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In the aftermath of the September 11, 2001, attacks, security across the world was 

increased in the anticipation of another terrorist attack.  Many of the security measures 

seen were highly “visible” in nature.  The overt use of visible security measures became 

known as “Fortress America.”  The purpose/intent of this research is to develop a 

methodology to 1) assess the emotional effects such measures impose on populations 

protected and 2) compare the effectiveness of visible and non-visible antiterrorism 

measures to deter terrorist acts. 

Twenty-eight (28) photographs of both visible and non-visible security measures 

were obtained to test this theory.  The Advertising Self-Assessment Manikin (AdSAM) 

method, which utilizes non-verbal visual techniques to process the emotions perceived by 

the subject, was used in this part of the study.  This method of testing was originally used 

by the University of Florida’s College of Journalism and Communications, which was 



xi 

designed to test the effect of visual stimuli on consumer purchase intentions with 

photographs and advertisements.  The photos went through two pilot tests which 

narrowed the final photos used in the study to seven (7).  The data were statistically 

analyzed using the SPSS statistical package.   

Results indicated a significant difference in emotion toward visible and non-visible 

antiterrorism measures.  Although the respondents were not representative of any 

particular population group, this study indicated that “visible” security measures may 

cause a sense of fear, whereas non-visible security measures may convey feelings of 

comfort, relaxation, and serenity.   

The second part of the study researched offender responses to visible and non-

visible antiterrorism measures.  The intention of the study was to obtain interviews of 

terrorist surrogates on their emotional reaction to the different antiterrorism measures.  

Due to the lack of statistical data the researcher could not support or refute the second 

null hypothesis stating that the offender’s emotional response to non-visible security 

measures will not be significantly different from visible security measures.   
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Problem Statement 

In the aftermath of the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, building security 

and safety has become an increasingly important design objective.  As a result, building 

design and construction professionals have embraced antiterrorism measures to create a 

more human environment that is difficult to attack, resilient to the consequences of such 

incidents, and protective of its population and assets.  Specifically, antiterrorism 

strategies seek to change the fundamental nature of terrorist targets by lessening their real 

and symbolic value to terrorists, while simultaneously reducing their physical 

vulnerability to terrorist threats.   

Although terrorist attacks are often measured in loss of life and destruction, the 

immeasurable toll and intended consequence of terrorism is fear.  The power of terror lies 

not only in the attacks themselves, but also in the expectation and unpredictability of an 

attack.  It is well known from psychological studies in humans and animals that the 

strongest form of conditioning occurs when the reward or punishment is unpredictable.  

This variable ratio (VR) conditioning demands more attention and its effect last much 

longer.  

Quick to adopt a “guns, guards and gates” posture following 911, it has become 

apparent that many antiterrorism measures may actually intensify and reinforce public 

perceptions of siege or vulnerability, and thus heighten the sense of anticipation and 

imminent danger.  Ironically, measures that engender such negative or misplaced 
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behavioral responses, may also fail to provide a significant deterrence or defense against 

terrorist activity.   

Objectives 

As a result, the goals of this research are to develop a methodology to  

1) Assess the emotional effects such measures impose on populations protected. 

2) Compare the effectiveness of visible and non-visible antiterrorism measures to 

deter terrorist acts.   

 
Hypothesis 

Two null hypotheses were developed for this study: 

H1.  Respondent’s emotional response to non-visible security measures will not be 

significantly different from respondent’s emotional response to visible security measures.   

H2.  Offender’s emotional response to non-visible security measures will not be 

significantly different from offender’s respondent emotional response to visible security 

measures. 

Research Overview 

To test the null hypotheses, the study conducted two separate tests.  The first null 

hypothesis was tested using twenty-eight (28) photographs of both visible and non-visible 

security measures.  The Advertising Self-Assessment Manikin (AdSAM) method, which 

utilizes non-verbal visual techniques to process the emotions perceived by the subject 

was used in part of this study.  This method of testing was chosen based on its successful 

history in the University of Florida’s School of Journalism and Communication.  The 

photos went through two pilot tests which narrowed the final photos to be used in the 
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study down to seven (7).  The data was then statistically analyzed using the Statistical 

Package for the Social Science (SPSS).   

The results in the study challenged the first null hypothesis.  The data provided a 

significant difference between visible and non-visible security measures.  Respondent’s 

reactions to visible security measures indicated that such measures stimulate negative 

pleasure and dominance, and were associated with varying degrees of displeasure and 

lack of control. However, among the visible security measures surveyed, passive or 

inanimate measures such as security fencing and surveillance equipment appeared to 

stimulate significantly less arousal in respondents, when compared to active security 

measures such as guards, weapons, and K-9 dogs. Although neither type of visible 

security measure was found to be particularly pleasurable, passive measures were clearly 

shown to have the least negative, or in some cases, potentially positive societal response.  

Respondent reactions to non-visible security measures such as decorative bollards and 

planter barriers, indicated that such measures stimulate positive pleasure and dominance 

and negative arousal.  Such responses showed a pattern of emotions consistent with 

leisure and relaxation.   

The second null hypothesis studied the offender’s response to visible and non-

visible antiterrorism measures.  The intention of the study was to obtain interview of 

terrorist surrogates on their emotional reaction to the different antiterrorism measures.  

The second null hypothesis was tested using domestic criminal videos obtained from 

University of Florida’s Loss Prevention Team.  These videos were studied to compare the 

emotional response of domestic criminal offenders to visible and non-visible 
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antiterrorism measures.  Due to the lack of research in the study, the researcher could not 

support or refute the second null hypothesis.  
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

Definition of Terrorism 

The definition of terrorism is one that is usually complex and controversial.  In the 

1790’s, the term terrorism was used to refer to the terror during the French Revolution by 

the revolutionaries against their enemy.  The word terrorism as used in this study implies 

to an act of violence by a state against its domestic enemies.  In the 20th century, 

terrorism has been applied most frequently to violence intended either directly or 

indirectly at governments in an effort to influence policy or topple an existing regime 

(Terrorism, 2005). 

The word terrorism is not legally defined in all jurisdictions, but many of the 

definitions share a common element.  Terrorism is defined as the use or threat of violence 

and seeks to create fear, among a wide audience.  As is defined by the Code of Federal 

Regulations, terrorism is: “The unlawful use of force and violence against persons or 

property to intimidate or coerce a government, the civilian population, or any segment 

thereof, in furtherance of political or social objectives” (Terrorism, 2004). 

In the United States, a large amount of terrorist acts involve small extremist groups 

who use terrorism to achieve an objective.  Some actions taken by local, state and federal 

law enforcement include monitoring suspected terrorist groups and limiting the resources 

of these groups.  Terrorist attacks can take several forms, depending on the technological 

means available to the terrorist, the nature of the political issue motivating the attack, and 

the points of weakness of the terrorist’s target.  Bombings have been the most frequently 
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used terrorist method, but other possible terrorist attacks include attacks at transportation 

facilities, utilities or other public services or chemical or biological agents 

(Backgrounder, 2005). 

The Effects of 911 on Antiterrorism 

On Tuesday, September 11, 2001, the United States was attacked by a series of 

coordinated terrorist attacks.  The attacks were the most lethal ever carried out in the 

United States.  The 2,986 death toll exceeded the toll of 2,403 after the Japanese attack 

on Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941.  Arguably the most significant event to have 

occurred thus far in the 21st Century, the September 11, 2001 attacks in terms of the 

profound economic, social, cultural, and military effects have been the most noteworthy 

in the United States and many other parts of the world (September 11, 2001, 2005). 

Immediately following the tragic events of September 11th, departments and 

agencies across the federal government took steps to strengthen the safety and security of 

the American people.  The United States deployed over 4,000 FBI special agents and 

3,000 support staff to the international investigation of the attacks.  The USA Patriot Act 

was implemented to deter and punish terrorist acts in the United States and around the 

world, to enhance law enforcement investigatory tools, and as well as many other 

purposes.  The U.S. also placed the nation’s air, land, and seaports of entry on Alert 

Level 1, ensuring a more thorough examination of people and cargo entering its borders.  

Sixteen Hundred National Guardsman were deployed to assist in securing the nation’s 

borders (Office of the Press Secretary, 2002). 

With all the different security measures implemented after September 11th, the 

United States was labeled by some as “Fortress USA” (Kiely, 2005).  Airports added a 
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more thorough search of baggage and passengers, as well as the addition of armed 

security guards and barriers at airports (Carr, 2002).   

With the heightened security at airports came heightened security at capitols and 

government buildings.  The U.S. Capitol became interrupted by armed security guards, 

checkpoints, fences, and barricades, which once was a magnificent landscape once visited 

by tourist around the world (Schwartzman, 2005).  The newly implemented underground 

visitor center is one answer, which will also be used as a remote screening facility, where 

visitors can be searched for explosives and weapons (Flint, 2002). 

State capitols are imitating some of the security measures implemented at the U.S. 

Capitol.  Some of these measures replicated by officials are the deployment of more 

police and surveillance cameras.  Some state capitols required visitors to pass through 

metal detectors and X-ray machines guarded by armed guards.  Concrete barricades 

known as “Jersey barriers” are a common barricade that surrounds state capitols, the 

Washington Monument and the Lincoln Memorial.  These barricades as well as other 

security measures have cluttered the park across the street from the White House, making 

the once open and inviting park a thing of the past (Kiely, 2005).   

Antiterrorism 

FEMA has defined Antiterrorism as: “A defensive measure used to devalue, deter, 

deny and defend populations and property to terrorist acts” (Antiterrorism, 2004).   

Antiterrorism measures can be broken down into three different strategies: 

perimeter and access control, surveillance, and communications.  These strategies are 

then further broken down into types: physical, technological, and operational.   

Physical measures tend to use shapes and spatial arrangements to create controlled 

access, barriers, visibility and other non-mechanical means to create a defensible space.  
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Technological measures use mechanical means to achieve control, surveillance, lighting, 

communications, and other actuated hardware to gather intelligence, interdict a threat or 

mitigate the effects of hostile or criminal activity.  Operational measures use human 

resources to reinforce access control, surveillance, and emergency response.  

Technological and operational measures may also include modes of communication to 

better prepare and protect the public.   

Table 1: Antiterrorism Security Breakdown  
Strategy Type Measure(s)

Perimeter and 
Access Control

Physical Security fencing, barriers, barricades, bollards, plinth 
walls, landscaping features

Technological Operable barriers, arresting devices, electronic 
access systems, biometric identification systems, ID 
cards, visitor tracking systems

Operational Armed and unarmed security, guard booths, gate 
houses, restricted parking, restricted access zones, 
visitor and vehicle screening procedures

Surveillance Physical Open Areas
Technological Lighting, CCTV and video monitoring, intrusion 

detection devices
Operational armed and unarmed security, concentrated 

pedestrian access and circulation
Communications Technological Alarm systems, public information systems, signage, 

emergency call boxes
Operational Emergency notification and response planning and 

exercises, public emergency broadcast systems, 
colored-coded warning systems.

 

When assessing the vulnerability of a building to terrorism, many factors must be 

considered.  The assessment process involves the assessment of asset value, 

threat/hazard, vulnerability, risk, and risk to help architects and engineers identify the 

best and most cost-effective terrorism mitigation measures for each building’s unique 

security needs. 
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Asset value assessment involves identifying criticality of assets and identifying the 

number of people in a building (Brown and Lowe, 2003).   

Threat/Hazard assessment involves identifying each threat/hazard, defining each 

threat/hazard, and determining threat level for each threat/hazard (Brown and Lowe, 

2003). 

Vulnerability assessment involves identifying site and building systems design 

issues, evaluating design issues against type and level of threat, and determining level of 

protection sought for each mitigation measure against each threat (Brown and Lowe, 

2003).   

Risk assessment involves the likelihood of occurrence, impact of occurrence, the 

determination of relative risk for each threat against each asset, and selection of 

mitigation measures that have the greatest benefit/cost for reducing risk (Brown and 

Lowe, 2003).    

The process of devaluing, deterring, denying and defending involves planning and 

strategy.  Many factors must be considered before the proper security measures can be 

implemented.  Some of the different types of security measures will be researched further 

in the study.   

