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ABSTRACT

WILLIE ANTONIO WOOLFOLK
INDICATORS OF FACULTY AND STAFF PERCEPTIONS OF CAMPUS SAFETY:
A CASE STUDY
Under the direction o f OLIVIA BOGGS, Ed. D.

The study addressed the problem o f a critical increase in campus crime between
1999 and 2009, a period during which overall crime in the United States declined.
Further the research explored the perceptions o f campus safety among faculty and staff at
an institution where campus safety initiatives are nationally ranked as exemplary and
incidents o f campus crime are low. Faculty and staff were selected for the research
because they are in a unique position to be confidants to victims of crime and to help with
campus safety initiatives. The theoretical basis for the study is the Social Disorganization
Theory.
Using case study methodology, the research was conducted in three phases at a
large public Tier 1 university in a southern state. The study used document analyses o f
campus safety printed materials; individual interviews; and focus groups involving
faculty and staff members. The researcher was able to identify four overall themes that
addressed the four research questions. Subthemes were also identified under the four
overall themes.
Both faculty and staff respondents alike expressed strong beliefs that the
institution provides a safe environment for all members. Staff respondents were more

involved in safety training than faculty members. Police presence has a different meaning
depending upon individual experiences with police. Respondents linked low crime activity
to campus police effectiveness.
Future research should involve campus police personnel to gather their perceptions o f
faculty and staff members regarding campus safety. More research is needed to uncover
ways to help prevent campus police biases towards campus community members. Also,
more research is needed to uncover Hispanic members’ campus safety perceptions.

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Institutions o f higher education are charged with providing safe and secure
environments for students, faculty, staff, and campus visitors (Attorneys General, 2007; U.S.
Department o f Justice, 2005). This task has become increasingly challenging with the
tremendous growth o f overall populations in communities and on college campuses. Over
the last fifty years, the U.S. crime rate has grown significantly, with major increases from the
1960s through the earlyl990s. While there have been measurable decreases over the last
decade, crime statistics are still high with 1,246,248 violent crimes and 9,082,887 property
crime offenses reported in 2010 (FBI, 2011).
O f growing concern are increases in violent crimes occurring on college campuses,
which most recently include an incident in February 2013 where a Clark Atlanta University
student shot and wounded a Morehouse College student on the Morehouse campus after a
fight over a pickup basketball game (Seward, 2013). In an attempt to increase awareness and
codify policies, the past two decades have witnessed the passage o f state and federal campus
safety legislation. The most visible o f these statutes is the federal Jeanne Clery Disclosure o f
Campus Security Policy and Campus Crime Statistics Act o f 1990 (20 U.S.C. § 1092), a law
named for Jeanne Clery, a 19-year-old college freshman who was raped and murdered in her
campus residence hall. The challenge for college and university leaders is working
cooperatively and collaboratively with campus personnel, students, and external agencies to
insure the maintenance o f a safe and secure environment that is conducive for learning.
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Further, it is critical for the well being o f institutions they have a viable safety
protocol that is widely known and quickly enforceable.
Criminal behavior and unprovoked acts o f violence have become an increasing part o f
American life, and higher education institutions have not been spared the experience o f being
the scene o f such acts (Bryden & Fletcher, 2007, 2009; Griffin, 2007, 2009). Between 1995
and 2002, college students ages 18-24 were victims o f approximately 479,000 crimes o f
violence annually (Carr, Buhi, Solito, Devney, Luckey, & Serafini, 2007; U.S. Department o f
Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2005). Campus crime is particularly concerning to higher
education leadership, and other stakeholders such as students, family members, faculty, staff,
the surrounding community, and campus police (Hughes, White, & Hertz, 2008; Palmer,
2010). This concern grows as there have been a number o f violent incidents on college
campuses (Powell, 2008; Rikleen, 2007). Better understanding o f campus crime could be o f
benefit to all the stakeholders of college campuses (Barton, Jensen, & Kaufman, 2010;
Rogerson, 2008).
In order to understand campus crime comprehensively, it is important to also look at
the perspectives o f faculty and staff (Gover, Tomsich, Jennings, & Higgins, 2011).
Institutions o f Higher Education make investments to recruit and retain excellent staff and
particularly faculty, therefore, it is pertinent for administrators to consider the perceptions
university employees hold regarding campus safety (p. 38). Consequently, faculty and staff
are often in a unique position within the institution to have contact with students and to be
confidants to student victims o f crime (Gover et al., 2011, p. 38; Rollings, 2010, p. 20).
Knowing the extent to which faculty and staff experience victimization and view crime and
safety have direct implications for policy (Gover et al., 2011, p. 38). Recognizing the levels

