically
examined Medicaid claims and compared data froncldiens with women’s self-reported
abortions (Jagannathan, 2001). Only 29% of abastisted in the Medicaid claims records were
self-reported. Black women, younger women, andelvash attitudes more favorable toward
childbearing were more likely to underreport treortion procedures (Jagannathan, 2001).

On a national level, one study examined the metlogy of the National Survey of
Family Growth (NSFG), a national survey which camésseveral questions about previous
abortion procedures (Fu et al., 1998). Results fitterNSFG were compared with a survey of
abortion providers conducted by the Alan Guttmadhstitute, and a sample survey of
obstetrician-gynecologists and hospitals. When éxiaig the methodological changes that had

been implemented within the NSFG, researchers feolaidin general women were more likely
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to underreport in the main interview than in thié-ssport section. This is consistent with other
studies comparing self-reported abortions duringesgs and interviews (Jones & Forrest, 1992).
When examining the self-report portion of the synanly six of every ten abortions were
reported on the NSFG (Fu et al., 1998). Anothedstutilizing the NSFG was conducted
comparing the number of induced abortions perforfraa 1997-2001 with abortions reported
in the survey (Jones & Kost, 2007). They found teater than half of the induced abortions
performed were reported in the survey. Hispanilzgis, low income women, and those who
had procedures conducted within the first trimesgtere least likely to report an abortion

procedure (Jones & Kost, 2007).

Smoking

Tobacco use and smoking is another behaviorajoatevhich may be subject to
underreporting due to increased stigmatizatioregent decades (Klebanoff, Levine, Clemens,
Dersimonian & Wilkins, 1998). Research comparingeotive measures with self-reported
smoking has examined adult populations, adolescantspregnant women. Self-report
behaviors are compared with biochemical measuresvserth as blood, saliva, urine or expired
air samples collected from the research particgant

A study examining hospital outpatients comparagpoases within a self-report
guestionnaire to a number of biochemical measurésmeduding samples of blood, expired air,
saliva, and urine (Jarvis, Tunstall-Pedoe, Feyerdp¥éesey & Saloojee, 1987). Study results
indicated that 15-20% of those who tested positiithin the various biochemical tests claimed
to be nonsmokers on the questionnaires. A similadtyscompared self-reported cessation of
cigarette smoking with carboxyhemoglobin concerdrat in blood (Sillett, Wilson, Malcolm &
Ball, 1978). Three samples were used: patientsipgscardial infarction, subjects participating
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in a trial of nicotine chewing gum, and non-smokinagpital staff. With the exception of the
latter sample, participants were unaware the bfardple would be used to test for smoking.
Twenty-two percent of post myocardial infarctiortipats and 40% of chewing gum trial
subjects stated they had not smoked but had pesitood samples (Sillett et al., 1978).

Adolescent smoking is also stigmatized, and aollilly represents an illegal activity for
youth due to age restrictions on product usell#gal status for youth may result in even greater
challenges in eliciting truthful reporting from paipants. A meta-analysis of the validity of self-
reported smoking behaviors found that compareditits, adolescents were more likely to
provide lower estimates of smoking behaviors antydenoking (Patrick et al., 1994). One
adolescent study compared telephone surveys withttaface interviews and saliva cotinine
samples (Luepker, Pallonen, Murray & Pirie, 19&9rticipants knew the saliva samples would
be tested for tobacco consumption and resultsatelicthat the presence of the chemical
measurement increased the accuracy of reportingglunterviews with the adolescents. It also
allowed for the correct classification of individsiavho still underreported (Luepker et al.,
1989). Most adolescents’ self-reports were in cotl@nce with the cotinine measurement,
although the telephone survey resulted in an ustierate of around 3-4%. Thirty-five percent
of those who reported quitting during the telephsaerey reported smoking during the home
interview (Luepker et al., 1989).

Another study examined the influence of the obyectheasure on self-reports among a
group of adolescents and their mothers (Bauman &t,19©82). The objective measure utilized
in the study was carbon monoxide levels within algeair. Subjects within the control group
were unaware of the objective measure during gedfrreports, while those in the experimental

group knew they would be tested prior to reportimgr smoking behaviors. Eighty-six percent
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of the experimental group reported smoking witthi@ previous four hours, while only 64% in
the control group reported recently smoking (Bau&dpent, 1982).

One demographic group that may be particularlglyiko underreport smoking is
pregnant women. Especially in recent years, smoli@ltaviors have become stigmatized and
pregnant women who are smokers are likely to recepunseling to quit smoking. This change
in medical advisement may have led to an increasecially-desirable responses in self-reports
(Klebanoff et al., 1998). An assessment of thaeigy of self-reported smoking during
pregnancy was conducted in a 1960’s cohort; thenseotinine samples suggested that for this
specific cohort, women accurately reported whetmerot they had smoked (Klebanoff et al.,
1998).

A study conducted in Wales examined women attendipgblic antenatal clinic (Walsh,
Redman & Adamson, 1996). Comparisons were madeceetwidwife classifications, self-
reports, and urinalysis. Women were aware of ueséng for tobacco use and consent was
given following the self-report survey. Eight pemtef women with positive urine samples
failed to self-report tobacco use (Walsh et al96)9A similar study was conducted in England
using face-to-face interviews and saliva cotiniamples of pregnant women. The saliva
measure revealed that 3% had underreported thcto use (Owen & McNeill, 2001).
Another recent study collected both self-reporid saliva samples from pregnant women at the
first prenatal visit, mid-pregnancy, and at the ehtheir pregnancies (Boyd, Windsor, Perkins
& Lowe, 1998). Participants were aware the salarales would be analyzed. Just over 26% of
the self-reported nonsmokers had positive salingpdes. Researchers concluded that social
desirability may have contributed to a lack of aecy in women'’s self-reports (Boyd et al.,

1998).
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Drug Use

lllicit drug use is another behavior that is notyostigmatized, but also illegal. Studies
have evaluated the accuracy of self-reported usenoimber of drugs, including but not limited
to marijuana, heroin, other opiates, cocaine, ccadaine, and methamphetamine. Among
adolescent populations the introduction of a figtis drug in the survey instruments has been
used among to control for exaggerations (PoulingN&l & Mitic, 1993). Among both
adolescent and adult populations biochemical meassuch as urinalysis and hair assays have
also been used and compared with self-report ddliiected through interviews or surveys.