 
Antiterrorism Security Measures 

While not all terrorist attacks can be prevented, antiterrorism measures can lessen 

the effects of an incident.  FEMA states the process of mitigating hazards before they 

become disasters is similar for both natural and human-caused hazards; whether dealing 

with natural disasters or terrorism, the mitigation process involves: 

1) Identifying and organizing resources. 
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2) Conducting a risk or threat assessment and estimating losses. 

3) Identifying mitigation measures that will reduce the effects of the hazards and 

creating a strategy to deal with the mitigation measures in priority order. 

4) Implementing the measures, evaluating the results, and keeping the plan up-to-

date.  This is the four-phase process known as mitigation planning. (Antiterrorism, 2004) 

Following September 11th, visible security features became part of the landscape in 

Washington, D.C. and across the Nation.  The response came with strengthening of safety 

measures at public buildings, upgrading screening at airports, freezing assets of groups 

with suspected terrorist ties, and detaining more than 1,000 non-citizens for questioning 

(Carr, 2002).   

Washington, D.C. and other government entities saw security measures borne of 

terrorism, such as jersey barriers, bollards, fences, and heavily armed guards surrounding 

public places such as the United States Capitol and the Lincoln Memorial.  On the White 

House, Secret Service agents could be seen standing on the roof from day to day, and 

police cruisers could be seen parked outside the gates.  Heavy concrete barricades known 

as “jersey barriers” protect public buildings and monuments. From the White House to 

the Bureau of Engraving and Printing to the Jefferson Memorial, visible security 

measures covered these landmarks (Schwartzman, 2005). 

The U.S. Capitol, state capitols, and other government entities saw the effects of 

the addition of many of the antiterrorism securities seen all over the nation.  Tony Beard 

chief sergeant-at-arms for the California state Senate said “Capitol buildings are symbols 

of government, and the people who inhabit them are symbols, too.”   But if the capitols 
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symbolize something, so does the security that is being erected around them (Kiely, 

2005).   

After the Oklahoma City bombing which occurred in 1995, Pennsylvania Avenue 

was closed by President Bill Clinton for security measures. The Avenue which is home to 

the White House is yet to be reopened by President George W. Bush. Furthermore, 

shortly after the attacks on September 11, 2001 the Secret Service was forced to barricade 

the street behind the White House as well.  “It looks like a war zone,” frets Bill Hanbury, 

CEO of the Washington convention bureau.  “All those barriers send a very negative 

message to our visitors” (Kiely, 2005). 

The once serene landscapes of the U.S. Capitol are now interrupted by checkpoints, 

fences and concrete barricades.  Officials at state and local governments are deploying 

more police and surveillance cameras, mulling the need for barricades and metal 

detectors, and struggling to strike a balance.  “You don’t want to restrict access to 

government,” says Bill Morgan, Chief of Connecticut’s state capitol police.  “But you do 

want to make it as safe as you can” (Kiely, 2005). 

Eight hundred million dollars of reconstruction improvements has been approved 

by the National Capitol Planning Commission in acknowledgment to the negative impact 

of Washington’s visible post September 11th antiterrorism security measures.  

Strategically placed, fortified benches and lampposts and subtle landscaping tricks are 

among some of the changes the NCPC has recommended.  Chairman John Cogbill states 

that the goal of the project is to protect the nation’s landmarks in a way that “doesn’t 

make it look like you are sitting in Beirut” (Kiely, 2005). 

Capitol Police Chief Terry Gainer is pleased to report that “the ugly sewer-pipe 
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planters” around the campus are being replaced with more discreet, but even more 

formidable metal bollards.  These bollards are built to deny access to vehicles full of 

explosives before any damage may occur.  Similar bollards are being installed around the 

White House (Kiely, 2005).   

The lines are also affected by the addition of visible security measures, that Peter 

Sweeney of Mansfield, Mass., found the highly visible security around the nation’s 

capitol “comforting” but added, “I don’t like the restrictive access.  This is our White 

House and our Capitol building” (Kiely, 2005). 

Another place that saw a major change in security is the airports and other means of 

transportation.  Shortly after September 11th National Guard troops were sent into New 

York City.  About 300 of the National Guard troops each carrying rifles were deployed to 

19 airports across New York as a display of force, at security checks.  Industry experts 

have stated that armed troops at the airports would be enough of a deterrent to be 

effective  (Milgram, 2001). 

In addition to the armed National Guard troops, airport security has gone to 

different measures to ensure the safety of passengers.  Airport security has limited air 

travelers to one carry-on bag and one personal item on all flights.  Spokesman for the 

airports have recommended passengers to use public transportation to get to the airport, 

because of difficulties parking and congested curbside access is likely to be controlled 

and limited.  Screener checkpoints have also been revamped with ticketed passengers 

being the only people allowed beyond the screener checkpoints.  All electronic items, 

such as laptops and cell phones may be subjected to additional screening, and all metal 
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objects should be removed prior to passing through the metal detectors (Airport Security 

Issues, 2004). 

Planners in Washington D.C. have recommended that government buildings and 

national landmarks be protected from terrorist attacks by relatively simple landscaping 

techniques.  Raised concrete planters and benches, streetlamps, and even drinking 

fountains reinforced with high-strength steel are some of the different landscaping 

techniques recommended.  Government buildings would also increase buffer zones by 

eliminating street lanes now used for parking.  Some other types of landscaping 

techniques recommended are grade changes that form barriers.  These grade changes 

could be implemented at the Jefferson and Lincoln memorials and Pennsylvania Avenue 

in front of the White House.  These changes would eventually replace the visible security 

measures consisting of concrete barriers, street closures, and temporary guard shacks 

implemented in Washington D.C. and across the country (Flint, 2002). 

The National Capitol Urban Design and Security Plan is transforming the way that 

federal government secures its land and buildings in the nation’s capitol. NCPC continues 

to plan additional improvements in security planning and design throughout the nation 

(National Capital Planning Commission, 2004). 

“The National Capitol Planning Commission provides overall planning guidance 

for federal land and buildings in the National Capitol Region, which includes the District 

of Columbia, Prince George's and Montgomery Counties in Maryland, and Arlington, 

Fairfax, Loudoun, and Prince William Counties in Virginia, including the cities and 

towns located within the geographic area bounded by these counties.”  The NCPC seeks 
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to protect and enhance the historical, cultural, and natural resources of the nation’s 

capitol (About NCPC, 2004). 

Pennsylvania Avenue at the White House is one example in which non-visible 

security designs are used to create a safer and more positive feeling in and around the 

building.  The new civic space featuring non-visible security measures now grace 

Pennsylvania Avenue, and is part of the redesign of America’s Main Street.  This 

transformation of Pennsylvania Avenue has changed it from one cluttered with visible 

post September 11th security measures to a beautiful civic area benifitting one of the 

nation’s most prominent and visited destinations.  The project is a result of the work of 

dozens of federal, local, and civic agencies that worked with the National Capital 

Planning Commission, as well as the Federal Highway Administration, which managed 

construction of the project (Flint, 2002).   

Security measures first appeared on Pennsylvania Avenue after security concerns 

forced its closure in the wake of the 1995 Oklahoma City bombing.  After the terrorist 

attacks of September 11th, the number of barriers cluttering the historic Avenue soon 

proved to be overwhelming. Disheartened by the appearance of America’s Main Street, 

the National Capital Planning Commission in 2001 proposed the redesign of the Avenue, 

and in 2002 selected Michael Van Valkenburgh Associates to create a safe and beautiful 

pedestrian space (White House, 2004). 

Following the Oklahoma City bombing in 1995, Pennsylvania Avenue, was one of 

the plan's primary focus areas.  The plan called for non-visible security measures to 

substitute for the visible security measures in place.  These non-visible security measures 
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created distinguished, pedestrian-oriented public space that respects the historic integrity 

of the street (White House, 2004).   

In November 2004, Pennsylvania Avenue was reopened as a dignified new civic 

space featuring pedestrian-friendly amenities and furnishings. The redesign of America's 

Main Street has transformed the Avenue from one cluttered with visible post September 

11th security measures to a beautiful civic area implementing non-visible security 

measures which benefited one of the nation's most prominent and visited destinations 

(National Capital Planning Commission, 2004).  

Another non-visible security project implementing these new security measures is 

the Washington Monument.  Surrounded by jersey barriers and other non-visible security 

measures, the monument grounds had become unattractive.  The new non-visible security 

scheme included pedestrian pathways, sunken seating walls, upgraded lighting, granite 

benches, and hundreds of new trees to complement the monument’s landscape setting 

(Flint, 2002). 

 “The idea is to improve security while maintaining public access and an attractive 

streetscape,” said Alex Krieger, principal in the architectural firm Chan, Krieger in 

Cambridge, the lead consultant report.  Otherwise security needs will be addressed with 

barricades and street and building closures, which “will fundamentally change the public 

environment in ways that I don’t think people are really aware of” (Flint, 2002). 

Public Perception of Terrorism and Antiterrorism Post September 11, 2001 

Before the events of September 11, 2001, citizens of the United States were not 

preoccupied with terrorism and possible attacks. Although many citizens knew that a 

terrorist attack was possible, most did not believe a terrorist attack would occur on U.S. 

soil.  The events of September 11th had a great impact on the citizens of the United 
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States.  Terrorist destroyed more than U.S. buildings, they struck fear in the American 

psyche (Schmidt, 2002). 

The design of the body’s alarm system is geared toward protecting the individual 

from threats. But people do not just react to threats; they anticipate them as well. 

Anticipatory fear has two distinct modes: anxiety, a preoccupation with an impeding 

threat, and worry, the internal struggle to find a way to escape danger (Schmidt, 2002). 

Americans had difficulty grappling with the Nation’s sudden loss of security.  In 

the weeks immediately after the attacks, a survey of 668 Americans by the Institute of 

Social Research, reported that 49 percent of participants felt their sense of safety and 

security had been shaken. And some 62 percent said they had difficulty sleeping 

(Schmidt, 2002). 

 The September 11th attacks made way for a period of transition among the citizens 

of the United States (Williams, 2002).  Psychological science has identified four 

influences on our institutions about risk. First, we fear what our ancestral history has 

feared. Second, we fear what we cannot control. Third, we fear what is immediate, and 

finally, we fear what’s readily available in our memory (Myers, 2001).  Many people 

harbor a small disquieting fear - a fear of attack by unseen agents at unexpected times 

using unthinkable weapons (Schmidt, 2002). 

 An overwhelming majority of people believe that there is a significant likelihood 

of further terrorist attacks on US soil and express concern and worry about the prospect. 

Many worry that a close friend or relative will be a victim of an attack. However, only a 

minority are concerned that it would happen in their community (Terrorism, 2002). Soon 

after the attacks of September 11th a poll was taken by the New York Times on October 
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25-28 that found that 88% of the participants believed it very likely that there would be 

another terrorist attack on American soil (Terrorism, 2002).  

 The sense of fear was heightened during the transitional period post September 

11th.  The human body deals with trauma a certain way in order to cope with the stress 

involved. However, it is believed that the media also significantly influences the 

perception of terrorism.  This may also have an effect on the perception of antiterrorism 

security measures.  The perception of visible and non-visible security measures may be 

also effected by the media.   

Summary of Literature Review 

Terrorism is defined as the systematic use of violence to create a general climate of 

fear in a population and thereby to bring about a particular political objective.  Post 

September 11th security measures brought about visible antiterrorism measures that may 

have unintentionally reinforced feelings of fear and vulnerability.  This brought about 

questions of the image being portrayed by the capitol buildings and other government 

buildings.  The visible antiterrorism measures that were implemented were addressed by 

the National Capital Planning Commission and a few other government organizations to 

build a safer and more aesthetically pleasing Nations Capitol.  These non-visible security 

measures may have proven to be the answer to the negative emotions some people felt 

about the visible security measures post September 11th.  



 

18 

CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Design of the Experiment 

The goals of this research is to develop a methodology to 1) assess the emotional 

effects such measures impose on populations protected and 2) compare the effectiveness 

of visible and non-visible antiterrorism measures to deter terrorists acts. 

The participants used to assess the emotional effects of visible and non-visible 

antiterrorism measures were undergraduate students from the M.E. Rinker School of 

Building Construction, University of Florida.  The participants were asked to respond to 

photographs of visible and non-visible antiterrorism measures using the AdSAM 

procedure.   