3
of safety concerns among faculty and staff offers an indication o f the degree to which
campus crime prevention and intervention programs should be directed toward faculty and
staff (Gover et al., 2011).
Murders in the United States jumped 4.8% between 2004 and 2005 and overall
violent crime increased 2.5% during that same period, marking the largest increase in crime
in the United States since 1991, according to Federal Bureau o f Investigation (FBI) figures
("Big Jump,” 2006; FBI, 2011). In that year crime increased most noticeably in several mid
sized cities and in Midwestern United States ("Big Jump,” 2006, p. 3). Murder represents
only one o f four acts o f violence identified by the FBI; others included are non-negligent
manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault (FBI, 2011). According to the
FBI in 2010, one murder occurred every 35.6 minutes, one forcible rape occurred every 6.2
minutes, one robbery occurred every 1.4 minutes, and one aggravated assault occurred every
40.5 seconds (FBI, 2011). These figures reflect crimes reported to local law enforcement
agencies.
Background o f the Problem
Relatively little research has been conducted concerning campus crime (Barton et al.,
2010). Criminologists have overlooked college campuses largely because the campus crime
data were not widely available until 1990, when the Crime Awareness and Campus Security
Act was enacted (Barton et al., 2010; Peak, Barthe, & Garcia, 2008). The Jeanne Clery
Disclosure of Campus Security Policy and Campus Crime Statistics Act, codified at 20 USC
1092 (f) is part o f the Higher Education Act o f 1965 (20 USC § 1092(f))- The Clery Act
requires all higher education institutions that participate in federal financial aid programs to
keep and disclose crime information on or near their respective campuses (20 USC § 1092(f)).
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Institutions that fail to comply with the Clery Act reporting requirements can be fined up to
$27,500 per violation (20 USC § 1092(f)).
Legal, social, and other events in the 1960s and early 1970s increased the need for
security and police on postsecondary campuses (Peak et al., 2008). The past twenty years
have witnessed significant changes in public expectations and practical applications o f
general police work (Peak et al., 2008). Community oriented policing (COP) approach has
been adopted by law enforcement agencies as a means o f being proactive in crime prevention
(Griffith, Hueston, Wilson, Moyers, & Hart, 2004; Murphy, Hinds, & Fleming, 2008; Peak et
al., 2008). COP offers a focused approached to crime prevention partnering the police with
the community in the effort to reduce crime (Edwards, 2005; Schnebly, 2008). This modem
approach to policing is more ordered and purposeful, actively engaging the community in an
exchange o f information about crime (Edwards, 2005; Murphy et al., 2008).
Common law decisions addressing disputes regarding safety and security concerns on
college and university campuses can be traced to the early twentieth century (Griffin, 2009,
p. 246). In 1913 Gott v. Berea College 161 S.W. 204 (Ky. 1913) involved the enforcement
of the college’s rule which barred students from "forbidden places” which in this case was a
restaurant across the street from the college. The college’s authority stood in locos parentis
concerning the physical and moral welfare o f its pupils (Griffin, 2009, p. 246). As student
activism during the 1960s and 1970s unfolded on college campuses across the United States,
courts abandoned the in locos parentis doctrine, and the relationship between higher
education institutions and students became contractual (Griffin, 2009, p. 247; Dixon v.
Alabama State Bd. o f Education, 294 F.2d 150, 151, (5th Cir. 1961). The consequential
questions became whether these institutions have a duty to provide campus safety and
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security and to what extent such institutions were legally liable when a breach occurs
(Griffin, 2009, p. 247).
Tarasoff v. Regents o f the University o f California, 551 P.2d 334 (Cal. 1976),
involved Tatiana Tarasoff who was murdered by Prosenjit Poddar, a fellow graduate student.
Ms. Tarasoffs parents filed a lawsuit against, four psychotherapists employed at the hospital,
and the campus police department (Kaplin and Lee, 2007, p. 126). The patient disclosed his
intention to murder the deceased (victim) to a staff psychotherapist. The campus police
department, at the request of the psychotherapist, then briefly detained the patient; however,
no action was taken to protect victim. The plaintiffs in this case alleged that the defendants
should be held liable for a tortuous failure to confine a dangerous patient and a tortuous
failure to warn the victim o f the dangerous patient. The court refused to accept the
psychotherapists’ official immunity claim, because the decision to warn was not a basic
policy decision; however, the court held that the police department had not legal duty to warn
in light o f the facts in the complaint (Kaplin and Lee, 2007, p. 126).
Mullins v. Pine Manor College 449 N.E.2d 331, 334 (Mass. 1983) involved a student
who in 1977 was abducted from her residence hall and raped (Griffin, 2009, p. 247). The
student plaintiff sued the college for negligence, and the state court held that the institution
had a duty to exercise reasonable care in providing security (Griffin, 2009, p. 247). In this
case the court recognized the decline o f the loco parentis doctrine but reasoned that the
institution maintained a duty to protect resident students’ well being (Griffin, 2009, p. 247).
It was also determined that the institution was negligent by evidence indicating a deficient
security system, improperly supervised security personnel, faulty locks, and other findings
which demonstrated the institution’s failures were substantial cause to the student’s attack
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(Griffin, 2009, p. 247). For these reasons, the court ruled in favor o f the student against the
institution (Griffin, 2009, p. 248).
In Peschke v. Carroll College, a food service employee was shot on May 18, 1990 by
a campus visitor (Griffin, 2009, p. 249). The shooter entered a chapel on the campus o f
Carroll College in Helena, Montana during a mass and was observed with a handgun by the
conducting priest. The visitor was confronted by the priest and an odor o f alcohol was
detected which prompted the priest to escort the visitor from the chapel service. The visitor
left and entered the college cafeteria where he shot the victim in the chest. The victim sued
the college alleging negligence; however, the jury returned a verdict finding that the college
was not negligent as there was no history o f serious security problems or criminal activities
involving visitors to the campus (Griffin, 2009, p. 249).
McEnaney v. State involved an incident in 1994 where a State University o f New
York at Albany (SUNYA) student entered a lecture hall and held a professor and several
students at gunpoint (Griffin, 2009, p. 253). The student allowed the professor to call certain
public officials. The suit was brought forth by the plaintiff a student who took it upon
himself to wrestle the gun from the armed student and the plaintiff was shot in the struggle.
The plaintiff alleged that the institution was negligent in providing proper security for its
students, which he attributes to the cause o f his injuries; in essence he challenged the
adequacy o f SUNYA’s overall security system. The court found that the institution fulfilled
its responsibility for safety by providing police protection through campus security and was
thus immune from negligence claims (Griffin, 2009, p. 253).
Many unanswered questions remain regarding the advancement o f campus safety at
American colleges and universities (Griffin, 2009, p. 258). While judicial reasoning applied
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by courts in cases involving campus safety are no longer guided by the tenets o f loco parentis
doctrine, it is difficult to find the optimal safety and security approach to absolve colleges
and universities of their legal duty to act (Griffin, 2009, p. 258). The tragic circumstances
examined in cases like Tarasoff, Peschke, and McEnaney, are likely to be repeated in similar
fashion at other college campuses across the country, and university administrations will
likely use similar arguments in defense o f their institutions (Griffin, 2009, p. 258). This
appears to be an on-going problem plaguing institutions o f higher education. The issue of
campus safety and security that confronts higher education demands innovative efforts to
protect and preserve the college and university community (Griffin, 2009, p. 258).
Statement o f the Problem
The problem addressed in this study is campus crime and the extent to which faculty
and staff perceptions o f safety are influenced by campus police contact. In order to get an
understanding o f campus threats, a look at crime in the United States is helpful. Murders in
the United States jumped 4.8% from 2004 to 2005 and overall violent crime increased 2.5%
that same year, marking the largest increase in crime in the United States since 1991,
according to Federal Bureau o f Investigation figures ("Big Jump,” 2006).
There have been serious increases in crime in U.S. over the last 50 years, 1960 to
2009 (Disaster Center, 2010). Table 1 verifies that while the population grew by 71%, there
were disproportionate increases in total crime (214%), violent crime (357%), and property
crime (201%). The one exception was murder, which grew by 67%.
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Table 1
Fifty Year Changes in U.S. Crime Statistics (Part 1)*