Studies utilizing urinalysis have examined a ugrad populations including adolescents,
veterans, drug dependent populations, and arre§tesesstudies compared high risk adolescent
populations with their lower-risk counterparts; Hbgsitive youth and youth with a high risk for
substance use dependency were compared with aesafrpiv risk youth (Murphy, Durako,
Muenz & Wilson, 2000; Akinci, Tarter & Kirsci, 2000The first study found that within a five
day reporting period, 94% of the HIV positive admlents who tested positively for marijuana in
the urinalysis acknowledged their use through sbrts, while only 50% of HIV negative
subjects reported their marijuana use during theestame frame (Murphy et al., 2000). The
second study also examined marijuana use througalysis. Twenty-three percent of
adolescents classified as high risk for drug depeog (defined by the authors as those who
reported using marijuana at least every other dag)ed use, while 50% of those classified as
low risk who tested positive denied marijuana usthe self-report (Akinci et al., 2001).
Participants were aware a urine sample would deatel.

Many studies have focused on adult populationsateaat a high risk of drug

dependency. These samples include hospital patgatients of outpatient treatment centers,
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and jail populations. Studies examining drug depehg@opulations have surveyed veteran
heroin addicts, outpatient rehabilitation patientmical addiction research participants, and
methadone clinic clients (Bale, Van Stone, EnggléirZarcone, 1981; Ehrman, Robbins &
Cornish, 1997; Magura, Goldsmith, Casnel, Goldsg€elrpton, 1987). All four studies of drug
dependent samples compared self-reports collecteddrviews with urine testing.

Bale et al. (1981) conducted a study on veteraaih@ddicts within a withdrawal
program and found that 84% reporting no use irptdst three months produced negative urine
samples. Seventy-eight percent of those reportinigemoin use in the past week produced
negative samples. Ehrman, et al. (1997) utilizethralar sample of outpatient therapy
participants with cocaine dependence. Twenty-omegoe of those submitting at least one
positive urine sample over a one month period digideself-report cocaine use on the Addiction
Severity Index. Within the forty-eight hour selfprts, 31% of those submitting at least one
positive urine sample failed to report use witlia survey materials.

A clinical study collected reports of cannabis freen a small sample of research
participants characterized by the use of multiplegd and found a higher degree of concordance
(Martin, Wilkinson & Kapur, 1988). Researchersiagt structured interviews to collect
information on the recency, frequency and typicaatje levels of marijuana use and compared
the interview data with results from urinalysisniliy percent of those reporting use within the
past three days had positive urine samples, wBilé 8f those reporting no use within the past
two weeks had negative urine samples (Martin etLl8B8).

Studies have also examined arrestee populatiansT@aylor & Riley, 2001; Pliddemann
& Parry, 2003). One study focused on a samplerestges in South Africa and researchers

found large amounts of underreporting. Only 54%asitive cannabis urinalysis results were
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self-reported by participants. Thirty-five percemthose who tested positive for cocaine also
failed to report use (Pliddemann & Parry, 20033e80ond study utilized the Arrestee Drug
Abuse Monitoring (ADAM) data collected from inteewvs of arrestees in jails in six U.S. cities
(Lu, Taylor & Riley, 2001). There was also consatde underreporting in this study for all drug
measures; an average of only 50% of those testaiye self-reported their drug use.
Marijuana users were most likely to self reporirthleug use (63.6%), followed by
methamphetamine users (56.1%), crack cocaine (#&&%) and those who used opiates
(45.9%) (Lu et al., 2001). Blacks and females waoee likely to admit to crack cocaine use,
and those with prior arrests or treatment histonies2 more likely to provide accurate drug use
reports.

Finally, a study examined a variety of high-rigpplations including STD patients,
emergency room patients, and arrestees throughlysia (Hser, Maglione & Boyle, 1999).
Self-reports were collected through face-to-faterinews about lifetime drug use, current drug
use, dependency, and treatment histories for atyaof illicit and prescription medications.
Urine results were compared with the interview datd results indicated substantial
underreporting within the samples. While each sanshbwed underreporting, the arrestee
sample had higher degrees of validity within thié-sspports when compared with the emergency
room sample and the STD patient sample (Hser,e1399).

Other forms of data have also been used to agseseracity of self-reported drug use.
While urine is the most common biochemical measerdnthe analysis of hair has also been
used. As with the urinalysis studies, hair analgtiglies have utilized a variety of samples,

including households, high risk groups such astireeless, known drug users, and previous
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inmates (Colon, Robles & Sahai, 2001; Fendrichndoh, Sudman, Wislar & Spiehler, 1999;
Nyamathi, Leake, Longshore, & Gelberg, 2001; Tassidos et al., 2004).

One study utilized results from a household suiasay compared self-reported drug use
with hair specimens. Among those respondents wheearted to a hair test, both heroin and
cocaine use were underreported in the intervievaddfCet al., 2001). Hair testing yielded
cocaine prevalence rates 13.7 times that of thetsma&ted from interviews for use in the past 90
days. For heroin, the hair tests estimated a usdge.9 times the estimate of use in the past 90
days. These results reflected a high degree ofrugyulerting in the interview process (Colén et
al., 2001).

Several studies were conducted examining hainses of high-risk populations. A
study conducted by Fendrich et al. (1999) examanbih risk community within Chicago.
Results indicated that estimates of cocaine usedoas hair specimens were nearly five times
the self-report-based estimates of use in themasth. The hair specimens were four times
higher than the survey-based rates of past yeatuskerreporting in this study was more
pronounced for cocaine than heroin, and those lwgher concentrations of cocaine in their hair
were more likely to disclose their cocaine use @feh et al., 1999). Finally, black respondents
were less likely to disclose lifetime use than whigsspondents or respondents of other
ethnicities.