Offender video of domestic criminal surrogates, were used to compare the 

effectiveness of visible and non-visible antiterrorism measures.  Given the difficulty in 

gaining access to actual terrorists, criminal surrogates were instead questioned on their 

approach to buildings, the operations of the criminal scene, what the offender would look 

for while performing criminal activities and the techniques the offender used to exploit 

vulnerabilities in security.  

Individual Emotional Response Survey 

A database of photographs representing both visible and non-visible antiterrorism 

measures was assembled.  A total 28 pictures were used from various illustrations 

(Appendix A). 
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Instrumentation 

The Advertising Self-Assessment Manikin (AdSAM) method was used for the pilot 

and final survey research.  The AdSAM method is a non-verbal measure that assesses 

emotional responses.  This surveying method was used to measure the respondent’s 

emotional response to photographs of visual and non-visual antiterrorism measures.  The 

emotional reactions of the participants were measured using three different emotional 

dimensions:  pleasure, arousal, and dominance (Appendix B). 

SAM – Self-Assessment Manikin 

This study used a non-verbal measure of emotional response, the Self Assessment 

Manikin (SAM), which has three continuous nine-point scales to measure the dimensions 

of Pleasure, Arousal, and Dominance (PAD).   

The pleasure (P) dimension ranging from pleased to annoyed.   

People tend to spend more time on certain activities, depending on the level of 

pleasure and satisfaction associated with that activity (Holbrook and Gardner, 1998).  

“Generally, the effects of pleasure lead to a desire to be exposed to a stimulus for a longer 

period of time and create greater levels of liking" (Villegas, 2001). 

The arousal (A) dimension ranging from excited to relaxed.   

Many researchers have come to believe that low levels of arousal imply a sense of 

boredom while high levels may be considered an overwhelming experience (Villegas, 

2001). 

Finally, the dominance (D) dimension ranging from dominant to submissive.   

Dominance can be seen as the feelings involved in freedom of choice (Mehrabian 

and Russell, 1974). “The feelings involved with dominance are lowered when a person 

interacts in an environment or with stimuli that limits the form of behavior and are 
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enhanced by settings that facilitate a greater variety of behaviors. The effects of low 

dominance indicate an individual's lack of effort to dominate the environment, thereby 

rendering a person unwilling to make a decision” (Mehrabian, 1995).  

The Self-Assessment Manikin (SAM) presents the Mehrabian and Russell’s three 

PAD dimensions and was designed as an alternative to the sometimes-cumbersome 

verbal self-report measures (Lang, 1985).  SAM represents each of the PAD dimensions 

with a graphic character arrayed along a continuous nine-point scale (ranging from -4 to 

4).  Pleasure was represented by symbols from a smiling to frowning character.  Arousal 

graded by a SAM with a sleepy character with closed eyes to an excited character with 

eyes open.  The Dominance scale shows the SAM ranging from a small character 

representing being controlled to a very large character representing being in-control or 

empowered.   

 Some of the advantages of using the AdSAM method are for one it is a clear 

visually oriented scale that eliminates the majority of the problems with the verbal 

measures or nonverbal measures that are based on human photographs.  The SAM scale 

is also a scale in which subjects may complete in less than 15 seconds, allowing 

numerous stimuli to be tested in a short amount of time and causing less respondent 

fatigue than the verbal measures (Morris, 1995).  Another advantage of the SAM scale is 

that both children and adults readily identify with the SAM figure and easily understood 

the emotional dimensions it represents (Lang, 1985).  The next part of the test had the 

participants then proceed to fill out a demographic questionnaire (Appendix C).   

Visible vs. Non-visible Antiterrorism Measures 

Visible antiterrorism measures are defined as those security measures that can be 

easily identifiable by the public.  Non-visible antiterrorism measures are those measures 
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that are not readily identifiable as being security measures.  The security measures used 

were categorized by perimeter and access control, communication, and surveillance.     

Due to the use of human participants, the survey was submitted to the Internal 

Review Board (IRB) for approval.  The test was submitted on February 24, 2005 and was 

approved on March 1, 2005 (Appendix D).   

The survey began with participants signing a consent form allowing the participant 

to be a part of the study, and detailing both the risks and benefits of the study. (Appendix 

C).  To begin the survey Participants were first asked to read this fictitious headline: 

Headline: The University of Florida Prepares for Terrorism 

AP Newswire — The federal government has identified University of Florida as a 

likely target for terrorist activity due to the concentration of young people in one 

place and because of the easy access to campus environments to general public 

visitors, which could make the campus particularly vulnerable to an unexpected 

attack. In anticipation of this outcome, building construction experts at University 

of Florida have taken proactive measures to deter such actions with increased 

perimeter and access controls to campus, additional surveillance throughout 

campus, and increased security systems. 

This headline intended to place the photographs of visual and non-visual security 

measures to be viewed within the context of terrorism.  The study then tested the 

participants using the AdSAM method of surveying to test the emotional response to 

different antiterrorism security measures.  The photographs of antiterrorism security 

measures were shown to groups of respondents in a classroom environment for 

approximately 30 seconds to a minute on a projector in the front of the room.   
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Pilot Surveys 

Pilot Survey 1 

Pilot Survey 1 started with 28 pictures labeled 1-28, and were categorized as either 

visible or non-visible antiterrorism security measures.  The pilot test was conducted on 28 

University of Florida Building Construction graduate students chosen to not conflict with 

the University of Florida Building Construction upper division undergraduate students 

used in the final survey.  Thirteen of the twenty-eight pictures were selected based on the 

total mean scores for pleasure, arousal, and dominance.  Total mean scores were 

determined by taking a total of the absolute value of each photographs pleasure, arousal 

and dominance score, and then dividing this total score by three.  Photographs were then 

split into visible and non-visible categories.  The seven non-visible photographs were 

chosen based on the total mean score being 1.25 or higher.  The six visible photographs 

were chosen based on the total mean score being 1.65 or higher.  The Pilot Survey 1 

mean scores are shown in Table 2 and Table 3:   

Table 2: Pilot Survey 1 Non-visible Results 
Picture # Description Pleasure Arousal Dominance Total

4 Bollards -1.33 3.67 -1.00 2.00
5 Security Camera up Close -1.17 1.33 -1.33 1.28
8 Fingerprint Scanning device 1.50 0.33 1.67 1.17
10 Bollards Along Street -2.00 3.50 -2.83 2.78
12 Light Post -2.83 2.83 -2.33 2.67
13 Concrete Bollards -0.56 3.00 0.56 1.37
15 Parking Log at Night -0.44 1.78 -1.22 1.15
16 Plinth Wall with Plants -2.89 3.22 -1.11 2.41
20 Bollards Along Government Building 0.56 2.33 -0.78 1.22
23 Mechanical Gate 0.33 1.56 0.56 0.81
25 Cameras on Building 0.56 1.89 -1.33 1.26
28 Glassed in Security Booth 1.00 1.33 1.00 1.11  
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Table 3: Pilot Survey 1 Visible Results 
Picture # Description Pleasure Arousal Dominance Total

1 Airport X-ray 0.17 1.50 -0.50 0.72
2 Barbed Wire Fence 2.83 -2.17 3.17 2.72
3 Armed Police Officer Checkpoint 2.00 -0.33 0.83 1.06
6 Armed Security With Dog 3.50 -3.00 2.33 2.94
7 Security Barricades with Fence 1.17 2.17 -0.67 1.33
9 Homeland Security Advisory System 1.17 1.17 -2.67 1.67

11 Police Officers Performing Crowd Control 2.50 -2.17 2.67 2.44
14 X-ray Scanning Device in Front of Building 0.89 0.89 -0.11 0.63
17 Close up of Armed Guard 2.44 -2.00 1.00 1.81
18 Armed Military Guard Checkpoint 1.00 -0.33 0.44 0.59
19 Police Officer with Dog Checking Baggage 1.00 -0.33 0.33 0.56
21 Temporary Security Fence 1.78 0.89 -0.44 1.04
22 Military Guard at Checkpoint 1.00 0.67 0.22 0.63
24 Jersey Barriers Along Street 0.22 1.22 0.56 0.67
26 Building Demolished by Explosion 4.00 -2.83 1.83 2.89
27 Explosion 1.50 -1.83 1.50 1.61  

 
Pilot Survey 2 

In Pilot Survey 2, the test started with 13 pictures, 6 visible and 7 non-visible 

photographs.  The pilot tests were conducted on 43 graduate students at the M.E. Rinker 

School of Building Construction.  Seven pictures were selected out of the 13 for the final 

test.  Three visible pictures and four non-visible pictures were selected for the final test 

based on the highest total mean score of the photographs.  Mean scores were determined 

by taking a total of the absolute value of each photographs pleasure, arousal and 

dominance score, and then dividing this total score by three.  The four non-visible 

photographs were chosen based on the total mean score being 1.50 or higher.  The three 

visible photographs were chosen based on the total mean score being higher 1.25 or 

higher.  The photograph number 26 was not chosen although its total mean score was 

2.73, because the photo did not represent any of the different types antiterrorism security 

measures.  The Pilot Survey 2 mean scores are shown in Table 4: 
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Table 4: Pilot Survey 2 Results 
Picture # name Pleasure Arousal Dominance Total Visible/Non-Visible

2 Barbed wire fence 1.93 -0.63 -1.23 1.26 Visible
4 Building protected by post -1.07 2.30 1.09 1.49 Non-Visible
5 Camera in your face 1.23 1.47 -1.79 1.50 Non-Visible
6 Gun man with dog 2.53 -2.07 -2.14 2.25 Visible
9 Terrorism alert signage 0.37 0.81 -0.09 0.43 Visible

10 Post along road -1.67 2.42 1.79 1.96 Non-Visible
11 Crowd control 1.07 -1.23 -1.28 1.19 Visible
12 Lighted walkway -1.93 1.77 1.53 1.74 Non-Visible
13 Bollards along sidewalk -0.98 1.93 1.53 1.48 Non-Visible
16 Plinth wall along sidewalk -2.44 2.30 2.40 2.38 Non-Visible
17 Armed guard in front of building 1.47 -1.28 -1.47 1.40 Visible
25 Security cameras on corner of building 0.47 1.93 0.05 0.81 Non-Visible
26 Mass destruction 3.33 -2.53 -2.33 2.73 Visible  

 
The photographs selected from Pilot Survey 2 were used for the final photographs 

for the study.  All photographs can be seen in the Appendix B.   

Research Sample 

The participants used for the final survey constituted of upper division 

undergraduate students at the M.E. Rinker Senior School of Building Construction at the 

University of Florida.  A total of 142 upper division undergraduate students participated 

in the final test of the different antiterrorism measures.  The subjects were taken from 

several different undergraduate classes in the School, and participants were awarded extra 

credit points from those professors participating.  The research sample was not intended 

to be representative of a single population group.  This “convenience” survey was 

intended as a preliminary investigation into the possible effects visible and non-visible 

security measures used on the public, and to provide justification for more in-depth 

research, representative studies to follow. 

Antiterrorism Security Measures Evaluated Using Domestic Criminal Surrogates 

Because of the difficulties of interviewing and obtaining information from 

incarcerated terrorists, the study obtained video interviews of domestic criminals.  The 

videos were obtained from the University of Florida’s Loss Prevention Team of domestic 

criminal surrogates.  Interviews of domestic criminal surrogates were used from 
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researchers of security devices used on Gillette products.  These videos were created to 

question the different defense mechanisms used by Gillette and the strategy in which a 

criminal may challenge these defense mechanisms. 

The titles of the videos were: 

ThiefCam = Interview of domestic criminal offenders and the method and people 

that were involved in the crime. 

ThiefCamII = Interview of domestic criminal offenders and the method and people 

that were involved in the crime. 

The Offender Fixture Evaluations Unedited Video Clips 

HRP – 2 = Video of Criminal offenders in the process of performing criminal acts. 

These videos were each analyzed to see what crime prevention strategies were most 

effective on these domestic criminals.    

Statistical Analysis 

Data was analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).  