Year

Population

Total

Violent

Property

Murder

1960

179,323,175

2,284,200

288,460

3,095,700

9,110

2009

307,006,550

10,639,369

1,318,398

9,320,971

15,241

Changes

71%

214%,

357%

201%

67%

*(Disaster Center, 2010)
Table 1 combines the various violent and property crimes in the totals for the given year, and
isolates murders in given year. Table 1 reflects Part 1 on the U.S. crime statistics, however,
Table 2 breaks down violent and property crimes into specific categories.
Table 2 shows increases in forcible rape (418%), robbery (279%), aggravated assault
(423%), larceny burglary (141%), and vehicle theft (241%). Table 2 allows for a closer look
at specific crime types to examine the differences over the past fifty years. The increases in
crime are apparent and undeniable indicators o f the crime problem in the U.S.
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Table 2
Fifty Year Changes in U.S. Crime Statistics (Part 2)*

Year

Population

Forcible
Rape

Robbery

Aggravated
Assault

Larceny
Burglary

Vehicle
Theft

Theft

1960

179,323,175

17,190

107,840

154,320

912,100

1,855,400

328,200

2009

307,006,550

89,000

408,217

806,843

2,196,971

6,327,320

794,616

Changes

71%

418%

279%

423%

141%

241%

142%

♦(Disaster Center, 2010)

10
Colleges and universities are not immune to acts o f violence (Bryden & Fletcher,
2007). Between 1995 and 2002, college students ages 18-24 were victims o f
approximately 479,000 crimes o f violence annually (Carr et al., 2007; U.S. Department
o f Justice, Bureau o f Justice Statistics, 2005). Campus crime is particularly concerning to
higher education leadership, and other stakeholders such as students, family members,
faculty, staff, the surrounding community, and campus police. This concern grows as
there have been a number o f violent incidents on college campuses that have appeared in
headline news. Better understanding o f campus crime could be of benefit to all the
stakeholders o f college campuses.
Table 3 reflects crimes occurring on college campuses and reported to the
Department o f Education between years 2005-2008 (Drysdale, Modzeleski, & Simons,
2010). Data were reported to public and private institutions ranging from four-year and
above to less than two-year. Institutions with multiple campuses reported data for each
campus. O f the 235,599 crimes reported over this timeframe 74.6% were burglaries and
motor vehicle thefts, 9.2% were aggravated assaults, 8.4% were robberies, 5.9% were
forcible sex offences, 1.7% were arsons, and 0.1% were non-forcible sex offenses
(Drysdale et al., 2010, p. 7).
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Table 3

Crime Statistics Reported in Compliance with the Clery Act, by Type o f Crime and Year: 2005-08*

Y ear

M urder /N onN egligent
Manslaughter

N egligent
Manslaughter

Forcible
Sex
O ffense

N onForcible
Sex
O ffense

R obbery

A ggravated
A ssault

B urglary

M otor
V ehicle
T heft

Arson

05

28

33

3,583

55

5,432

5,943

37,800

11,890

1,219

06

25

0

3,490

56

4,921

5,472

35,124

9,811

1,086

07

66

8

3,482

62

4,985

5,234

33,010

8,744

915

08

55

5

3,287

49

4,562

5,026

31,851

7,465

825

=

174

46

13,842

19,900

21,675

137,785

37,910

4,045

*(Drysdale et al., 2010)