A study of homeless women compared self-reportshairdassays (Nyamathi et al.,
2001). The women in the study knew prior to repgrtheir drug use that hair assays would be
collected and analyzed. Just under half of thepsaself-reported cocaine use within the past

six months, while an additional 7% were found tgenpositive hair assays. Over 25% of the
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sample underreported cocaine use, with those Wwitlnhighest concentrations found within the
hair assays most likely to report their cocaine (dggamathi et al., 2001).

In a study on heroin users examining participamé€ of other drugs, both hair samples
and self-reports of drug use were collected (T@sgitos et al., 2004). Thirty-four percent of
heroin users who tested positive for cocaine withenhair sample did not self-report their recent
cocaine use. Demographics in this study were goifsiant predictors of self-disclosure. Those
who did disclose had significantly more cocainéhi@ir hair than non-disclosers (Tassiopoulos
et al., 2004).

Finally, post-arrestees were studied by contactiate youth in New York City after
their release from jail (Magura, Kang & Shapiro9%%® Personal interviews were compared with
hair assays and results indicated that while 36&itaed to lifetime cocaine use and 22% stated
they had used cocaine in the past three monthajrewwas detected on 51-67% of specimens.
Cocaine use was two to three times more prevatethiei hair samples than reported use during

interviews (Magura, Kang & Shapiro, 1995).

Tax Evasion

Tax evasion is another illegal behavior. As witbgluse, people who commit forms of
tax evasion may be motivated by the potential comseces or the undesirable qualities of their
behavior to inaccurately report their tax evasldessing, Elffers and Weigel (1988) studied
self-reported tax evasion among a population irNtetherlands and compared the survey results
with official tax records. Although there were somieo overreported tax evasion and others
who underreported when compared with the offi@alreturns, underreporting the behavior was
more prevalent. Sixty-nine percent of known taxdera denied tax evasion during the self-
report procedure (Hessing et al., 1988).
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Official Police Contact & Criminal Records

Researchers have been concerned about the vaidigif-reported criminal behaviors
and arrests for a number of years. Studies havaierd both juvenile and adult populations
through the comparison of self-reports and officelords. One early study, conducted by Clark
and Tifft (1966), tested this accuracy by comparggponses to anonymous questionnaires
about deviant behaviors to responses made duletgrainterview with a polygraph
examination. The researchers utilized a sampleabé wollege students who were informed
during the interview and polygraph that the redeens were interested in the accuracy of the
students’ questionnaire responses. Participantsheadpportunity to reconsider their initial
survey responses before the polygraph exam. FHifityt@ercent of the sample made changes in
their responses at this time, and forty-two perceadle alterations to their initial responses
during the polygraph testing. The majority of chesited to an increase in the frequency of
delinquent behaviors. Sixty-six percent of instanicewhich participants did not initially admit
to a delinquency behavior and then later did stdtedthe act was never permissible according
to their own feelings,” (Clark & Tifft, 1966, p. 32.

Farrington et al. (2003) studied delinquent cardésrcomparing official court referral
records with self-reports. The researchers utilibedSeattle Social Development Project data
which included court records and self-reports fygoath ages eleven through seventeen. Official
records and self-report data collected at eaclwage compared and it was found that the
prevalence rates for offending were higher in sgfferts than official records. The most similar
rates were found for motor vehicle theft (courtorels 23.8%, self-reports 33.1%) and the largest

difference in rates was found for marijuana useiceecords 1.8%, self-reports, 49.1%). Among
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individuals, the average number of offenses was lalgher among the self-reports than the court
records (Farrington et al., 2003).

Lab and Allen (1984) compared self-reported contattt police to official contact data
for a sample of juveniles. Data was collected ftbmJuvenile Bureau and the Records Division
of the Racine Police Department and interview datluding questions about police contact.
They found that there was a good level of concarddretween status offenses and felonies;
there were differences between the measures falemisanor offenses. Nonwhites self-reported
less contact compared with whites, while whitesearaore likely to provide concordant reports
or even overreport their police contact. Malessthwith less education, and those from low
socioeconomic neighborhoods tended to underrepeirt official contact with the police (Lab &
Allen, 1984).

Kirk (2006) utilized data from the Project on Huniadevelopment in Chicago
Neighborhoods. During interviews, the sampled yaatiorted previous arrests, including when
and where each arrest occurred, the reason fartast, and the court location. This data was
compared with official arrest records obtained tigio the Chicago Police Department, including
both juvenile and adult records. Results indiché while 23.4% of those without an official
record self-reported an arrest, 45.5% of thoseiaffy arrested did not self-repahy arrests
during the interviews (Kirk, 2006).

Maxfield, Weiler and Widom (2000) studied a sampflgoung adults with a history of
child abuse or neglect and matched them with otsier8ar in demographics with no history of
abuse. Participants completed interviews whichuidetl a scale of criminality and a survey of
arrest history. These self-reports were compardid efficial arrest records. Seventy-three

percent of those with an official record self-repdran arrest history; 72% of abuse or neglect
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victims self-reported their arrests, compared wko of the control group. Males and those who
were white were more likely to report their arresttory than blacks and females. Of those with
no official arrest record, 21% self-reported aresirhistory during the interview; the positive

bias was higher for those victimized during childd¢28%) than for those from the control
group (14%). Results also indicated that those watlords of arrests in the more distant past
were more likely to self-report the arrest tharsthaith arrests in the more recent past (5 years).
Order and drug crimes had the highest amount ofardlance between the two measures while
rape and prostitution had the lowest agreementdelFewer respondents also self-reported
arrests for property or violent crimes (Maxfieldagt 2000).

Hardt and Peterson-Hardt (1977) similarly examitedvalidity of self-reported
delinquency. They used a sample of adolescents dramtropolitan area in a Mid-Atlantic state.
Official data was collected from the county centegjistry of juvenile offenders; this data was
then compared to data from questionnaires admiest@ithin the classroom setting. Twenty-
two percent of the sample reported official pobomtact while only 19% had an official record.
Among those with an official record, 28% self-reggdrtheir official police contact. In contrast,
less than 10% self-reported a record yet had noiaffiata. A social desirability scale was
included in the self-report questionnaire. Levdlhigh social desirability were more frequent
among those with inaccurate responses. Only 17&a@ifrate non-delinquents and 18% of
accurate delinquents scored high on the scalegV#8% of overreporters and 39% of
underreporters had high scores of social desitglfiardt & Peterson-Hardt, 1977).