An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to determine statistical significance of the 

relationships between the two groups – “visible” and “non-visible” antiterrorism 

measures.  The ANOVA test is a test that measures the difference between means of two 

or more groups.  The ANOVA test was selected, because of its ability to tests the 

difference between two or more mean groups.
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CHAPTER 4 
DATA ANALYSIS 

Results 

Descriptive Statistics  

The results of the study between visible and non-visible antiterrorism measures 

were obtained by examining the significant differences between the two different types of 

antiterrorism measures (Appendix E).  Table 3 shows the descriptive statistics of the two 

groups. 

Table 5: Descriptive Statistics 
Pleasure Arousal Dominance

Visible Mean -1.81 0.59 -1.66
N 426 426 426

Std. Deviation 1.97 2.249 1.908
Non-Visible Mean 1.8 -2.2 1.45

N 568 568 568
Std. Deviation 2.043 2.072 2.141  

The descriptive statistics provide information about the visible and non-visible 

antiterrorism measures tested in the final test.  The statistics show a significant difference 

in the emotional response of the two antiterrorism measures.   

Using the AdSAM’s PAD score, the two groups showed an interesting comparison 

in the emotional reactions to the antiterrorism security photographs.  On all three 

emotional responses, there were significant results between the two groups.  When 

comparing the pleasure domain between visible and non-visible antiterrorism measures 

the respondents tended to have the opposite emotional response.  The results of the 

visible pleasure were -1.81 and 1.80 for the non-visible.  Similar to the pleasure domain 

the dominance domain followed this effect.  The results of the visible dominance domain 
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were -1.66 and 1.45 for the non-visible.  The arousal domain, like the pleasure and 

dominance domains saw the two antiterrorism measures having the opposite effect on the 

respondents.  The mean scores were measured on a nine-point scale ranging from 

negative 4 to zero to positive 4.   

 

 

Figure 1: AdSAM perceptual map 

Figure 1 shows an AdSAM perceptual map that illustrates a 2D comparison 

between Pleasure and Arousal.  From this map, most visible antiterrorism measures were 

shown to bring about feelings in the bottom right quadrant, which would carry emotions 

of tense, fearful, disgusted, terrified, and afraid.  The non-visible security measures fell 

into the top left quadrant which brought about emotions of secure, serene, relaxed, 

leisurely, and reserved.   
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Descriptive Statistics of the Visible Security Measures 

Participants in the study tended to react to the visible security measures with a 

negative emotional response to pleasure and dominance.  The guard and dog (Appendix 

A, Figure 9) and security guard with machine gun (Appendix, Figure 20) had similar 

emotional responses displeasing, arousing, and dominating feeling to the respondent.  

According to Mehrabian this combination of PAD scores bring about emotions causing 

aghast, bewilderment, distress, pain, insecurity, and being upset (Mehrabian, 1995).  As 

for the barbed wire fence (Appendix A, Figure 5) the pleasure and dominance domain 

remained negative, but the arousal brought emotions slightly negative emotions as well.  

According to Mehrabian, this combination of PAD scores brings about emotions of 

boredom, despair, fatigue, loneliness, sadness, and being subdued (Mehrabian, 1995).   

Table 6: Means and Standard Deviation for Visible Security Measures 
No. Description Mean Standard Deviation Mean Standard Deviation Mean Standard Deviation
2 Barbed Wire Fence (Visible) -1.85 1.77 -0.63 2.092 -1.54 1.7
6 Guard and Dog (Visible) -1.89 2.228 1.3 2.097 -1.76 2.114
17 Security Guard with Machine Gun (Visible) -1.69 1.891 1.09 2.049 -1.7 1.894

Photographs Pleasure Arousal Dominance

 

Descriptive Statistics of the Non-Visible Security Measures 

Participants in the study tended to react to the visible security measures with a 

positive pleasure and dominance while negatively responding to arousal.  Bollards Along 

Street (Appendix A, Figure 13), Street Lights (Appendix A, Figure 15), and Plinth Wall 

(Appendix A, Figure 19) all had strong reactions to all the PAD scores.  These non-

visible photographs brought about pleasurable and dominant emotions that did not arouse 

the participants as much.  This combination of emotions showed that non-visible security 

measures brought about emotions of ease, comfort, relaxation, satisfaction, security, and 

being unperturbed (Mehrabian, 1995).  Picture 5 (Camera) is a security measure that was 

shown to have the reactions of displeasure, not aroused, and dominated.  These 
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combinations of emotions bring about feelings such as disdain, indifference, selfish-

uninterest, lack of caring, and lack of concern (Mehrabian, 1995). 

Table 7: Means and Standard Deviation for Non-Visible Security Measures 
No. Description Mean Standard Deviation Mean Standard Deviation Mean Standard Deviation
5 Camera (Non-Visible) -0.2 1.793 -1.22 2.032 -0.45 1.926
10 Bollards Along Street (Non-Visible) 2.12 1.626 -2.64 1.8 1.96 1.738
12 Street Lights (Non-Visible) 2.51 1.785 -2.35 2.118 2.03 1.782
16 Plinth Wall (Non-Visible) 2.77 1.461 -2.58 2.019 2.25 1.91

Photographs Pleasure Arousal Dominance

 

Test Hypothesis H1 

The first hypothesis states the respondent’s emotional response to non-visible 

security measures will not be significantly different from the respondent’s emotional 

response to visible security measures.   

Results showed that there were significant differences in the levels of pleasure, 

arousal, and dominance between the visible and non-visible groups  

Table 8: Means and Standard Deviation for AdSAM Pleasure, Arousal, Dominance 
No. Description Mean Standard Deviation Mean Standard Deviation Mean Standard Deviation
2 Barbed Wire Fence (Visible) -1.85 1.77 -0.63 2.092 -1.54 1.7
5 Camera (Non-Visible) -0.2 1.793 -1.22 2.032 -0.45 1.926
6 Guard and Dog (Visible) -1.89 2.228 1.3 2.097 -1.76 2.114

10 Bollards Along Street (Non-Visible) 2.12 1.626 -2.64 1.8 1.96 1.738
12 Street Lights (Non-Visible) 2.51 1.785 -2.35 2.118 2.03 1.782
16 Plinth Wall (Non-Visible) 2.77 1.461 -2.58 2.019 2.25 1.91
17 Security Guard with Machine Gun (Visible) -1.69 1.891 1.09 2.049 -1.7 1.894

Photographs Pleasure Arousal Dominance

 

The Pearson product moment correlation coefficient, r, a dimensionless statistical 

index that ranges from -1.0 to 1.0, reflects the extent of a linear relationship between two 

data sets where 1.0 is a perfect positive correlation and -1.0 is a perfect negative 

correlation.  Statistical analysis using Pearson r shows a nearly perfect positive 

correlation (r = 0.99) between pleasure and dominance, meaning that a positive change in 

pleasure would be expected to correspond to a proportionately positive change in 

dominance, and that a negative change in pleasure would be expected to correspond to a 

proportionately negative change in dominance. 
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Figure 2: Illustrates the final photographs within the AdSAM perceptual map.   

Further analysis revealed a profound inverse correlation between pleasure and 

arousal (r = -0.94) and dominance and arousal (r = -0.93), meaning that a positive change 

in either pleasure or dominance would be expected to correspond to a proportionately 

negative change in arousal, and that a negative change in either pleasure or dominance 

would be expected to correspond to a proportionately positive change in dominance 

(Figure 11).   

Respondent reactions to visible security measures indicated that such measures 

stimulate negative pleasure and dominance and were associated with varying degrees of 

displeasure and lack of control. However, among the visible security measures surveyed, 

passive or inanimate measures such as security fencing and surveillance equipment 

appeared to stimulate significantly less arousal in respondents when compared to active 
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security measures such as guards, weapons, and K-9 dogs. Differences in arousal resulted 

in profoundly different expressions of displeasure; from submissiveness and conformity 

for passively visible security measures to suspiciousness and fear for actively visible 

security measures.   Although neither type of visible security measure was found to be 

particularly pleasurable, passive measures were clearly shown to have the least negative, 

or in some cases, potentially positive societal response.  Respondent reactions to non-

visible security measures such as decorative bollards and planter barriers indicated that 

such measures stimulate positive pleasure and dominance and negative arousal.  Such 

responses showed a pattern of emotions consistent with leisure and relaxation.   

Means of Anti-terrorism Security Measures
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Figure 3: Chart of antiterrorism photograph means 

The surveys show profound differences in how security measures are perceived by 

the public.  Within the context of terrorism, a vast majority of respondents felt tense, 
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suspicious, and fearful.  When presenting many of the non-visible security measures, the 

majority of respondents felt disdain, indifferent, bored, and relaxed.  

Test Hypothesis H2 

The second hypothesis states that offender emotional response to non-visible 

security measures will not be significantly different from offender respondent emotional 

response to visible security measures.  Due to the difficulty in obtaining interviews with 

members of Al-Qaeda or other terrorists’ surrogates, terrorist interview was not within 

the scope of this research.  With the help of the University of Florida’s Loss Prevention 

Team, videos of domestic criminal surrogates were obtained for the study.  The videos of 

the domestic criminals were interviews of professional criminals on the different defense 

mechanisms used by Gillette.  The interviews also went into the strategy in which these 

criminals may challenge the defense mechanisms.  The videos were titled ThiefCam1, 

ThiefCam2, The Offender Fixture Evaluations Unedited Video Clips, and HRP-2.  These 

videos went into different aspects of crime, live footage, and the technique used to steal 

merchandise (Appendix F).  

Due to the lack of statistical data the researcher could not support or refute the 

second null hypothesis stating the offender’s emotional response to non-visible security 

measures will not be significantly different from visible security measures.   
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS  

The goals of this research was to develop a methodology to 1) assess the emotional 

effects such measures impose on populations protected and 2) compare the effectiveness 

of visible and non-visible antiterrorism measures to deter terrorist acts.  This study was 

intended to determine whether or not there was a difference in the emotional response 

between visible and non-visible antiterrorism measures.  The results of this study showed 

a significant difference in emotions between the visible and non-visible antiterrorism 

measures. 

The ANOVA conducted between the two groups of antiterrorism measures 

revealed a strong emotional response from the “visible” and “non-visible” measures.  

This study showed that a strong correlation between antiterrorism measures and the 

emotional responses gathered from the AdSAM test were closely correlated to the 

hypotheses.  

Hypothesis 1: H1.  Respondent emotional response to non-visible security 

measures will not be significantly different from respondent emotional response to visible 

security measures.   

An interesting part of the study showed each of the different PAD domains had a 

significant difference between visible and non-visible antiterrorism measures.  The study 

intended to prove that visible antiterrorism measures were believed to bring negative 

feelings.  The non-visible antiterrorism measures were believed to bring positive if not 

feelings of boredom.  The study showed that the majority of visible antiterrorism 
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measures indeed brought about negative feelings and placed the visible antiterrorism 

measures in the bottom right quadrant of the perceptual map, while the majority non-

visible antiterrorism measures brought about positive results placing these measures in 

the top left quadrant.  

H2.  Offender emotional response to non-visible security measures will not be 

significantly different from offender respondent emotional response to visible security 

measures. 

Due to the lack of resources to obtain terrorist surrogates to interview, the study 

used video recorded interview of domestic criminal surrogates.   After reviewing these 

videos, the study showed to have an insufficient data, and would not be able to prove or 

rejected the null second null hypothesis. 

Limitations 

Some limitations of the study have to be addressed.  The sample size for one was 

not representative of any population or group of people.  This restricted the results from 

composing a true representation of a population group.   

The criminal interviews may not have given the correct representation of a terrorist, 

and the different aspects in which a terrorist criminal reacts.  Having the domestic 

criminal videos may have been the closest representation of a terrorist, but a true idea of 

terrorism may not be discovered without the perceptions and opinions of terrorist.  

Suggestions for Future Research 

Future research may attempt to not give the headline to allow the participants to 

attempt a test in which the participants may not have knowledge of the terrorism 

objective.  This will allow the surveyor to give answers without bias.   

This study was not done with a particular population in mind.  To continue research 
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of this study, a certain population should be taken into consideration.  This will allow the 

opinions of the participants to be tied to demographic information pending on their work 

environment, past experience, and knowledge of terrorism.   