222
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Campus police departments are the front line o f defense and are tasked with crime
prevention. The responsibilities o f campus police have grown along with enrollment and
campus crime. In an era o f high technology and media portrayal of crime investigations
that include sophisticated devices which aid in solving crimes, campus police are often
perceived to fall short in their methods to prevent crime. Perceptions are strong indicators
of how individuals view their world and campus police falls under this scope through the
lens o f safety. Therefore, one must explore the perceptions the community has o f campus
police (Fisher & Sloan, 1995; Griffith et al., 2004).
To better understand issues of campus crime one must explore the surrounding
bodies o f literature. For this research those surrounding bodies o f literature include
faculty, staff and students’ perceptions o f crime and campus police, community policing,
weapons on campus, and court decisions. By including the perceptions o f crime and
police officers within the larger population’s culture, this research provides a link between
society’s perceptions and the perceptions o f crime and police on college campuses
(Vermillion, 2006).
Community policing literature is helpful in discussing what is available to campus
police departments as they seek to maintain safer campuses. The term community
oriented policing (COP) has been circulating in the law enforcement community for a
number o f years. This approach involves campus police becoming more proactive and
less reactive to the extent that police partner with their communities in crime prevention,
(Edwards, 2005; Griffith et al., 2004). McGarrell and Castellano (1991) reported on
culture and how it appears to play a crucial role in shaping the ideological images o f crime
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and mediating individuals and collective responses to crime, (McGarrell & Castellano,
1991, p. 185). These authors go on to state that fear and concern with crime are heavily
shaped and influenced by mass media, (McGarrell & Castellano, 1991).
Why this is a Problem
Issues that threaten safety have negative consequences on overall human well
being such that it affects an individual’s quality o f life (Bryden & Fletcher, 2007; Carr et
al., 2007). Universities and colleges are not immune to acts o f violence, Date rape,
physical assault, stalking, abuse and harassment are all issues that occur on campuses
today (Bryden & Fletcher, 2009, p. 181). The deadly attack on the Virginia Polytechnic
Institute campus in April 2007 is yet another chapter in the ongoing story o f campus
security. The possibility o f extreme violence is the new reality o f students, staff, and the
rest o f the education community (Kennedy, 2008, p. 6). Franzosa (2009) reports the best
way to treat the threat o f campus violence is to communicate with the campus community
what you are thinking while simultaneously demonstrating that you know how to react (p.
20). Griffith et al., (2004) reports accordingly, that campus police departments require
flexible policing strategies that can best serve diverse campus communities (p. 150).
Maslow (1970) reports if an individual feels threatened or becomes fearful, that
person will not be able to function at an optimal level. Additionally, safety is a human
need that everyone desires (Litwick, 2007; Maslow, 1970, p. 39). Colleges and
Universities have enormous intellectual resources to provide, in a thoughtful and
meaningful way, the security everyone on campus has a right to expect (Rikleen, 2007).
Griffith et al., (2004) reports a shift in policing such that campus law enforcement is
becoming more proactive and less reactive such that police and the community are
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becoming partners in crime prevention (p. 150). This approach has been referred to as
community oriented policing (COP). Edwards (2005) reports “ its importance is that it
puts more police officers in direct contact with the public ... and more importantly
encourages, communication and cooperation between police and public” (p. 83).
Purpose o f the Study
The purpose o f this study was to examine faculty and staff perceptions o f campus
threats and the extent that their perceptions o f safety are influenced by their contact with
campus police. Additionally, the researcher investigated these constituents’ awareness o f
threats to the campus community. This study sought to determine if faculty and staff
threat awareness is consistent with those o f the campus police as the effort is for safe
campus communities. Faculty and staff come in constant contact with students, visitors,
and others and are in a critically positioned to aid in the effort to protect against threats to
campus safety.
Creswell (2007) stated there is a need to study campus members’ reactions to
violence to build conceptual models for future studies and identifying preemptive campus
strategies and protocols (p. 338). The author further states the need gain a better
understanding o f psychological dimensions and organizational concerns o f members
involved in or affected by incidents o f violence (p. 38).

Griffin (2009) suggests that the

objective o f higher education institutions should be to develop a legal and managerial
paradigm that permits protection on campuses against the modem threats without
sacrificing the character of these institutions (p. 270). The author further states that risk
management or mitigation should not be ignored or underestimated (p. 266). This implies
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that higher education institutions should be proactive in their efforts to maintain safe
campus environments (p. 266).
Research Questions
The following questions guided this study:
RQ1. What are the public safety policies, procedures, and practices used at a college
with effective public safety initiatives, based on the National Association o f
Student Affairs Professionals criteria?
RQ2.

What are the characteristics o f faculty/staff interaction with campus police?

RQ3.

To what extent are faculty/staff perceptions and awareness o f campus crime and
safety influenced by experiences with campus police?

RQ4.

What are the overall perceptions o f faculty and staff about the effectiveness o f
campus police?
Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework that supported the research is the Social

Disorganization Theory o f Clifford R. Shaw and Henry D. McKay (1972). These authors
conducted research in the Chicago area based on data o f boys, under the age o f 17,
concerning trends of officially recorded delinquency over a thirty-five year period, 19271961 (p. xxix). Shaw and McKay suggest a direct relationship between existing
conditions within in local American communities and differential rates o f delinquents and
criminals (p. 315). This applies primarily to delinquent activities which become embodied
in groups and social organizations (p. 321). These authors further state that one way o f
dealing with problems associated with delinquency in high-rate areas is through