A number of studies have focused on adult samplesder to evaluate the veracity of
self-reported criminal behaviors and official cartaith the criminal justice system by

comparing survey and interview results with offi@aurt records and arrest records. Babinski,
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Hartsough & Lambert (2001) compared self-reportaroésts with official arrest records for a
sample of participants in a hyperactivity study amiversity in California. Participants were
unaware that their self-reported behaviors woulddrapared with official arrest data. Results
indicate that the level of agreement between tHeagorts and arrest records varied based on
the type of offense. There was a high level of egrent for drug-related and theft-related
crimes. Low levels of agreement were found for @isdy conduct, vandalism, assault with a
weapon, and assault without a weapon. The agredméméeen the two data sources was found
to be unreliable for sex-related crimes and robbéfiyen focusing specifically on crimes against
persons, 68.4% failed to report assault with a waap1.7% failed to report assault without a
weapon, and 57.1% failed to report hitting a spaaséner. The authors argue that for
researchers interested in more serious crimescplary crimes against persons, it is imperative
to consider official arrest records due to the nemiho fail to disclose arrest information. A
combination of both self-report data and officetords is a more ideal data collection strategy
when both forms of data are available (Babinslalet2001).

Wyner (1980) conducted a study examining respormnsesewithin self-reports of arrest
records. He used a subsample form the Vera Instituustice Supported Employment
Experiment. All participants within the subsampéeltan arrest record and were asked about
their arrest histories during a quarterly interviefnthe larger study. Results indicated similar
means for the arrest records (9.25) and self-reddsehaviors (8.96). Of the sample (79), only
ten respondents provided completely accurate splists. More than 20% of participants made
self-reporting errors of plus or minus at leasefarrests. Underreporting was partially due to

recall error, but also partially the result of sddesirability bias (Wyner, 1980).
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Nieves et al. (2000) researched a sample of psychpaobation and parole clients.
Interviews were conducted to collect data aboumicral arrests and behaviors, as well as
substance abuse. Arrest data included age atrtheifne of arrest, number of juvenile arrests,
number of lifetime arrests, and an estimate otdle time spent in jail. These results were
compared with official records accessed throughmhbaicipal court, excluding juvenile arrests.
Fifty percent of the sample underreported their benof arrests; in contrast, only 29.5%
overreported the number of arrests (Nieves e2@00).

Roberts and Wells (2010) analyzed self-reportediioal justice contact by collecting
self-reports from a sample of incarcerated mencamaparing them with official records. Self-
reports were collected through face-to-face inama using the life event calendar method.
Official records were obtained through access &éeg@ntence investigation reports. The authors
found a substantial amount of reporting errors inithe self-report data. Seventy-five percent
accurately reported whether or not they had bemstad during a three year period. Twenty-one
percent of those who had an arrest record withersgiecified time period failed to report it
during the interview. In terms of arrest frequerttyse with the highest number of arrests
within their official records were also the mogely to experience difficulty in accurately
recalling their arrest histories; the directioreofor for this group was largely underreporting
rather than overreporting their (Roberts & Weli31Q).

Similarly, Johnson, Taylor and Golub (2005) coketself-reports and official criminal
records for a sample of arrestees. The subjects magified at the time of the self-reports that
their criminal histories would be obtained andizgitl within the research study. Results suggest
the influence of social desirability in that thevere twice as many underreporters (20.1%) as

overreporters (10.2%). In terms of lifetime arred&% of the sample underreported the number
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of times they had been arrested and less thanighthef the sample self-reported an accurate
number of lifetime arrests. Furthermore, 18% fatledeport serving any prison time and 27% of
those with jail sentences failed to disclose amyeseces. Finally, 48% of those ever sentenced to
probation failed to report any lifetime historyaprobation sentence. Some of these reporting
discrepancies are subject to memory fading, sekebébirgetfulness and the limitations of the
official records themselves, yet resistance to mteueporting and social desirability bias are
important (Johnson et al., 2005).

Jansson, Hesse and Fridell (2008) conducted a sfudynale substance abusers and
examined the validity of self-reported theft, daftenses, violence, and prison sentences. Self-
reported data collected through interviews were gan@d with official judicial records. Results
for drug and theft offenses were relatively compbgaViolent offenses were overreported for
9% of the sample, while 71% of those with recorigi@ent offenses failed to disclose them
during the interview. The significant underrepagtiof official records of violence suggests
social desirability or willful nondisclosure had emportant effect on the self-report data
(Jansson et al., 2008).

Thompson, Leinfelt and Smyth (2006) conducted alitgltest of a survey asking
college students to report their alcohol-relatdetiafl trouble by comparing student self-reports
with municipal alcohol-related arrest reports. $tuesults indicated that student self-reported
official trouble was substantially higher than tifécial record data. The authors argue that this
is due to the more narrow scope of the officiabrds, which were only collected locally, in
comparison with self-reports which included offldi@uble in other communities as well.

Students’ reports of official trouble may have alsduded official trouble outside of the arrest
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record data including trouble at the universityhagbnduct staff, residence hall staff, and even
athletic coaches.

While the previous literature comparing self-repdrbehaviors has found some degree
of concordance, as well as evidence of the inflaesfcsocial desirability bias, the studies were
conducted for research purposes. Within the rebesatting, no negative repercussions were
present for the disclosure of undesirable behawiothe discovery of willful or unintentional
reporting errors. Nieves et al. (2000) succincticdss the difference in reporting within
research settings and criminal justice settings:

Criminal justice settings, as opposed to treatmsetitngs, provide a disincentive to

reporting where admission of drug use may have megative than positive

consequences, such as disciplinary action, viaglatfgorobation or parole, or a return to
court or jail. The costs and benefits of truthephorting are salient dynamics in the

assessment of self-report validity of substancesahlata. (p.137)

Within the context of the current research settmgny of these same issues are relevant.
Disclosure of violent records or felony convictiams the admissions application may lead to the
negative consequence of rejection for admissionohtrast, nondisclosure, if undetected by the
university, allows for a greater chance of admissind a less burdensome admission process for
the prospective student.