Conclusion 

In the past few years’ antiterrorism has been a popular topic in and out of the 

media.  Seeing the deployment of military, the barricading of your most popular tourist 

attractions and government buildings, and the uncomfortable search and examination at 

your local airport are all seen throughout the United States.  This common theme of a 

“fortress security” may be taking on the feeling of apathy and comfort.  What some think 

of as the answer to “fortress security” is the implementation of “non-visible” sustainable 

security measures.  These security measures have shown to be the security measures that 

brought about feelings of comfort, apathy, and control by the AdSAM method of 

evaluation, and may be the solution to the fear and discomfort brought about by security 

measures post September 11th.  
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APPENDIX A 
PHOTOGRAPHS 

 

Figure 4: Airport X-ray security station (Picture 1) 

 

Figure 5: Barbed wire fence (Picture 2) 
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Figure 6: Traffic security by police officer (Picture 3) 

 

 

Figure 7: Bollards securing the front of building (Picture 4) 
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Figure 8: Security Camera (Picture 5) 

 

 

Figure 9: Armed security with dog (Picture 6) 
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Figure 10: Security barriers along building perimeter (Picture 7) 

 

 

Figure 11: Fingerprint scan (Picture 8) 
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Figure 12: Homeland security advisory system (Picture 9) 

 

 

Figure 13: Bollards along street (Picture 10) 
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Figure 14: Security in place for crowd control (Picture 11) 

 

 

Figure 15: Lights along sidewalk (Picture 12) 
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Figure 16: Concrete bollards along street (Picture 13) 

 

 

Figure 17: X-ray and metal detection device in building entry way (Picture 14) 
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Figure 18: Lighted parking lot (Picture 15) 

 

 

Figure 19: Planted plinth wall (Picture 16) 
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Figure 20: Armed guards (Picture 17) 

 

 

Figure 21: Armed guard performing traffic security (Picture 18) 
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Figure 22: Security officer and dog policing airline travelers (Picture 19) 

 

 

Figure 23: Cement bollards at Nations Capitol (Picture 20) 
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Figure 24: Temporary fencing (Picture 21) 

 

 

Figure 25: Military security performing gate control (Picture 22) 
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Figure 26: Access control using automatic gate (Picture 23) 

 

 

Figure 27: Jersey barriers along street (Picture 24) 
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Figure 28: Cameras on corner of building (Picture 25) 

 

 

Figure 29: Oklahoma city bombing aftermath (Picture 26) 
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Figure 30: Explosion (Picture 27)  

 

 

Figure 31: Isolated glass security booth (Picture 28) 
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APPENDIX B 
SURVEY INSTRUMENTATION  

The survey instrumentation used in this experiment was the AdSAM method of 

testing.  AdSAM utilizes cutting edge non-verbal, visual techniques to accurately 

research the human emotional responses. AdSAM has been shown to be highly predictive 

of behavior. AdSAM visually represents Mehrabian and Russell’s three-dimensional 

PAD approach.   

Although Several methods for measuring emotional responses have been tested 

with the greatest support for the dimensional approach (Holbrok and Westwood, 1989).  

This approach holds that emotions are dimensional and measurements of response can be 

plotted in a single three-dimensional space.  The axes of the space, the dimensions that 

compose each emotion, are named pleasure, arousal, and dominance (PAD).  These 

emotions are bi-polar with the pleasure emotion running from pleasant to unpleasant, 

arousal running from aroused to asleep, and dominance running from in-control to 

controlled (Morris and McMullen, 1995).   

The AdSAM approach basis its non-verbal measure of testing on the three-

dimensional PAD approach.   The SAM visually represents Mehrabian and Russell’s 

three PAD dimensions and was designed as an alternative to the sometimes-cumbersome 

verbal self-report measures (Lang, 1985). 
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Figure 32:  SAM the self-assessment manikin 

SAM depicts each PAD dimension with a graphic character arrayed along a 

continuous nine-point scale.  For pleasure, SAM ranges from a smiling, happy figure to a 

frowning, unhappy figure; for arousal, SAM ranges from sleepy with eyes closed to 

excited with eyes open.  The dominance scale shows SAM ranging from a very small 

figure representing a feeling of being controlled or submissive to a very large figure 

representing in-control or a powerful feeling.  SAM has been used in numerous psycho 

physiological studies since its development.  Visual oriented scales such as SAM using a 

graphic character eliminate the majority of problems associated with verbal measures or 
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nonverbal measures that are based on human photographs.  The AdSAM test also only 

takes 15 seconds, allowing numerous stimuli to be tested in a short amount of time and 

causing less respondent wear out than other verbal measures (Morris, 1995).  The SAM is 

also a culture-free, language-free character that is suitable for children, adults, and people 

from different countries and cultures (Morris, 1995). 

The AdSAM method of testing is a method that appears to be useful and an easy 

tool to implement for measuring affective responses with a wide range of applications.  

The use of the SAM model may be beneficial in this area of research because of its low 

amount of user wear, its ability to be tested on children as well as adults, and its culture-

free and language free measurements.   
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APPENDIX C 
SURVEY  

Read the following news clip from the Associated Press Newswire carefully:  
 
 --------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Headline: The University of Florida Prepares for Terrorism 
 

AP Newswire — The federal government has identified University of 
Florida as a likely target for terrorist activity due to the concentration of 
young people in one place and because of the easy access to campus 
environments to general public visitors, which could make the campus 
particularly vulnerable to an unexpected attack. In anticipation of this 
outcome, building construction experts at University of Florida have taken 
proactive measures to deter such actions with increased perimeter and 
access controls to campus, additional surveillance throughout campus, and 
increased security systems. 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 

DIRECTIONS 
 The following questions ask you to indicate your feelings and 
perceptions toward a series of photographs. You will use the ADSAM scale to 
indicate your feelings after viewing each picture. The scales included in the 
questionnaire are meant to gauge your reactions to the photographs. There 
are no right or wrong answers.   
 
 View each photo carefully, and decide where your opinion would be 
most accurately reflected on the ADSAM scale.  Then, mark your answer. You 
may refuse to answer any question.  
 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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The following questions will be used for statistical purposes only.  Your 
answers will be held in the strictest confidence. 

 
7. How old are you? (check one) 

01.    Under 18 
02.    18-20   
03.    21-24 
04. __   Over 24   

 
8. What is your gender? (check one) 

01.    Male   
02.    Female 

 
 
9. What is your marital status? (check one) 

01.    Single (not divorced or separated)   
02.    Married  
03.    Divorced or legally separated  
04.    Widowed 
 

10. What is your race? (check one) 
01.    Caucasian/White   
02.    African American/Black 
03.    Hispanic/Latino 
04.    Asian/Asian American/Pacific Islander 
05.    Native American   
06.    Other     (please specify) 

 
11. Which of the following describes your military status?  

01.    ROTC  
02.    Active military 
03.    Military – completed terms of enlistment or retired 
04.    Military reservist  
05.    None of the above 

            
12. Has your personal life been directly impacted by terrorism? 

01.    Yes  
02.    No 
 

13.  Do you know anyone whose life has been impacted by terrorism? 
01.    Yes  
02.    No  

 



55 

 

Picture #2 
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Picture #5 
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Picture #6 
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Picture #10 
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Picture #12 
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Picture #16 
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Picture #17  
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Picture #26 
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Thank you for your participation!  Please remove the consent form and return your 
completed questionnaire to the research administrator. 

 
 

Debriefing Statement 
 

 The news story and accompanying images were shown to generate an 
emotional response from the research participant. The University of Florida 
remains vigilant in its efforts to ensure campus security.  Mean while national, 
state, and local anti-terrorist campaigns have been developed to encourage 
public preparedness in the event of a terrorist attack.  The researchers have no 
knowledge that the federal government has identified the University of Florida in 
particular — or college campuses in general — as a “high risk” target. 
 
 For more information on this experiment, please refer to the section 
entitled “Whom to contact for more information” on the reverse side of this page. 
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APPENDIX D 
IRB APPROVAL MATERIAL 

“IRB is the Internal Review Board which is a committee mandated by the National 

Research Act, Public Law 93-348, to be established within each university or other 

institution that conducts biomedical or behavioral research involving human participants 

and receives Federal funding for research involving human participants.  The purpose of 

the IRB is to review all protocols for human research before the research is conducted to 

determine whether the research plan has adequately included the ethical dimensions of 

the project.  The administration of IRBs is conducted by the Office of Protection from 

Research Risks (OPRR), within the National Institutes of Health.  Institutions not in 

compliance with the law may lose Federal funding”  (Origins of the Internal Review 

Board). 

“One of the main ethical responsibilities of a Principal Investigator is to ensure that 

potential participants have been provided with all the information they might reasonably 

need to know. Any research protocol utilizing human participants requires the informed 

consent of those participants. Potential participants have the right to know what they are 

being asked to do prior to voluntary participation, no matter what the nature of the 

protocol and no matter how innocuous it may seem. The procedure of advising potential 

participants and obtaining voluntary agreement is known as the informed consent 

process.  

Informed consent is a process that involves providing participants a description of 

the planned procedure in language appropriate to the level of understanding of the 
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participant(s) and that requests voluntary participation in accordance with 45 CFR 

46.116. If this is done, and the participant's signature is obtained, then legally effective 

written informed consent has been obtained. Note that OPRR requires that written 

informed consent documents have an expiration date affixed by the UFIRB at the time of 

approval (see IV). The UFIRB may make a determination to waive the requirement for 

the investigator to obtain a signed consent form for some or all participants as outlined in 

46 CFR 46.117(c). In cases where the UFIRB determines that written documentation of 

consent may be waived and that consent may be obtained orally, a written version of the 

process to be delivered orally to the participant must be included in the protocol.” 

(Informed Consent Process, 2005) 

Example of Informed Consent Form: 
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Informed Consent Disclosure Agreement for Student Participants 
 
Purpose of the study: 
The purpose of this study is to evaluate the audience’s emotional and cognitive response to 
antiterrorism building design measures.   
 
What you will be asked to do in the study: 
If you choose to participate in the study, you will be exposed one image and asked to complete a 
questionnaire that asks for your response to the image and opinions about its content. The 
questionnaire should take approximately 15 minutes to complete. 
 
Risks: 
There is no personal discomfort, stress, or personal risks associated with participating in this 
study.   
 
Compensation: 
For participating in this study you will receive extra credit points for your participation. The 
number of extra credit points awarded will be at the discretion of the instructor at a maximum of 
2% of the student’s total grade and is communicated to you in advance of your participation. You 
are free to withdraw without penalty at any time during the study. If the student is enrolled in 
multiple courses that offer credit for participation in this study, s/he will only receive points from 
one instructor and for one class to be specified by the student on the first questionnaire. 
 
Benefit 
There are no direct benefits for participation in this study besides the extra credit offered by the 
class instructor. 
 
Confidentiality: 
The results of your participation will be confidential to the extent provided by law.  As such, the 
researcher will have no way of associating your responses directly with you. Your participation is 
entirely voluntary and you may withdraw your consent at any time during the survey without 
penalty.  In the event that you do withdraw consent, the results of your participation, to the extent 
that they can be identified as yours, will be returned to you, removed from the research records, 
or destroyed. You may withdraw from the study at any time without penalty. 
 
Whom to contact if you have questions about the study: 
If you would like to learn more about the study, you may contact Dr. Kevin Grosskopf in the 
Rinker School of Building Construction (Rnk 316) by telephone at (352) 273-1158 or by email at 
kgro@ufl.edu or Brian Pak by telephone at (407)-346-1374 or by email at bpak@ufl.edu. 
 
Whom to contact about your rights as a research participant in the study: 
UFIRB Office, Box 112250, University of Florida, Gainesville, FL  32611-2250; ph. 392-0433 
 
Agreement: 
 I have read the procedure described above.  I voluntarily agree to participate in the 
procedure and have received a copy of this description. 
 
Participant Signature:       Date:      
 
Principal Investigator:       Date:      
 

mailto:kgro@ufl.edu
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Informed Consent Disclosure Agreement 
 
Purpose of the study: 
The purpose of this study is to evaluate the audience’s emotional and psychological response to 
antiterrorism measures.   
 