16
community action programs initiated by the collaborations o f citizens and local residents
interested in improving community life (p. 322).
Bursik & Webb (1982) indicate support for Shaw and McKay’s thesis concerning
the independence o f invasion/success processes and changes in delinquency rates (p. 36).
However, these authors posit that Shaw and McKay worked within a specific historical
context which has changed since the time period covered in their research (p. 36). Barton
et al., (2010) applied the social disorganization theory to college campuses indicating that
in many ways campuses are neighborhoods that contain student communities (p. 247).
College campus community organization has a positive impact on crime, in particular
property crime, meaning that students do not adequately protect their personal property
which results in an increase o f property crimes (p. 253). These authors report that campus
crime rates are in part due to the social structural features o f campus communities (p.
253).
Significance to Educational Leadership
Findings o f this study could be significant to educational leaders who seek
recommendations on how the campus community can work together collaboratively
against threats to campus safety. This research adds to the body o f literature used to
mitigate the increasing safety threats to higher education campus environment. The
results are important to higher education in their effort to maintain safer campus
community.
The results also provide data that capture the dynamics o f the relationship o f
campus police working with faculty and staff to keep the campus community safer. It is
also helpful to the field o f law enforcement as campus communities have similar
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characteristics to municipal communities. It is clear from the study that partnership
relations between campus police and the community help towards campus safety.
Procedures
A qualitative case study methodology was used to conduct the study. Case study
research is richly descriptive in order to afford the reader the vicarious experience o f being
there (Merriman, 2009, p. 258). Detailed description o f particulars is important as it
allows the reader to vicariously experience setting o f the study (Merriman, 2009, p. 258).
Consequently, detailed description also allows the reader to assess the evidence upon
which the researcher’s analysis is based (Merriman, 2009, p. 258). Case studies allow the
reader to experience situations and individuals in settings that the reader would not
normally have access (Merriman, 2009, p. 258).
Creswell (2007) states that case study research is a qualitative approach whereby
an investigator explores a bounded system or multiple bounded systems over time through
detailed, in-depth data collection (p. 73). According to Creswell (2007) data collection
involves multiple sources o f information including observations, interviews, audiovisual
material, and documents and reports (p. 73). Yin (1994, 2003) has a similar list that
consists o f documents, archival records, interviews, both direct and participant
observation, and physical observation. Case study research employs triangulation that
incorporates documents, people, theories, and other key items to ensure accuracy and a
true depiction of a phenomenon.
Neuman (2006) defines triangulation when applied to social research as a better
look at a phenomenon from several angles rather than looking at it from a single view (p.
149). Creswell (2007) indicates that case study research has a long and distinguished
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history across many disciplines (p. 73). Hamel, Dufour, & Fortin (1993) report the
earliest use o f case study research traces back to the University o f Chicago’s Department
o f Sociology beginning in the 1900’s. Hamel et al., also cite anthropologist
Maninowski’s study o f the Trobriand Islands and French sociologist LePlay’s study o f
families (Creswell, 2007, p. 73). The contemporary case study writer has a large array o f
texts and approaches from which to choose (Creswell, 2007, p. 73). For example, Yin
(2003) employs both quantitative and qualitative approaches to case study development
discussing explanatory, exploratory, and descriptive qualitative case studies (Creswell,
2007, p. 73).
Limitations and Delimitations
The study was conducted with some limitations. The first limitation is faculty and
staff members might feel uncomfortable talking about threats to the campus community.
The second limitation is faculty and staff members might have experienced an unpleasant
encounter with campus police.
The study was conducted with some delimitation as well. This study was
restricted to a population o f faculty and staff members whose perceptions were solicited.
This research was conducted at an institution isolated by its location in the United States.
Definition o f Terms
For the purpose of this study the following terms are defined:
Community Oriented Policing (COP) - COP is a policing orientation where
campus police are more proactive and less reactive partnering with the community in
crime prevention efforts (Griffith et al., 2004, p. 150). It puts more police officers in
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contact with the public in occasions other than emergency allowing for collaboration
between these two key elements o f the community (Edwards, 2005, p. 83).
Male Juvenile delinquent - Male Juvenile delinquent refers to a boy who is under 17 years
of age, brought before the Juvenile Court, or other courts having jurisdiction, on a
delinquency petition; or whose case is disposed by an officer o f the law without a court
appearance (Shaw & McKay, 1972, p. 43).
Police Contact —With police contact generally, citizen-initiated contact with police, such
as requests for assistance, is regarded more favorable than police-initiated contact, such as
recording traffic violation (Hinds, 2008, p. 55).
Personal crimes - Personal crimes include robbery, aggravated assault, sexual assaults,
and assault with a deadly weapon (Wooldredge, Cullen, & Latessa, 1992, p. 328).
Property crimes - Property crimes include burglary, stolen property, and damage to
personal property (Wooldredge et al., 1992, p. 328).
Summary
Criminal behavior and unprovoked acts o f violence have become an increasing
part o f American life, and higher education institutions have not been spared the
experience o f being the scene o f such acts (Bryden & Fletcher, 2007; Griffin, 2009). Over
the last fifty years, the U.S. crime rate has grown significantly, with major increases from
the 1960s through the early1990s. While there have been measurable decreases over the
last decade, 1999-2009, crime statistics are still high with 1,246,248 violent crimes and
9,082,887 property crime offenses reported in 2010 according to the FBI. Crimes
occurring on college campuses and reported to the Department of Education between
years 2005-2008 reflected a total o f 235,599 that reflects an increase between 1999 and
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2009 based on trends and projections. Over the timeframe, 2005-2008 actual reports,
74.6% were burglaries and motor vehicle thefts, 9.2% were aggravated assaults, 8.4%
were robberies, 5.9% were forcible sex offences, 1.7% were arsons, and 0.1% were nonforcible sex offenses.
Issues that threaten safety have negative consequences on overall human wellbeing
such that it affects an individual’s quality o f life. Maslow (1970) reports if an individual
feels threatened or becomes fearful, that person will not be able to function. Colleges and
Universities have enormous intellectual resources to provide, in a thoughtful and
meaningful way, the security everyone on campus has a right to expect. Perceptions are
strong indicators o f how individuals view their world and campus police falls under this
scope through the lens o f safety. In order to comprehensively understand campus crime, it
is important to also look at the perspectives o f faculty and staff (Gover et al., 2011).
The purpose o f this study was to examine faculty and staff perceptions o f campus
threats and the extent that their perceptions o f safety are influenced by their contact with
campus police. Faculty and staff due to their roles in the institution come in contact with
students, visitors, and others within their day-to-day routine on the campus. These
campus members are in a critical position to aid in the effort to protect against threats to
campus safety. Shaw and McKay (1972) Social Disorganization Theory suggest a direct
relationship between existing conditions within in local American communities and
differential rates o f delinquents and criminals. College campuses are neighborhoods
which contain communities o f faculty, staff, and students thus, community and
neighborhood based theories o f crime, such as social disorganization applies.
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A qualitative case study methodology was used to conduct the study. Case study
research is richly descriptive in order to afford the reader the vicarious experience o f being
there (Merriman, 2009, p. 258). Case study research employs triangulation that
incorporates documents, people, theories, and other key items to ensure accuracy and a
true depiction o f a phenomenon. Among the limitations of this study is the fact that some
faculty and staff members experienced an unpleasant encounter with campus police. A
delimitation of this study is the research was conducted at an institution isolated by its
location in the United States.

CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
General Introduction and Overview
This chapter provides a concise review o f literature regarding the historical
background of campus safety issues related to higher education (Griffin, 2007, 2009).
Furthermore, a review o f federal and state statutory efforts is helpful in understanding
current campus safety requirements for higher education institutions. Also, a review o f
studies related to campus crimes and perceptions o f safety were reviewed (Bryden &
Fletcher, 2007; Fisher and Sloan, 2003; Griffith Hueston, Wilson, Moyers, & Hart, 2004;
Vermillion, 2006). By including the perceptions o f crime and police officers within the
larger population’s culture, this research provides a link between society’s perceptions
and the perceptions of crime and police on college campuses (Vermillion, 2006).
Clifford Shaw and Henry McKay’s Social Disorganization is discussed for a theoretical
framework (Bursik and Webb, 1982; Sampson and Groves, 1989; Shaw and McKay,
1972; Warner, Beck, & Ohmer, 2010).
Colleges and universities have seen an increase in campus crime over the last
decade even though there has been a national decline in crime (FBI, 2011). Campus
crime is particularly concerning to higher education leadership, and other stakeholders
such as students and parents (Hughes, White, & Hertz, 2008; Palmer, 2010). This
concern grows as there have been a number o f recent violent incidents on college
campuses that have appeared in headline news. An example is the murderous attack at
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Oikos University in Oakland, California in April 2012 (Eng, 2012; Powell, 2008;
Rikleen, 2007). Better understanding o f campus crime is beneficial to all the
stakeholders on college campuses (Barton, Jensen, & Kaufman, 2010; Rogerson, 2008).
Campus police departments are the front line o f defense against crime, and are tasked
with crime prevention as municipal police agencies are (Peak, 1995; Rund, 2002;
Wilkinson & Rund, 2002).
Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework for this study is the Social Disorganization Theory by
Clifford R. Shaw and Henry D. McKay (1972). These authors conducted research in the
Chicago area based on data of boys, ages 10-16, concerning trends o f officially recorded
delinquency over a thirty-five year period, 1927-1961 (p. xxix). Shaw and McKay
suggest a direct relationship between existing conditions within in local American
communities and differential rates o f delinquents and criminals (p. 315). This applies
primarily to delinquent activities which become embodied in groups and social
organizations (p. 321). One way o f dealing with problems associated with delinquency in
high-rate areas is through community action programs initiated by the collaborations o f
citizens and local residents interested in improving community life (p. 322); faculty and
staff can be helpful in this effort for higher education communities (Gover et al., 2011, p.
38).
Bursik, & Webb (1982) indicate support for Shaw and McKay’s thesis concerning
the independence o f invasion/success processes and changes in delinquency rates (p. 36).
However, these authors posit that Shaw and McKay worked within a specific historical
context which has changed since the time period covered in their research (p. 36). Shaw
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and McKay did recognize the possibility o f shifts in the emphasis o f police priorities
relative to structural change throughout Chicago (p. 30). Campus police are tasked with
law enforcement at institutions o f higher education and in their effort to be effective must
develop positive relationships with the campus community (Griffith et al., 2004). Barton
et al., (2010) applied the social disorganization theory to college campuses indicating that
in many ways campuses are neighborhoods that contain student communities (p. 247).
College campus community organization has a positive impact on crime, in
particular property crime, meaning that students do not adequately protect their personal
property which results in an increase o f property crimes (Barton et al., 2010, p. 253).
These authors report that campus crime rates are in part due to the social structural
features o f campus communities (Barton et al., 2010, p. 253). Social Disorganization
theoretical underpinning can assist higher education leaders explain the growing
phenomena o f campus crime and its impact on the campus community. In general terms,
social disorganization refers to the inadequacy o f community structure to realize the
common values and maintain effective controls (Sampson and Groves, 1989, p. 777).
Faculty and staff are in a unique position within higher education institutions to be
confidants o f student crime victims; therefore, their perceptions of crime and safety are
helpful (Gover, Tomsich, Jennings, & Higgins, 2011, p. 38).
Sampson and Grove (1989) assert there are three intervening dimensions o f social
disorganization the first is the ability o f a community to supervise and control delinquent
groups (p. 778). The second dimension involves the formation of local friendship
networks; when residents form local social ties, their capacity for community social
control increases (p. 779). The third intervening component is the rate o f local
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participation in formal and voluntary organizations; communities that lack organizational
base have less social control (p. 779). For higher education communities Greek
organizations and student groups, such as sports teams, and political clubs among others,
in general are important as researchers have found that the effect of social structure on
neighborhood crime rates are mediated by community variables (Barton et al., 2010, p.
248). Stronger community organizations increase opportunities for positive social
interaction, increasing informal social control allowing residents to observe neighborhood
activities and intervene when necessary, and thereby decrease the opportunity o f crime
occurring (p. 248).
University administrators recognize the serious issues o f campus crime and crime
prevention as well as the importance o f community cohesion (Barton et al., 2010, p. 247;
Gover et al., 2011, p. 38). Due to the investments made by higher education institutions
to recruit and retain excellent faculty and staff, it is pertinent for administrators to
consider the perceptions employees regarding their while on campus (Gover et al., 2011,
p. 38). Campus police agencies have greater acceptance among the campus community
and have an integral role (Peak et al., 2008, p. 258). The authors acknowledge some
changes in terms o f how agencies operate and mentions the term community-oriented
policing (COP) along with an orientation towards problem-solving (Peak et al., 2008, p.
240). Collaborations among faculty and staff represent formal community organizations
that help decrease the opportunity o f campus crime (Barton et al., 2010, p. 248).
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Context/Background
Relatively little research has been conducted concerning campus crime (Barton et
al., 2010). Criminologists have overlooked college campuses largely because the campus
crime data were not widely available until 1990, when the Crime Awareness and Campus
Security Act was enacted (Peak et al., 2008, p. 245). The Jeanne Clery Disclosure of
Campus Security Policy and Campus Crime Statistics Act, codified at 20 USC 1092 (f) is
part of the Higher Education Act o f 1965 (20 USC § 1092(f)). The Clery Act requires all
higher education institutions that participate in financial aid programs to keep and