The current study design is structured in a masimeilar to the cited literature. A
comparison of self-reports and official criminatoeds is used to address the following research
guestion: How accurately are university studenp®meng their qualifying criminal records

during the admissions process?
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METHODS

University Context

North Dakota State University (NDSU) is a mediuized land grant university located
in Fargo, North Dakota. According to the enrolimdamographic reports 14,407 students
(11,977 undergraduates, 2,084 graduates, and 8&spional students) were enrolled at NDSU
in 2010. Much of the student population at NDSU iessdency in surrounding states. Nearly
forty-four percent of students were North Dakotsidents, approximately forty-one percent
were Minnesota residents, and approximately twogrdgrwere South Dakota residents. Just
under ninety percent of enrolled students wereddn8tates citizens, while approximately nine

percent had foreign citizenship.

Sampling

The sample of this study included 1,400 male anthfe students listed within the
NDSU campus directory during the 2010-2011 acadgwese. Subjects were selected through
systematic random sampling. A random number gemegatilizing numbers 1-10) was used to
determine the starting point in the sampling fraBvery subsequent tenth person was included
in the study. Any name which appeared to indicatei§n citizenship was excluded due to the
inability to search criminal records outside of theited States. Additionally, any subjects with
common last names (Anderson, Erickson, JohnsosoNeBmith, etc.) or who lacked a middle
initial were skipped due to identification issueshim the official record databases. This
procedure was important due to lack of other demyaigc identifiers such as dates of birth; it

decreased the likelihood of recording the crimimatory of another individual with the same
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first and last names and middle initial. In theases the next listed and qualifying name within

the sampling frame was selected.

Official Arrest & Conviction Records

Official records of arrests and convictions werembed and recorded from four separate

online databases for each student within the sample

1. North Dakota Case Records (http://publicseaddourts.gov/default.aspx): The
North Dakota case records database allows forghrclk of North Dakota district
criminal, traffic and civil cases. Municipal cowdses from many areas are also

included in the database.

2. Minnesota Case Records (http://pa.courts.statastSearch.aspx?ID=100): The
Minnesota case records database is similar to tdrithNDakota database and
includes criminal, traffic, petty misdemeanor, Lifamily and probate case

records.

3. National Sex Offender Public Website (http:/fmwsopw.gov/en-US/Search):
The National Sex Offender Public Website is a pudifety resource providing
nationwide sex offender data collected from puldiate, territorial, and tribal
registries. Information on offenders varies fromgis&y to registry. Basic
information including a full name, location, ane thature of the offense are
included. This website is included to expand thepsoof the background search

by potentially providing records from outside tbedl region.
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4. Federal Bureau of Prisons Inmate Locator
(http://www.bop.gov/iloc2/Locatelnmate.jsp): Thesoner locator website is a
search that allows users to locate inmates incat@eifrom 1982 to the present.
Information provided about the inmates includesrthdl name, age, race, sex,
release date (either actual or projected), anditwtarhis website is also used in
order to expand the scope of the background séarplotentially providing
records from outside of the local region. Incartierais the result of conviction
of serious crimes and thus it is expected thatrastpry of prison sentences

implies a conviction at the level of a felony oolant misdemeanor.

After the subject names within the sample werecbest, any criminal records were
tallied and recorded in their respective codinggaties. Categories were created for different
types of citations received within the two stateeceecord databases. Examples of these
categories include Driving Under Influence (DUI)jnidr in Possession (MIP), Urinating in
Public (UIP), and Disorderly Conduct. The majoofytraffic violations were collapsed into one
category. A full list of coding categories is prded in Table 1.The dates of any convictions for
qualifying violent misdemeanors or felonies wernalocumented. Gender and dates of birth
were also recorded when available. For the NatiSeal Offender Public Website and the
Federal Bureau of Prisons Inmate Locator only tlesgnce or absence of a positive search
result was recorded. In addition to determiningfteguency of underreported qualifying
criminal records, the collected official crimin&laords are used to develop an estimated profile

of the criminal records of NDSU students.
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Self-Report of Records

Self-reports in the current study were obtaine@dtgessing a list of applicants who had
responded ‘yes’ to any of the safety and secqugstions on the admissions application. Any
student with an official record of the following e cross-referenced with the list of students

who self-reported their criminal histories duriig tadmissions process:
1. Any felony

2. Misdemeanor crimes of violence in the pastytars including: abuse, arson,
assault, battery, breaking and entering, burglaiyminal mischief, vandalism,
harassment, homicide, menacing, reckless endanggrstalking, terrorizing,

unlawful restraint, or imprisonment.
3. Any requirement to register as a sex offender

This cross-reference will be important in ordedétermine whether or not students with
qualifying records reported those records durirggatimissions process. Those students whose
names are not included within the list providedhm admissions committee represent those who
have failed to report their criminal backgroundsbjlerany student names included in the
admissions list represent those who have reportednal records during the admissions

process.
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Table 1

Coding Categories for Criminal Record Data

Alcohol/Drug violations Property violations Predatory violations

Minor in Burglary Simple Assault

possession/consumption Criminal neglect

Underage drinking and drivingForgery Endangerment by fire or
explosives

Minor entering liquor Theft Disorderly fighting/brawling

establishment

Public consumption Theft of property Criminal seixe@nduct

Drove or in physical control Theft of movable praye Harassment- violation of
restraining order

Driving under the influence Shoplifting

Open container Issuing checks without funds

Possession of marijuana Vandalism

Possession of drug Criminal mischief

paraphernalia

Possession of controlled Criminal trespassing

substance

Possession of ecstasy Criminal damage to property

Possession of marijuana with
intent to deliver
Delivery of marijuana

Traffic violations Public order violations Other

Reckless driving Urinating in public Contributing delinquency of
minor

Exhibition driving Loud party Sale of tobacco tongnor

Duty striking fixtures Failure to cooperate Filekssl

Driving after False report to law Miscellaneous additional

suspension/revocation; drivingenforcement misdemeanors including

without insurance hunting violations

Other traffic (speeding, traffic Fleeing a police officer

light violations, etc.)
Obstructing a police officer
Resisting a police officer
Preventing arrest
Display or possession of false
identification
Disorderly conduct
Concealed weapon
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RESULTS