What you will be asked to do in the study: 
If you choose to participate in the study, you will be exposed one image and asked to complete a 
questionnaire that asks for your response to the image and opinions about its content. The 
questionnaire should take approximately 15 minutes to complete. 
 
Risks: 
There is no personal discomfort, stress, or personal risks associated with participating in this 
study.   
 
Compensation: 
For participating in this study you will receive extra credit points for your participation. The 
number of extra credit points awarded will be at the discretion of the instructor at a maximum of 
2% of the student’s total grade and is communicated to you in advance of your participation. You 
are free to withdraw without penalty at any time during the study. If the student is enrolled in 
multiple courses that offer credit for participation in this study, s/he will only receive points from 
one instructor and for one class to be specified by the student on the first questionnaire. 
 
Benefit 
There are no direct benefits for participation in this study besides the extra credit offered by the 
class instructor. 
 
Confidentiality: 
The results of your participation will be confidential to the extent provided by law.  As such, the 
researcher will have no way of associating your responses directly with you. Your participation is 
entirely voluntary and you may withdraw your consent at any time during the survey without 
penalty.  In the event that you do withdraw consent, the results of your participation, to the extent 
that they can be identified as yours, will be returned to you, removed from the research records, 
or destroyed. You may withdraw from the study at any time without penalty. 
 
Whom to contact if you have questions about the study: 
If you would like to learn more about the study, you may contact Dr. Kevin Grosskopf in the 
Rinker School of Building Construction (Rnk 316) by telephone at (352) 273-1158 or by email at 
kgro@ufl.edu or Brian Pak by telephone at (407)-346-1374 or by email at bpak@ufl.edu. 
 
Whom to contact about your rights as a research participant in the study: 
UFIRB Office, Box 112250, University of Florida, Gainesville, FL  32611-2250; ph. 392-0433 
 
Agreement: 
 I have read the procedure described above.  I voluntarily agree to participate in the 
procedure and have received a copy of this description. 
 
 
Participant’s Copy 
 
 

mailto:kgro@ufl.edu
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Debriefing Statement 
 
 The news story and accompanying images were shown to generate an emotional 
response from the research participant. While the University of Florida remains vigilant 
in its efforts to ensure campus security, and while national, state, and local anti-terrorist 
campaigns have been developed to encourage public preparedness in the event of a 
terrorist attack, the researchers have no knowledge that the federal government has 
identified the University of Florida in particular — or college campuses in general — as a 
“high risk” target. 
 
 For more information on this experiment, please refer to the section entitled 
“Whom to contact for more information” on the reverse side of this page. 
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APPENDIX E 
 SURVEY DATA 

Table 9: Survey Data 
Survey 

# P1 Pl1 Ar1 Dom1 P5 Pl5 Ar5 Dom5 P6 Pl6 Ar6 Dom6
1 2 2 -3 -4 5 -2 1 2 6 3 -4 -4 
2 2 0 4 0 5 2 0 -4 6 -2 4 -1 
3 2 2 2 -2 5 0 2 0 6 4 0 -2 
4 2 2 2 0 5 -2 2 4 6 -2 -2 0 
5 2 2 2 0 5 0 2 -2 6 4 0 0 
6 2 -2 2 0 5 -4 4 2 6 -2 -2 2 
7 2 2 -1 -2 5 -1 2 -1 6 3 -2 3 
8 2 0 -2 -2 5 2 -2 -4 6 4 -2 -3 
9 2 0 2 -2 5 2 0 0 6 3 -1 -2 
10 2 2 4 -2 5 0 4 -1 6 3 0 -3 
11 2 2 0 -2 5 0 4 0 6 -4 -2 2 
12 2 -1 4 0 5 0 0 0 6 3 -1 -3 
13 2 0 2 0 5 0 0 0 6 -2 -2 4 
14 2 -4 0 -2 5 0 0 -2 6 4 -2 -4 
15 2 4 0 2 5 4 -4 0 6 -2 0 -4 
16 2 2 0 1 5 3 4 1 6 -4 -1 4 
17 2 0 0 0 5 -1 1 1 6 3 -3 -3 
18 2 2 0 0 5 1 2 -2 6 2 -1 -2 
19 2 -2 -2 -2 5 2 0 0 6 4 -4 -4 
20 2 1 0 -2 5 1 0 -1 6 2 -1 -3 
21 2 4 -1 -4 5 3 0 -4 6 4 -2 -4 
22 2 4 -2 4 5 0 0 0 6 3 2 0 
23 2 0 0 0 5 0 2 0 6 2 -1 0 
24 2 4 0 -2 5 0 3 0 6 4 -4 -4 
25 2 2 -1 -3 5 -2 1 -2 6 -3 -2 -4 
26 2 0 -1 -1 5 0 0 0 6 1 -2 -1 
27 2 2 0 0 5 -1 2 3 6 3 -1 -4 
28 2 2 0 -2 5 -1 0 0 6 -4 -4 -1 
29 2 2 2 -3 5 1 0 -1 6 3 -1 -2 
30 2 0 0 -2 5 1 -2 0 6 4 -3 -2 
31 2 1 1 -1 5 1 -2 -3 6 4 -3 -4 
32 2 3 0 -2 5 -2 3 1 6 3 -2 -2 
33 2 2 -3 -2 5 -2 2 2 6 0 0 -1 
34 2 2 -2 -3 5 3 -3 -4 6 0 -2 0 
35 2 3 0 -1 5 2 0 0 6 0 -2 -4 
36 2 2 3 0 5 0 2 0 6 3 -1 -2 
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Table 9.  Continued 
Survey 

# P1 Pl1 Ar1 Dom1 P5 Pl5 Ar5 Dom5 P6 Pl6 Ar6 Dom6
37 2 2 4 -2 5 0 4 -2 6 1 2 0 
38 2 4 -4 -2 5 0 4 4 6 4 -4 -4 
39 2 2 0 0 5 0 2 2 6 4 -2 -2 
40 2 2 0 -3 5 0 4 2 6 1 1 3 
41 2 2 2 -4 5 0 3 -2 6 3 0 -4 
42 2 0 4 0 5 4 4 0 6 -4 4 4 
43 2 3 2 -2 5 -2 0 -1 6 1 -4 -4 
44 2 2 2 -2 5 -4 2 0 6 4 -4 -4 
45 2 0 2 0 5 0 2 0 6 2 -2 -2 
46 2 4 -4 -4 5 4 -4 -4 6 2 -3 -4 
47 2 0 4 -1 5 3 -2 -2 6 3 -2 -4 
48 2 4 3 -4 5 1 2 0 6 4 -2 -2 
49 2 4 0 -3 5 0 1 -1 6 2 -1 -2 
50 2 4 2 -2 5 4 2 -2 6 2 0 -1 
51 2 4 -2 -3 5 0 4 0 6 0 2 -2 
52 2 2 1 -2 5 2 -1 -1 6 1 1 -2 
53 2 4 0 -4 5 0 2 -1 6 4 -1 -4 
54 2 4 0 -4 5 0 0 -4 6 0 -2 -4 
55 2 2 0 -2 5 0 -2 -4 6 0 -4 1 
56 2 0 0 0 5 1 0 -1 6 -1 1 0 
57 2 1 0 -1 5 0 -1 -1 6 -1 -1 -3 
58 2 2 2 -1 5 0 4 0 6 3 1 -2 
59 2 2 0 -1 5 0 -1 1 6 2 -1 1 
60 2 2 2 2 5 2 4 -2 6 0 -4 -2 
61 2 2 4 0 5 0 4 0 6 3 -2 -3 
62 2 4 -2 0 5 0 0 0 6 2 0 -2 
63 2 4 0 -2 5 0 2 0 6 4 -2 -4 
64 2 1 0 0 5 -2 2 -2 6 4 -3 -2 
65 2 0 3 2 5 -2 4 0 6 4 -2 0 
66 2 2 0 -2 5 0 0 0 6 4 -2 -3 
67 2 2 2 -2 5 0 0 0 6 0 -2 0 
68 2 2 2 -2 5 0 4 0 6 4 -2 -4 
69 2 2 4 0 5 -2 3 4 6 0 1 0 
70 2 4 -4 -4 5 4 -2 -1 6 4 -4 -3 
71 2 2 0 2 5 0 2 0 6 3 -1 -2 
72 2 0 4 0 5 1 0 -2 6 1 -1 -1 
73 2 0 0 -2 5 -3 2 0 6 1 -2 -1 
74 2 0 0 -3 5 0 0 -2 6 -2 3 0 
75 2 4 0 -4 5 0 2 0 6 4 -2 3 
76 2 1 -1 -1 5 0 -1 0 6 2 -2 -3 
77 2 4 -1 -3 5 4 2 -4 6 3 -3 -1 
78 2 2 0 -2 5 0 2 0 6 3 -2 -2 
79 2 2 0 -2 5 1 1 -1 6 4 -3 -4 
80 2 4 -2 -3 5 0 1 -4 6 4 -4 -4 
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Table 9.  Continued  
Survey 

# P1 Pl1 Ar1 Dom1 P5 Pl5 Ar5 Dom5 P6 Pl6 Ar6 Dom6
81 2 2 0 -2 5 0 0 -1 6 2 -2 -3 
82 2 4 -2 -4 5 2 0 0 6 4 -4 -2 
83 2 -2 2 2 5 0 2 2 6 0 0 2 
84 2 4 0 -4 5 1 0 0 6 4 4 -4 
85 2 0 4 -2 5 0 0 2 6 4 -4 0 
86 2 0 2 -2 5 0 4 0 6 2 0 -2 
87 2 0 1 -2 5 0 4 1 6 2 0 -3 
88 2 2 3 -1 5 2 1 -1 6 4 -3 -3 
89 2 4 -3 -3 5 0 0 0 6 4 -4 -4 
90 2 -3 2 2 5 2 0 -2 6 4 -2 -4 
91 2 2 0 -2 5 0 2 0 6 0 0 -2 
92 2 4 4 -4 5 0 4 0 6 -2 4 0 
93 2 2 0 -3 5 1 3 -2 6 3 -2 -4 
94 2 2 -2 -2 5 -4 2 0 6 1 -4 -2 
95 2 2 2 -1 5 -2 4 2 6 3 -2 -1 
96 2 4 -4 -4 5 -4 4 0 6 -2 4 2 
97 2 2 2 -2 5 2 -2 -2 6 4 -4 -4 
98 2 1 0 -2 5 -2 2 2 6 2 -2 0 
99 2 0 0 -2 5 -2 2 4 6 3 -4 -4 

100 2 0 2 -2 5 0 2 -4 6 0 0 -4 
101 2 0 2 0 5 0 2 0 6 2 2 -2 
102 2 0 4 3 5 -1 4 2 6 0 4 2 
103 2 2 -1 -3 5 -1 2 0 6 2 -1 1 
104 2 3 -2 -3 5 2 -2 -3 6 2 0 -2 
105 2 1 3 0 5 -1 -2 2 6 -3 -2 0 
106 2 4 -3 0 5 2 0 2 6 4 -4 2 
107 2 2 0 -2 5 4 4 0 6 4 -2 -4 
108 2 -4 4 2 5 -4 3 2 6 -4 0 0 
109 2 4 0 -2 5 0 2 -2 6 2 -2 -2 
110 2 2 1 0 5 0 2 0 6 2 0 0 
111 2 0 4 0 5 0 3 2 6 4 -4 -2 
112 2 2 -2 -2 5 -4 0 -4 6 4 -4 -4 
113 2 4 2 -4 5 -2 3 4 6 2 -2 -2 
114 2 3 0 -3 5 -1 1 1 6 4 -3 -4 
115 2 4 2 -2 5 1 -2 -2 6 4 -4 -4 
116 2 0 3 -1 5 0 2 -2 6 -1 -2 -2 
117 2 4 0 -3 5 2 -1 -2 6 3 -1 -2 
118 2 1 1 -3 5 2 1 -1 6 0 -2 -4 
119 2 3 0 -3 5 2 0 0 6 3 -2 -2 
120 2 2 -2 -3 5 0 4 0 6 1 2 2 
121 2 0 2 -1 5 -2 1 0 6 1 1 -2 
122 2 2 0 0 5 3 -1 -2 6 3 -2 -2 
123 2 3 -2 -2 5 0 4 2 6 0 -2 2 
124 2 1 2 -3 5 2 0 -3 6 4 2 -2 
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Table 9.  Continued 
Survey 