disclose crime information on or near their respective campuses (20 USC § 1092(f)).
Institutions that fail to comply with the Clery Act reporting requirements can be fined up
to $27,500 per violation (20 USC § 1092(f)).
Legal, social, and other events in the 1960s and early 1970s increased the need for
security and police on postsecondary campuses (Peak et al., 2008). The past twenty years
have witnessed significant changes in public expectations and practical applications o f
general police work (Peak et al., 2008, p. 240; Haber, 2006, C l). Community oriented
policing (COP) approach has been adopted by law enforcement agencies as a means o f
being proactive in crime prevention (Griffith et al., 2004; Murphy et al., 2008; Peak et al.,
2008). COP offers a focused approached to crime prevention partnering the police with
the community in the effort to reduce crime (Edwards, 2005; Schnebly, 2008). This
modem approach to policing is more ordered and purposeful, actively engaging the
community in an exchange o f information about crime (Edwards, 2005; Murphy et al.,
2008).
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Historical Precedents/Federal Legislation
Campus safety and security problems have been chronicled through historical
landmark court cases. There have been incidents where there were limited laws to
protect the varying stakeholders in the higher education environment. This section
identifies several cases that helped to shape the role o f those stakeholders in maintaining
campus safety in higher education. The decisions rendered in these cases helped in the
advancement o f campus safety providing safer environment for future generations of
stakeholders.
Common law decisions addressing disputes regarding safety and security
concerns on colleges and universities campuses can be traced to the early twentieth
century (Griffin, 2009, p. 246). In 1913 Gott v. Berea College 161 S.W. 204 (Ky. 1913)
involved the enforcement o f the college’s rule which barred students from "forbidden
places” which in this case was a restaurant across the street from the college. The
college’s authority stood in locos parentis concerning the physical and moral welfare o f
its pupils. As student activism during the 1960s and 1970s unfolded on college campuses
across the United States, courts abandoned the in locos parentis doctrine, and the
relationship between higher education institutions and students became contractual
(Griffin, 2009, p. 247; Dixon v. Alabama State Bd. o f Education, 294 F.2d 150, 151, [5th
Cir. 1961]). The consequential questions became whether these institutions have a duty
to provide campus safety and security and to what extent such institutions were legally
liable when a breach occurs (Griffin, 2009, 247).
Tarasoff v. Regents o f the University o f California, 551 P.2d 334 (Cal. 1976),
involved the parents o f a female murdered by a psychiatric patient at the university
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hospital filed a law suit against, four psychotherapists employed at the hospital, and the
campus police department (Kaplin and Lee, 2007, p. 126). The patient disclosed his
intention to murder the deceased (victim) to a staff psychotherapist. The patient was then
briefly detained by the campus police department and, at the request o f the
psychotherapist; no action was taken to protect the victim. The plaintiffs in this case
alleged that the defendants should be held liable for a tortuous failure to confine a
dangerous patient and a tortuous failure to warn the victim o f the dangerous patient. The
court refused to accept the psychotherapists’ official immunity claim, because the
decision to warn was not a basic policy decision; however, the court held that the police
department had no legal duty to warn in light o f the facts in the complaint (Kaplin and
Lee, 2007, p. 126).
Mullins v. Pine Manor College 449 N.E.2d 331, 334 (Mass. 1983) involved a
student who in 1977 was abducted from her residence hall and raped. The student
plaintiff sued the college for negligence, and the state court held that the institution had a
duty to exercise reasonable care in providing security (Griffin, 2009, p. 247). In this case
the court recognized the decline of the loco parentis doctrine but reasoned that the
institution maintained a duty to protect resident students’ well being (Griffin, 2009, p.
247). It was also determined that the institution was negligent by evidence indicating a
deficient security system, improperly supervised security personnel, faulty locks, and
other findings which demonstrated the institution’s failures were substantial cause to the
student’s attack (Griffin, 2009, p. 247). For these reasons, the court ruled in favor o f the
student against the institution (Griffin, 2009, p. 248).
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In Peschke v. Carroll College, a food service employee was shot on May 18, 1990
by a campus visitor (Griffin, 2009, p. 249). The shooter entered a chapel on the campus
o f Carroll College in Helena, Montana during a mass and was observed with a handgun
by the conducting priest. The priest confronted the visitor and an odor o f alcohol was
detected which prompted the priest to escort the visitor from the chapel service. The
visitor left and entered the college cafeteria where he shot the victim in the chest. The
victim sued the college alleging negligence; however, the jury returned a verdict finding
that the college was not negligent as there was no history o f serious security problems or
criminal activities involving visitors to the campus (Griffin, 2009, p. 249).
McEnaney v. State involved an incident in 1994 where a State University o f New
York at Albany (SUNYA) student entered a lecture hall and held a professor and several
students at gunpoint (Griffin, 2009, p. 253). The student allowed the professor to call
certain public officials. The suit was brought forth by the plaintiff, a student, who took it
upon himself to wrestle the gun from the armed student and the plaintiff was shot in the
struggle. The plaintiff alleged that the institution was negligent in providing proper
security for its students, which he attributes to the cause of his injuries; in essence he
challenged the adequacy o f SUNYA’s overall security system. The court found that the
institution fulfilled its responsibility for safety by providing police protection through
campus security and was thus immune from negligence claims (Griffin, 2009, p. 253).
In regard to the advancement o f campus safety at American colleges and
universities there remain many unanswered questions (Griffin, 2009, p. 258). While
judicial reasoning applied by courts in cases involving campus safety are no longer
guided by the tenets o f loco parentis doctrine, it is difficult to find the optimal safety and
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security approach to absolve colleges and universities o f their legal duty to act (Griffin,
2009, p. 258). The tragic circumstances examined in cases like Tarasoff, Peschke, and
McEnaney, are likely to be repeated in similar fashion at other college campuses across
the country, and university administrations will likely use similar arguments in defense o f
their institutions (Griffin, 2009, p. 258). The threat o f such incidents appears to be an on
going problem plaguing institutions o f higher education. The issue o f campus safety and
security that confronts higher education demands innovative efforts to protect and
preserve the college and university community (Griffin, 2009, p. 258).
Federal Legislation
The federal constitution is the most prominent and important authority for