Self-Reports & Official Records

The total number of failed reporters was calcualdbeough a series of elimination steps.
Table two displays this breakdown of individualshagualifying convictions. In terms of
inaccurate criminal record reporting, results shioat two individuals within the sample met the
following criteria: conviction due to a felony ololent misdemeanor, conviction prior to August
2010, conviction prior to the date of applicatiand no affirmative responses to the criminal
record questions on the admissions applicatiors fépresents 0.14% of the sample. Basic
demographic information indicates that both indixts were male and were older-than-average
students (25+ years old). The types of seriousesioommitted by the two individuals included
simple assault, burglary, theft (felony level), pession of a controlled substance (felony level),
and possession of drug paraphernalia (felony levEhey also had records of more minor
offenses such as carrying a concealed weapon, §siesef marijuana, urinating in public,
driving under the influence, driving under suspensevocation or without insurance, exhibition
driving, and basic traffic citations.

Table 2

The Breakdown of Individuals with Qualifying Records

Individuals with felony or violent misdemeanor convictions N
Conviction due to felony or violent misdemeanor 12
Conviction prior to August 2010 6
Conviction prior to application to NDSU 4
Admission through Safety & Security Committee 2
Failed reporters 2
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Criminal Profile of NDSU Students

Descriptive statistics of the criminal backgrowfdiniversity students is also provided.
Table three displays the frequencies of alcoholdmd-related offenses. A total of 515 offenses
were recorded within the sample. The prevaleneefoatalcohol-related offenses is 21.4% and
the incidence among those with a drug or alcohlalted offense is approximately 1.7 offenses
per person. Thus, 299 students in this sample e@reicted of an alcohol or drug offense. An
extrapolation of this estimate to the student bygidids a projection that approximately 3,000
students were convicted of alcohol or drug offenbégor in possession/consumption was the
most common citation (n=323), followed by drivingder the influence (n=85), and
misdemeanor-level possession of drug parapherfrat26). Felony-level drug charges were the

least common violations.

Table four shows the frequencies of various propeatated offenses. Property-related
citations reflect 37 total offenses among the samphe prevalence rate for property offenses is
1.5%. The incidence among those with property adions is approximately 1.8 offenses per
person. Therefore 21 students in the sample wereicted of a property offense. By
extrapolating this estimate to the entire studealybit is projected that approximately 210
students have been convicted of a property offévissElemeanor-level theft (n=8), issuing a
dishonored check or a check without sufficient &i(ii=6), and shoplifting (n=6) were the most
frequent property violations. Felony-level violatgowere the least frequent property citations

among the sample.
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Table 3

Freguencies for Alcohol and Drug Offenses

Alcohol & drug frequencies by violation Incidence

Prevalence N

Minor in possession/consumption
Consuming in public

Minor entering liquor establishment

Driving under the influence

Underage drinking & driving

Drove or in physical control of vehicle

Open container/receptacle

Misdemeanor possession of marijuana

Drug paraphernalia (misdemeanor)

Delivery of marijuana (felony)

Possession of ecstasy (felony)

Possession of a controlled substance (felony)
Possession of marijuana with intent to deliver
(felony)

Drug paraphernalia (felony)

Total alcohol & drug violations 1.722

323
19

85
11

17
15

N
WNEFEPN®

[ —

21.4% 515

Table 4

Frequencies for Property Offenses

Property frequencies by violation Incidence

Prevalence

Theft/theft of movable property (misdemeanor)
Issue dishonored check/check without funds
Shoplifting

Financial card fraud (misdemeanor)
Criminal damage to property

Criminal mischief

Trespassing

Burglary (felony)

Forgery (felony)

Theft of property (felony)

Financial card fraud (felony)

Total property violations 1.762

RPNRPRPN~NRFRPNOO O ©Z

1.5% 37

45



Table five illustrates the frequencies for varipublic order violations. A total of 102
public order citations occurred within the samflee prevalence rate for public order offenses
is 6.7%. The incidence of public order offenses agnihose with public order convictions is
approximately 1.09 offenses per person. Thus, @desits in the current sample were convicted
of a public order offense. Extrapolating this estiento the entire student body, 940 students are
projected to have been convicted of a public oofiemse. Loud party citations were the most
frequent (n=56), followed by urinating in publicgt4) and disorderly conduct (n=11). Conflict
or displays of dishonesty during police contactected the bulk of the remaining public order

violations (n=20).

Table 5

Freguencies for Public Order Offenses

Public order frequencies by violation Incidence Prevalence N
Loud party 56
Urinating in public 14
Disorderly conduct 11
Failure to cooperate 1
False report to law enforcement 1
Fleeing a police officer (not in motor vehicle) 5
Obstructing a police officer 1
Resisting a police officer 6
Preventing arrest or discharge of other duties 1
Display/possession of false identification 5
Carrying a concealed dangerous weapon 1
Total public order violations 1.085 6.7% 102
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Table 6

Frequencies for Predatory Offenses

Predatory frequencies by violation Incidence Prevalence

Criminal sexual conduct (Bdegree)
Disorderly fighting or brawling

Criminal Neglect

Harassment/violation of a restraining order
Endangering by fire or explosion

Simple assault

NFPERPNPRRZ

Total predatory violations 1.143 0.5% 8

Table six illustrates the frequencies for predatooyations. Only 8 predatory crimes
were recorded within the sample. The prevaleneefoatpredatory crimes is 0.5%. The
incidence of predatory offenses among those wigldlgiory convictions is 1.1 offenses per
person. Therefore 7 students in the current sample convicted of a predatory offense. By
extrapolating this estimate to the entire studewlybit is projected that approximately 70
students have been convicted of a predatory offéliseinal neglect (n=2) and simple assault
(n=2) represented half of the predatory crimes cited?