# P1 Pl1 Ar1 Dom1 P5 Pl5 Ar5 Dom5 P6 Pl6 Ar6 Dom6
125 2 4 -2 -2 5 2 -3 -4 6 4 -4 -4 
126 2 4 -2 -1 5 0 4 0 6 4 0 0 
127 2 4 0 -4 5 0 4 0 6 2 -2 -2 
128 2 0 3 0 5 1 -1 -2 6 2 -2 -3 
129 2 2 0 0 5 0 -2 -2 6 0 -4 -2 
130 2 1 3 -2 5 -1 3 0 6 2 -1 -2 
131 2 -1 2 4 5 -2 2 4 6 0 1 4 
132 2 3 -2 -3 5 -1 -2 0 6 3 -4 -2 
133 2 0 0 0 5 4 -4 -4 6 -4 -4 -2 
134 2 2 0 -2 5 0 2 0 6 2 -1 0 
135 2 4 4 -4 5 1 2 -1 6 4 3 -4 
136 2 4 -3 -3 5 0 3 -4 6 4 -2 -4 
137 2 4 4 -2 5 2 4 4 6 4 2 -4 
138 2 2 4 -1 5 0 2 -1 6 4 -2 -2 
139 2 4 4 -2 5 0 2 -2 6 4 4 -4 
140 2 0 -1 -1 5 -1 2 0 6 2 -2 -3 
141 2 4 4 -4 5 -4 0 -1 6 3 2 0 
142 2 4 0 -2 5 2 0 -2 6 3 -2 -4 

 
Survey 

# P10 Pl10 Ar10 Dom10 P12 Pl12 Ar12 Dom12 P16 Pl16 Ar16 Dom16
1 10 -4 4 -2 12 0 -1 -2 16 -4 4 2 
2 10 -3 4 0 12 -4 3 4 16 -2 2 2 
3 10 -2 0 2 12 -2 -2 0 16 -4 2 4 
4 10 -2 2 3 12 -4 -2 3 16 0 2 2 
5 10 0 2 0 12 -4 4 2 16 -4 4 0 
6 10 -4 4 4 12 -4 4 4 16 0 4 4 
7 10 -1 2 1 12 0 1 0 16 -4 2 3 
8 10 -2 2 0 12 0 2 -2 16 -3 3 2 
9 10 -2 4 4 12 -4 4 4 16 -2 4 4 
10 10 -3 4 2 12 -4 4 4 16 -4 4 4 
11 10 -4 4 0 12 -4 4 0 16 0 4 0 
12 10 -1 2 2 12 -4 4 4 16 -3 4 4 
13 10 -2 0 0 12 -4 2 2 16 -2 2 2 
14 10 -2 4 0 12 -4 -4 0 16 -4 -4 0 
15 10 -4 4 4 12 -4 4 4 16 -4 4 0 
16 10 1 4 0 12 4 4 0 16 4 4 0 
17 10 -3 4 3 12 -4 3 3 16 -3 3 3 
18 10 -2 3 2 12 -3 3 3 16 -2 2 4 
19 10 -4 4 4 12 -4 2 3 16 -4 4 4 
20 10 -3 3 0 12 -3 4 0 16 -2 4 0 
21 10 -2 4 2 12 -4 4 2 16 -4 4 4 
22 10 -3 3 3 12 -3 4 3 16 -3 2 3 
23 10 0 4 0 12 -2 4 0 16 -4 4 4 
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Table 9.  Continued 
Survey 

# P10 Pl10 Ar10 Dom10 P12 Pl12 Ar12 Dom12 P16 Pl16 Ar16 Dom16
24 10 -4 0 3 12 -3 1 3 16 -2 -2 4 
25 10 -2 4 1 12 -1 4 4 16 -4 4 1 
26 10 -2 1 0 12 -2 1 1 16 -1 0 0 
27 10 -2 0 3 12 -4 0 2 16 -4 -1 1 
28 10 0 4 2 12 -4 4 2 16 -4 2 2 
29 10 -2 2 3 12 -3 3 3 16 -3 3 3 
30 10 -3 3 1 12 -4 3 3 16 -4 4 4 
31 10 -3 3 2 12 -4 4 3 16 -4 4 4 
32 10 -2 4 4 12 -4 4 4 16 -4 4 4 
33 10 -4 4 4 12 -4 4 4 16 -4 4 4 
34 10 -3 3 2 12 -4 3 3 16 -4 4 4 
35 10 -4 0 2 12 -4 4 4 16 -2 0 2 
36 10 -1 3 0 12 3 4 1 16 -3 2 2 
37 10 -2 2 0 12 -2 1 1 16 -3 0 0 
38 10 -4 4 4 12 -4 4 4 16 -2 4 4 
39 10 -4 4 4 12 -2 4 4 16 -4 4 4 
40 10 -2 1 -2 12 -2 1 0 16 -1 1 0 
41 10 -1 4 1 12 -2 4 2 16 -4 2 4 
42 10 4 4 4 12 0 4 0 16 0 4 0 
43 10 -2 1 3 12 -3 0 2 16 -4 2 2 
44 10 -4 4 4 12 -4 4 0 16 -2 2 -2 
45 10 0 4 4 12 -4 4 4 16 0 4 4 
46 10 1 2 1 12 -3 -2 4 16 -2 2 4 
47 10 -3 4 4 12 -4 4 4 16 -4 4 4 
48 10 -4 4 4 12 -4 1 4 16 -4 1 4 
49 10 -2 4 0 12 -4 4 1 16 -3 4 0 
50 10 0 2 0 12 -2 0 0 16 -2 0 0 
51 10 -4 4 2 12 -4 4 0 16 -4 4 0 
52 10 -3 4 -1 12 -4 4 3 16 -2 3 0 
53 10 -1 4 0 12 -1 4 0 16 -4 4 1 
54 10 -4 4 0 12 -4 2 3 16 -4 0 -3 
55 10 -4 4 2 12 -4 4 4 16 -4 4 4 
56 10 -3 3 2 12 -2 3 3 16 -2 4 2 
57 10 -1 4 0 12 1 -1 -1 16 -2 2 1 
58 10 -2 4 1 12 -2 2 1 16 -2 3 1 
59 10 -4 3 4 12 -3 3 3 16 -4 3 4 
60 10 4 -4 -4 12 -2 4 4 16 -2 4 4 
61 10 -2 2 2 12 -2 0 0 16 -2 0 2 
62 10 -3 3 3 12 -3 3 3 16 -4 4 4 
63 10 0 4 2 12 -2 4 3 16 -4 4 4 
64 10 -4 3 2 12 -4 4 3 16 -4 4 3 
65 10 -4 4 4 12 -4 4 4 16 -3 2 4 
66 10 -2 2 2 12 -1 2 1 16 -3 2 3 
67 10 -2 -2 2 12 -2 -2 2 16 -2 -2 2 
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Table 9.  Continued 
Survey 

# P10 Pl10 Ar10 Dom10 P12 Pl12 Ar12 Dom12 P16 Pl16 Ar16 Dom16
68 10 -2 -2 2 12 -4 -2 -2 16 -4 -4 2 
69 10 0 4 4 12 0 3 3 16 -2 1 3 
70 10 -1 2 1 12 -2 3 2 16 -2 4 2 
71 10 -3 3 0 12 -4 4 1 16 -1 4 0 
72 10 -3 4 2 12 -2 2 1 16 -2 4 2 
73 10 -3 3 3 12 -1 0 -1 16 -3 3 2 
74 10 0 4 1 12 0 3 0 16 0 3 1 
75 10 -4 0 0 12 4 2 0 16 -4 0 0 
76 10 -2 4 2 12 -3 4 4 16 -3 4 3 
77 10 -3 4 4 12 -4 4 4 16 -4 4 4 
78 10 -4 4 4 12 -3 2 2 16 -4 4 1 
79 10 -3 4 3 12 -4 4 3 16 -3 4 3 
80 10 -3 4 3 12 -4 4 4 16 -4 4 4 
81 10 -2 0 0 12 -3 3 1 16 -2 3 2 
82 10 -2 2 4 12 -4 4 -2 16 -4 4 4 
83 10 -2 4 2 12 -4 4 4 16 -4 4 4 
84 10 -2 -2 0 12 -4 -2 0 16 -4 -4 0 
85 10 0 4 0 12 0 4 0 16 0 4 0 
86 10 2 4 3 12 -2 4 3 16 -3 4 2 
87 10 0 4 2 12 -2 4 4 16 -2 4 3 
88 10 -2 4 2 12 -4 4 3 16 -4 4 3 
89 10 -1 3 0 12 1 1 1 16 -2 4 -1 
90 10 -4 4 4 12 -4 4 4 16 -3 2 2 
91 10 -2 2 2 12 -4 4 3 16 -4 4 4 
92 10 -4 0 2 12 -2 4 0 16 0 4 0 
93 10 -4 0 3 12 -3 0 2 16 -4 0 4 
94 10 -1 3 3 12 0 2 2 16 0 4 3 
95 10 -4 4 3 12 -4 -4 4 16 -4 4 4 
96 10 -4 4 4 12 -4 4 4 16 -4 4 4 
97 10 -4 0 2 12 -4 0 2 16 -4 4 4 
98 10 -4 4 4 12 -3 3 2 16 -3 4 4 
99 10 -4 4 4 12 -3 2 3 16 -2 4 4 

100 10 -2 4 2 12 -4 4 4 16 -4 4 0 
101 10 -2 4 0 12 -4 4 0 16 -1 3 0 
102 10 -4 4 4 12 -4 4 3 16 -4 4 4 
103 10 -1 2 1 12 -3 4 2 16 -4 4 4 
104 10 0 0 0 12 -1 1 2 16 0 0 0 
105 10 0 0 3 12 2 3 4 16 0 3 4 
106 10 -4 4 4 12 -4 4 4 16 -4 4 4 
107 10 0 4 0 12 -2 4 2 16 -4 4 2 
108 10 -4 4 2 12 -4 4 2 16 -4 4 2 
109 10 0 3 0 12 -2 3 2 16 -4 3 2 
110 10 -2 4 4 12 -2 2 2 16 -4 4 2 
111 10 0 2 0 12 -2 4 0 16 -2 4 4 
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Table 9.  Continued 
Survey 

# P10 Pl10 Ar10 Dom10 P12 Pl12 Ar12 Dom12 P16 Pl16 Ar16 Dom16
112 10 -2 4 2 12 0 2 -2 16 -4 4 4 
113 10 -4 4 4 12 -4 4 4 16 -4 4 4 
114 10 -4 4 3 12 -4 3 2 16 -4 4 4 
115 10 0 -2 -4 12 2 -3 -3 16 -4 2 -2 
116 10 0 4 3 12 -2 4 4 16 -2 4 4 
117 10 -2 -1 3 12 -2 1 2 16 -2 1 3 
118 10 -4 3 4 12 -2 -2 2 16 -4 -4 3 
119 10 -2 3 3 12 -3 3 3 16 -4 3 -4 
120 10 -3 4 3 12 1 -1 -2 16 -4 4 4 
121 10 -2 3 2 12 -4 4 4 16 -4 4 4 
122 10 -2 1 1 12 -4 3 2 16 -2 2 2 
123 10 0 4 4 12 -3 3 3 16 -3 4 4 
124 10 -2 -2 2 12 -2 -2 -2 16 -1 -1 -2 
125 10 1 3 0 12 1 -2 0 16 2 1 0 
126 10 -4 0 4 12 -4 0 4 16 -4 0 4 
127 10 -2 4 4 12 -4 -2 4 16 0 0 0 
128 10 0 2 0 12 0 2 0 16 -2 4 2 
129 10 -2 2 0 12 -2 2 0 16 -4 -2 0 
130 10 -3 3 3 12 -3 3 3 16 -1 2 -1 
131 10 -2 4 4 12 -2 2 4 16 -2 4 4 
132 10 -2 2 3 12 -2 2 2 16 -3 3 3 
133 10 -2 -2 0 12 0 -2 2 16 -4 0 -4 
134 10 -2 4 4 12 -2 4 4 16 -3 4 4 
135 10 -4 -1 4 12 -4 4 3 16 -2 4 3 
136 10 -4 4 4 12 -2 4 3 16 -3 4 4 
137 10 0 2 4 12 0 2 4 16 -2 0 4 
138 10 -2 0 2 12 -2 0 1 16 -2 1 2 
139 10 -1 0 0 12 -1 0 1 16 -2 -2 0 
140 10 -2 2 0 12 -2 4 2 16 -4 2 3 
141 10 -2 2 2 12 -4 -2 2 16 -2 -2 0 
142 10 -1 2 2 12 0 4 0 16 -2 0 4 

 
Survey 

# P17 Pl17 Ar17 Dom17 P26 Pl26 Ar26 Dom26 
1 17 2 -3 -3 26 4 -4 -4 
2 17 0 2 2 26 4 -2 0 
3 17 2 0 -4 26 4 -2 -4 
4 17 2 -2 0 26 2 -4 4 
5 17 4 -2 -2 26 4 -2 -2 
6 17 -2 0 0 26 4 -4 -4 
7 17 2 -2 3 26 3 -3 -4 
8 17 -3 -4 -4 26 4 -4 -4 
9 17 2 -2 -3 26 4 -4 -4 
10 17 2 -2 -3 26 4 -4 -4 
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Table 9.  Continued 
Survey 

# P17 Pl17 Ar17 Dom17 P26 Pl26 Ar26 Dom26 
11 17 -4 -4 -2 26 4 -4 -4 
12 17 3 -2 -4 26 4 -4 -3 
13 17 0 0 0 26 2 0 -2 
14 17 2 0 -2 26 4 -4 -4 
15 17 2 -2 0 26 4 -4 -4 
16 17 -4 -4 4 26 2 -1 -2 
17 17 3 -3 -2 26 4 -4 -4 
18 17 1 -1 -2 26 4 -4 4 
19 17 2 -4 -2 26 4 -4 -4 
20 17 2 -2 -3 26 3 -3 -3 
21 17 4 -2 -4 26 4 -4 -4 
22 17 1 -2 3 26 0 -2 -2 
23 17 2 0 -2 26 4 -2 -3 
24 17 4 -4 -4 26 4 -4 -4 
25 17 -4 3 1 26 4 -4 -4 
26 17 0 -2 -2 26 1 -1 -1 
27 17 3 3 -3 26 4 3 -3 
28 17 -4 -4 2 26 4 -4 -4 
29 17 2 -1 -1 26 4 -4 -3 
30 17 3 -3 -3 26 4 -4 -3 
31 17 4 -3 -4 26 4 -4 -4 
32 17 2 -1 -1 26 4 -4 -4 
33 17 -2 2 1 26 2 -3 -2 
34 17 1 -1 -2 26 4 -4 -4 
35 17 -1 2 0 26 4 -4 -4 
36 17 2 -2 -2 26 4 -3 -3 
37 17 3 -2 -1 26 4 -4 -2 
38 17 4 -4 -4 26 4 -4 -4 
39 17 4 -4 -3 26 4 -4 -4 
40 17 1 1 0 26 3 -2 -2 
41 17 0 1 -3 26 4 -1 -4 
42 17 0 2 0 26 4 -2 0 
43 17 2 -2 -4 26 4 -4 -4 
44 17 0 -1 -1 26 4 -4 -1 
45 17 0 0 0 26 2 3 0 
46 17 4 -4 -4 26 4 -4 -4 
47 17 4 -2 -2 26 4 -4 -4 
48 17 1 0 -1 26 4 -2 -4 
49 17 3 -2 -3 26 4 -3 -3 
50 17 4 -2 -2 26 4 -4 -4 
51 17 0 2 -2 26 4 -4 -4 
52 17 3 -2 -4 26 4 -4 -4 
53 17 4 -1 -4 26 4 -3 -4 
54 17 3 0 -2 26 4 -4 -1 
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Table 9.  Continued 
Survey 

# P17 Pl17 Ar17 Dom17 P26 Pl26 Ar26 Dom26 
55 17 0 -3 0 26 4 -4 -4 
56 17 0 0 -1 26 2 1 -1 
57 17 0 -1 -2 26 2 -3 -2 
58 17 3 1 0 26 2 1 0 
59 17 0 -1 -1 26 3 1 -3 
60 17 2 -2 -2 26 4 -4 -4 
61 17 2 -2 -2 26 4 -4 -4 
62 17 3 -3 -4 26 4 -4 -4 
63 17 3 0 -2 26 4 -4 -3 
64 17 4 -4 -4 26 4 -4 -4 
65 17 2 0 0 26 4 -4 -4 
66 17 1 -1 -2 26 4 -3 -3 
67 17 0 -3 0 26 4 -4 -2 
68 17 4 -2 -4 26 4 -2 -4 
69 17 3 -1 -2 26 4 -1 -3 
70 17 4 1 -1 26 4 -4 -3 
71 17 0 1 1 26 3 -2 -4 
72 17 2 -2 -4 26 4 -4 -4 
73 17 2 -2 -3 26 4 -3 -4 
74 17 1 -2 -1 26 3 -3 -3 
75 17 2 0 -2 26 4 -4 3 
76 17 2 -3 -2 26 4 -4 -4 
77 17 2 2 0 26 4 -4 -4 
78 17 0 0 -2 26 3 -1 -1 
79 17 3 1 -4 26 4 -4 -4 
80 17 3 -2 -3 26 4 -2 -3 
81 17 2 -3 -3 26 4 -4 -3 
82 17 2 -2 -4 26 4 -4 -4 
83 17 0 3 1 26 3 0 -1 
84 17 4 -4 -4 26 4 -4 -4 
85 17 1 -2 1 26 2 -4 2 
86 17 3 -1 -1 26 4 -2 -3 
87 17 2 0 0 26 3 1 -2 
88 17 4 -4 -4 26 4 -4 -4 
89 17 3 -4 0 26 4 -4 -4 
90 17 1 0 0 26 4 -4 -4 
91 17 2 -2 -3 26 4 0 -1 
92 17 0 4 2 26 4 4 -4 
93 17 2 0 -2 26 4 -2 -4 
94 17 0 -1 -2 26 2 -2 -3 
95 17 2 -2 -2 26 4 -4 -3 
96 17 0 0 0 26 4 -4 -2 
97 17 2 -4 -4 26 4 -4 0 
98 17 2 0 -1 26 2 -1 0 
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Table 9.  Continued 
Survey 

# P17 Pl17 Ar17 Dom17 P26 Pl26 Ar26 Dom26 
99 17 2 -2 -2 26 4 -3 0 

100 17 0 -2 -2 26 4 -4 -4 
101 17 1 3 0 26 4 0 0 
102 17 -1 4 2 26 3 2 2 
103 17 0 1 -1 26 4 -4 -3 
104 17 2 -1 -2 26 3 -2 -3 
105 17 -3 -2 2 26 2 -2 2 
106 17 4 -4 2 26 4 -4 -4 
107 17 4 -4 -4 26 4 -4 -4 
108 17 4 -1 1 26 4 -3 0 
109 17 2 0 -2 26 4 -4 2 
110 17 1 0 -2 26 2 0 -1 
111 17 2 2 -2 26 4 -2 -2 
112 17 2 -2 -4 26 4 -4 -4 
113 17 2 -1 -1 26 4 -4 2 
114 17 4 -2 -3 26 4 -4 -2 
115 17 4 -4 -4 26 4 -4 -4 
116 17 1 -2 -1 26 2 0 0 
117 17 1 4 -4 26 4 -2 -4 
118 17 0 0 -2 26 4 4 0 
119 17 2 -2 -2 26 4 -1 -4 
120 17 0 1 -1 26 4 -4 -4 
121 17 -1 3 0 26 3 -1 0 
122 17 2 -1 -1 26 3 -2 -2 
123 17 0 0 1 26 4 -4 -3 
124 17 4 3 -2 26 4 4 -4 
125 17 4 -4 -4 26 4 -4 0 
126 17 4 -2 -2 26 4 -4 4 
127 17 0 0 -4 26 4 -4 2 
128 17 3 -4 -3 26 4 -4 -4 
129 17 2 -2 -2 26 4 -4 -4 
130 17 3 -1 2 26 4 -3 -3 
131 17 0 0 2 26 2 -1 1 
132 17 3 -2 -2 26 4 -4 -4 
133 17 -2 0 -4 26 -3 -4 -2 
134 17 4 -4 -4 26 4 -4 -4 
135 17 4 -2 -1 26 4 -4 -2 
136 17 2 -2 -4 26 4 -4 -4 
137 17 4 4 -4 26 4 0 2 
138 17 2 -2 -1 26 4 -2 -2 
139 17 4 3 -4 26 4 4 -4 
140 17 3 -2 -4 26 4 -4 -4 
141 17 4 -2 -4 26 4 -2 -4 
142 17 2 -2 -3 26 4 -4 -4 
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APPENDIX F 
DOMESTIC CRIMINALS COMPARED TO TERRORIST 

Domestic criminals and terrorist may not have the same intentions, but techniques 

and criminal knowledge may be similar.  Many of the techniques used by both may 

transfer in the way they approach their task.  As you will see, domestic crime and 

terrorism may not be as different as some may think.   

Terrorist attacks are not just spontaneous events.  Many of these attacks are 

planned attacks in which training, practice, and money are invested.  In video ThiefCam1 

a wholesale operation is discussed.  In many of these instances warehouses areas are 

chosen.   

 “Reason we choose this neighborhood , this warehouse, because it’s very quiet 

place, industrial area, truck pulls in…truck pulls out; it’s no big deal, the truck is a 

normal thing see how many trucks are parked here, it’s usually a warehouse area. There’s 

not much police here.  I mean, enforcement, they have local enforcement which are hired 

by these guys” (ThiefCam1). 

Modes of transportation are an important aspect in terrorism and domestic crime.  

Transportation can be used as a weapon in a terrorist attack or as the attack itself.  In 

domestic crime a method of transportation is often used to either escape or load the 

merchandise targeted.  As a consequence to terrorism, moving trucks are something 

symbolic of suspicious criminal involvement.   

“He never use trucks to for the merchandise because truck attracts, I mean, you 

know, it’s like your transporting something., van is like, usually family van, don’t use tag 
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numbers, don’t use tag numbers, you use dealer tags or those temporary tags on 

there…and he bring like 3 or 4…sometime he use 4 or 5 7 trucks. And like 4 vans, 5 

vans, 6 vans...depends...take all the seats out of the vans, because it don’t get any much 

attention…easy to move the merchandise...police don’t look at it...you know, 

sometime…Uhaul truck gets a little attention by the cops...local cops” (ThiefCam1). 

As domestic criminals perform their task through the building the eyes and ears 

must be paid attention to.  Domestic criminals have the ability to locate the so called 

“blind spots” of an area.  These “blind spots” are areas in which the cameras can not see 

you.  Like terrorist, domestic criminals make an attempt to hide their identity from 

personnel and cameras.   

Interviewer:  “So you have a lot of blind areas.” 

“A lot of blind areas If I stand right here the cameras right above me can’t see me 

so the shelves if be better if they were shorter for one but um look at that’s funny you 

have a sign that says security camera that’s like one of those things that’s” 

Interviewer: “ So does that impact you?” 

“I a got a saying about lock on doors “locks and cameras and stuff like that locks 

are designed to keep honest people out.”  So if you’re dishonest you’re not going to care 

if it says security camera.” 

In the case of 9/11, terrorists were able to bring weapons on board an airline.  With 

increased security in airports, people must go through a series of scans and checks before 

entering the airplane.  Like terrorists, domestic criminals must be aware of the scans and 

checks of the targeted area.  Stores these days install Electronic Alarm System (EAS) 

devises, which should deter domestic criminals from stealing merchandise from the store.   



81 

 

“What’s really good is if I put an alarm strip in somebody else’s bag on my way out 

the door.  And the alarm will go off for them but most of the time, who cares.  That just 

let’s me know there is an alarm.  But like I said but I don’t know if you walked out the 

store and the alarm goes off if anybody is going to do anything.”  
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