Table seven shows the frequencies for traffic viofes. A total of 2,512 traffic violations
were recorded within the sample. The prevaleneefaattraffic offenses is 62.0%. The
incidence among those with traffic offenses is agppnately 2.9 offenses per person. Thus, 868

students were cited for a traffic offense. Throegtrapolation of this estimate to the entire

% In Minnesota criminal neglect involves a caregiwo intentionally neglects a vulnerable
adult or knowingly allows conditions which leadabuse or neglect. This may manifest in either
abuse or neglect. Abuse is defined as an assagltiste of drugs to injure or facilitate crime; the
solicitation, inducement or promotion of prostitutj or criminal sexual conduct. Neglect is
defined as the failure to provide necessary fotmthing, shelter, health care or supervision.
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student body, it is estimated that approximatefB8,students have been cited for a traffic
offense. Basic traffic violations such as speedingraffic light violations occurred most
frequently (n=2,371), followed by driving under paasion/revocation or without insurance

(n=109) and reckless/exhibition driving (n=29).

Table 7

Frequencies for Traffic Violations

Traffic citations by violation Incidence Prevalence N
Reckless/Exhibition driving 29
Duty striking fixtures 3
Suspension/Revocation/Insurance 109
Traffic violations 2371
Total traffic violations 2.894 62.0% 2512

Table eight displays the frequencies for violasievithin the other category. A total of 29
other offenses were recorded. The prevalence oathit category is 1.9%. The incidence
among those with convictions is approximately Ifférses per person. A total of 27 students
were convicted of other offenses. Extrapolating #stimate to the entire student body;, it is
estimated that approximately 260 students have beevicted of other offenses. The most
common citation category was a compilation of othesdemeanor violations which included

hunting and fishing offenses (n=24).
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Table 8

Freguencies for Other Violations

Other frequencies by violation Incidence Prevalence N
Contributing to the delinquency of a minor 1
Sale of tobacco to a minor 3
File sealed 1
Miscellaneous misdemeanors 24
Total other violations 1.074 1.9% 29

Overall, a total of 3,198 offenses and violatioresewecorded among the sample. Traffic
violations (n=2,512) reflected just over seventyheipercent of the total violations. Alcohol and
drug-related violations represent much of the ramagicitations (15.98%), and all other
categories reflect only a small proportion of stutdstations (5.47%). The frequencies,

percentages, incidence and prevalence rates foraemee category are shown in table nine.

Table 9

Freguencies for Crime Categories

Violations by category Incidence  Prevalence N %
Alcohol and drug-related 1.722 21.4% 511 15.98
Property-related 1.762 1.5% 36 1.12
Public order-related 1.085 6.7% 102 3.19
Predatory 1.143 0.5% 8 0.25
Traffic 2.894 62.0% 2,512 78.55
Other 1.074 1.9% 29 0.91
Total violations 3.442 66.36% 3,198 100.00
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DISCUSSION

Results of Self-Reports & Official Records

Results show that less than one percent of thelsdaifed to report a serious conviction.
At first glance this appears to suggest that thfergport admissions policy is an effective way to
screen criminal backgrounds in order to increasestiety and security of the campus
environment. However, some caution must be takémtémpreting these results. Only 0.14% of
the sample failed to report a serious convictiat,ayvery limited number of the individuals
within the sample would have had the opportunitgegelop an adult criminal record prior to
application to the university. Any students who aftending college immediately following
graduation from high school are likely to have &ggblvhen they were under eighteen years of
age or had recently turned eighteen at the timagpfication for admission. It is expected, based
on enrollment reports, that these individuals regne both the bulk of university students as well
as the bulk of students within the current samptemsequently, the timing of the application
process likely obscures potentially dangerous perfémm the admissions process since there is
no obligation to report serious juvenile adjudicat outside of sex offenses.

Reports from records and enrollment indicate tHa4Q7 students were enrolled during
the 2010-2011 academic year. Just over 2,000 eétimelividuals were graduate students and
789 were newly admitted transfer students. It isnamvn how many older students are
represented in the remaining 11,000 undergradumat@efessional students. Had a focus been
placed only on the transfer and graduate studgmilpbon, it is expected that the sample would
reflect a larger percent of the eligible populatibocusing only on those who have had the
opportunity to develop a criminal record prior fgpécation for admission eliminates a large
proportion of the student population. While it itknown if a larger number of underreporters

50



would be found, a reduction in the base numbetuzfesits examined would more accurately
reflect a relationship between those who have antiat for a record and those who have failed
to report.

Another possible factor which may have influendsal low frequency of failed reporters
is the social context of the university itself. Tin@versity is located in a community where two
other four-year colleges and one technical colkgdocated. A look at the admission
applications of these other schools revealed beaptivate college utilized one security question
inquiring about previous felony convictions, whikee other four-year public college and the
technical school did not inquire about any crimireadords on the admissions application. It is
possible that some individuals with previous qyali§j convictions are avoiding NDSU and are
instead pursuing an education in locations whegg tlo not need to report their criminal
histories.

Finally, it is possible that the vast majority adidents are reporting their criminal records
accurately. However previous studies cited in it@edture review suggests that there is a certain
amount of dishonesty within self-reports in studighout consequences for admitting to
undesirable or illegal behaviors. The added stdkeeimg denied admission due to a criminal
history increases the incentive to fail to repomaal backgrounds.

Although juvenile records were not examined in¢heent study, they warrant some
discussion as well. Unless juveniles with recoragehbeen convicted as adults or are required to
register as sex offenders there is currently no iwwayonitor students who have been convicted
of predatory crimes at the juvenile level. Limitectess to juvenile records protects those who
have committed offenses in adolescence and protees with a fresh start. For those who

continue offending this limited access fails to\pde university administrators with the
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background information to determine issues suchibe housing is best for the individual, other
residents on campus, and the campus communityri®est from accessing juvenile records
means that the university is unable to assessrikkilevel during the admissions process or
monitor these individuals once admitted. If the onigy of the student population enters college
immediately following graduation from high schojplyenile records are the only way to
anticipate continued criminal behavior among mo#iege students. Thus, campus
administrators are left with little insight or cooitover the criminal backgrounds of most

enrolled students.

Criminal Profile of NDSU Students

The results of the criminal records searches aitdithat the majority of the offenses
students are involved in are traffic-related. Ag#minating these citations, the majority of the
remaining criminal records reflect alcohol or driglations. Many of these offenses involve
underage drinking, driving under the influence, petty drug-related violations such as the
possession of drug paraphernalia. Very few preglatonvictions or felony convictions were
found among the sample. Still, extrapolation frdmis sample to the NDSU population leaves us

with roughly 3,500 students who have been conviofealnon-traffic citation.

Policy Implications

Despite the low frequency of failed reporting amdime current sample, one issue which
needs to be addressed is the threshold of undetiregptor particularly dangerous individuals.
The criminal actions of one individual can haveideascope of influence. The two individuals
who were found to have failed to report in the entrstudy both had extensive criminal histories

compared to most students. The university hasdyreginessed first-hand the effects of

52



reoffending among those with extensive criminatdries. One particular individual who had
been enrolled at the university committed a sesfasolent acts and was subsequently
incarcerated and sentenced to the death penaltyrfadely for the university, these acts were
not committed on campus. Nevertheless it does regoime thought and consideration in terms
of liability and the amount of risk placed on trergus community. Extrapolating the
prevalence rate to the NDSU population means b@aetare roughly twenty non-reporting
students among the student body. Within the custry the two individuals who failed to
report serious convictions had a wide range ofatiohs and behaviors. If the individuals are
still exhibiting these behaviors it may negativiehpact members of the campus community.
Assault, felony-level drug possession, concealegpars, theft, and burglary are all behaviors
that may continue to be exercised within the cangmwronment.

Individuals already at risk for certain behavioray also be likely to further their
deviance if they are able to meet and interact wiitier offenders while on campus. For
example, someone with a criminal history of drugloohol-related convictions who is currently
recovering from substance abuse may be at ristefapsing by associating with the student
community and participating in a number of evenitere substance use is common. Therefore,
while the raw frequency of underreporting appearset low, the scope and liability of the
actions of those associated with the low countiregisome discussion among the committee
members and campus administrators.

Furthermore, in light of the demographic inforroatebout the failed reporters, some
consideration must be taken in terms of which irdlials are most likely to violate the current
policies. Both individuals were male and were betmvthe ages of twenty-five and forty. During

admissions it may be most beneficial for the ursitgrto target those who have had the
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opportunity to accumulate a criminal record. Criatirecord checks on graduate student
applicants, transfer applicants, and those withpig their education may be the best way to
address the issue in a complete and cost-effegtareer. Policies targeting certain populations
may be challenging to implement due to issues agatiscrimination.

Finally, criminal background reporting policiescampeting local institutions should be
closely monitored. If it is possible that studentth criminal records are currently being
deterred by the university’s application procesy, éhange in the admission policies of other
local institutions of higher education may altez thends in the current student population. This
may result in an increase in both disclosers aiteldfaisclosers. If the other local institutions,
particularly Minnesota State University Moorhead &finnesota State Community and
Technical College, incorporate safety componentleir admissions applications, any deterrent
effect the current security policy may have on éhagthin the area may diminish because there
will be no simple alternative locally which requsreo disclosure. It is also possible that another
local institution receives a larger portion of apghts with criminal records. A recent study
conducted on students admitted through a safetypaagrity committee found that those with
records had substantially lower grade point avesageing college than the average student
population (Custer, 2013). It is not unreasonableypothesize that academic difficulties for
these individuals began prior to college. Variatimadmissions policies in the local community
which allow for lower high school grade point avgga or ACT scores may also affect the

distribution of these applicants, criminal recohgcks being equal.

Limitations

In addition to the age of most students upon apaftio to the university, there are
several other limitations to the current studys&ithe criminal records of students may be
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incomplete due to the limited scope of the jurisdits included. Sampson and Laub (2003)
extended the Glueck’s cohort data which had orlbiriallowed a group of delinquents from the
Boston area over a period of twenty-five years.ylésgended the data set which had previously
ended when the delinquents were thirty-two yeaddglcollecting official criminal records and
death records through the age of seventy. Crimmewrds were collected both through the
Massachusetts Office of the Commissioner of Probaind the Federal Bureau of Investigation.
While the Massachusetts data represented the tyapdroffenses, Sampson and Laub found that
55% had a record in both data sources. Of the &libqilients tracked through the age of
seventy, 93 had an arrest record after age thireytbat existed in the national database but not
in the state database (Sampson & Laub, 2003).

Although there are students from a variety of statee majority of the university
students are residents of either Minnesota or NDakota. Due to the younger age of the student
population, it is expected that failure to colleomplete criminal records at a national level is
less of an issue than in studies tracking oldeltsditiis not known if these trends apply to older
students, transfer students, or graduate studdrmdsave most likely to have an adult criminal
record when considering age and the time availabtkevelop a record.

Second, the sampling frame is limited in persodahtifiers and it is feasible that data is
collected on the wrong person. It is possible fample, that an individual with the same first
name, last name, and middle initial was recordéterahan that of the actual student. To reduce
the likelihood of this occurrence, common last naisigch as Anderson, Johnson, Larson,
Thompson, and Smith were skipped in the sampliaigpé. Finally, any study collecting data
from official records is limited by the accuracytb& recording process within the agencies, as

well as the limitation on accessing records whialiehbeen expunged or deferred. Any
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misspellings of names at the data entry procesdsmile agency may lead to a failure during the
study to access a student’s case records. Thosedunals with deferred or expunged records

would also not be included.

Directionsfor Future Research

Despite the limitations, this study representsanpsing starting point for research into
this popular admissions policy. Future researchukhoarrow the scope of the sample when
evaluating policies which only inquire about adeltords. Conducting a sample or census of the
criminal histories of transfer applicants and getdustudents would be one way to eliminate
searches on those who were unable to acquire dihradord at the point of admission. Future
studies may also wish to access more demograptia@demic student data, as well as
increase the breadth of the criminal background datrched and collected. Dates of birth,
academic majors, grade point averages, and stagsidency are just a few examples of
additional information which may prove valuable foture research in this area. Finally, in
order to address the potential effect of the samatext of the university, research examining
different colleges and geographic locations wilMad&uable in determining the influence of other
local education options on failed disclosure raesscampus populations continue to grow and
diversify, policies seeking to regulate campustyadaed security will continue to benefit from

empirical evaluation.
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