individual rights (Kaplin & Lee, 2007, p. 24). The First Amendment protects speech,
press, and religion which have been a part o f litigations involving postsecondary
institutions (Kaplin & Lee, 2007). The second amendment to the United States
Constitution gives citizens the right to bear arms and many state constitutions have
established this right to citizens (Hamisch, 2008).
The United States Constitution has no provision that refers specifically to
education; however, State constitutions have specific provisions which establish
postsecondary institutions (Kaplin & Lee, 2007, p. 24). The federal constitution is
undoubtedly the highest legal authority in these United Stat4es o f America (Kaplin &
Lee, 2007). No other law, either federal or state, may conflict with its provisions (Kaplin
& Lee, 2007). No other law, either federal or state, may conflict with its provisions
(Kaplin & Lee, 2007). Among the federal legislature which has impacted postsecondary
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institutions significantly are the Clery Act and the Reauthorization o f Higher Education
Act.
Clery Act
Perhaps one o f the most noted legal cases resulting in federal legislature in the
past two decades is the one involving Jeanne Clery. Signed into law in 1990, the Clery
Act stems from the murder o f Jeanne Clery in her residence hall room at Leigh
University in 1986 (Griffin, 2007, p. 414; Harshman, Puro, & Wolff, 2001;). Her parents
are credited with leading effort to enact legislature requiring higher education institutions
participating in federal student aid programs to disseminate annual crime statistics
(Harshman et al., p. 14). These crime statistics must by law include incidents that occur
on and off campus during the most recent three years (Harshman et al., p. 14). The law
was Title II o f the Student Right-To-Know, Crime Awareness, and Campus Security Act
(CSA) (Harshman et al., 2001; Rollings, 2010).
During the late 1990s, various attempts were made by Congress to define
institutional responsibilities and close perceived loopholes regarding crime reporting
(Harshman et al., 2001, p. 14). The Department o f Education is mandated to collect the
crime statistics and make them available to the public (Rollings, 2010, p. 33). Failure by
higher education institutions to disclose accurate crime statistics, could lead to a fine o f
$25,000 (Harshman et al., 2001, p. 14). Currently, higher education institutions are
mandated to alert the campus community o f certain crimes in a manner that is timely in
order to aid in the prevention o f similar crimes (U. S. Department of Education, 2005, p.
61). Failure to provide the campus community notification o f certain crimes, in a timely
manner could result in even higher penalties as indicated in the jury verdict in the
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Virginia Polytechnic Institute 2007 shooting incident, where in March 2012 it awarded
the families o f two victims $4 million each (Szkotak, 2012).
Reauthorization o f Higher Education Act
Former President George Bush Jr. in 2008 signed the Reauthorization o f Higher
Education Act in to law extending it for an additional six year through 2014 (Rollings,
2010, p. 37). The Higher Education Act reviews mandates and agreements for
educational leaders in higher education including college costs, accreditation, student
financial aid, and key disclosure and compliance provisions (Rollings, 2010, p. 37;
Congressional Digest, 2006, p. 163). Within the key disclosure and compliance campus
safety is addressed in particular; the act expands the institutional reporting under the
Clery Act (Rollings, 2010, p. 37).
It requires institutions to notify the campus community immediately upon
confirming a significant emergency, unless issuing the notification compromises campus
safety efforts (Rollings, 2010, p. 37). The act also encourages institutions containing
residential facilities to publish annually a fire safety report providing statistics on
individual dormitories (Rollings, 2010, p. 37). Due to this federal legislation, higher
education institutions have a foundation for maintaining compliance and decision making
in issues related to campus safety (Rollings, 2010, p. 38).
Guns on College Campuses
The second amendment to the United States Constitution gives citizens the right
to bear arms and many state constitutions have established this right to citizens (Hamisch,
2008). However, like the U.S. Constitution most states place restrictions on where guns
may be lawfully possessed and school campuses is one o f those restricted areas
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(Hamisch, 2008). The term “weapons"1usually refers to handguns, however, in some
instances may refer to other self-defense tools such as knives, stun guns and Billy clubs
(Hamisch, 2008). Currently, forty-eight states generally prohibit concealed weapons on
campus by law, Utah and Colorado being the only exceptions (Hamisch, 2008; Goral,
2012). In the wake of tragic incidents o f shootings on college campuses at Virginia
Polytechnic Institute, Northern Illinois, and elsewhere some are seeking to relax
concealed weapons restrictions on college and university campuses in the interest o f
safety (Hamisch, 2008).
Legislators in several states have explored the idea o f allowing citizens with
concealed weapons permits to carry their weapons on campus (Hamisch, 2008). These
efforts have been met with considerable controversy and strong emotions on both sides of
the argument (Hamisch, 2008). Gun-rights advocates argue that existing campus
weapons restrictions do not allow individuals to protect themselves and may contribute to
loss o f life (Hamisch, 2008). While those who oppose guns on campus cite the inherent
challenges o f college life, drugs/alcohol abuse and stress, when overlapped with
weapons, could have potentially lethal consequences for all people in the campus
community (Hamisch, 2008). These opposing views clashed in the state o f Utah at the
University o f Utah and resulted in a legal fight that ended in the state’s Supreme Court.
University o f Utah's Gun Controversy Background
Since 1977 the university has prohibited students from unauthorized possession or
use o f firearms (252 F. Supp. 2d 1264, 2003). Section 8-10 o f the University’s Policy
Manual, approved by the University’s governing board, prohibited possession or use o f
any firearm or other dangerous weapon, unless authorized by the University (252 F.
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Supp. 2d 1264, 2003). The University’s Board o f Trustees in 1995 approved a policy on
discipline and dismissal o f staff (252 F. Supp. 2d 1264, 2003). The policy, as it appeared
in Section 2-9 o f the University’s Policy and Procedures Manual in 2003, included
conducting University business off campus unless authorized by the university (252 F.
Supp. 2d 1264, 2003). In 1997 the interim President Jerilynn McIntyre extended the
Internal University Firearms Policy to include faculty (252 F. Supp. 2d 1264, 2003).
University leaders responsible for campus safety affirmed their belief that the University
enforcement o f the policy contributed significantly to its record relating to gun violence
and accidents (252 F. Supp. 2d 1264, 2003).
The Internal University Firearms Policy enjoyed strong support from the
University community, as well as among various other local and national groups,
representing a broad spectrum o f interest (252 F. Supp. 2d 1264, 2003). In 2003, the
Policy was found to be consistent with firearms policies of other major universities
within the country (252 F. Supp. 2d 1264, 2003). The purposes o f these policies include
(1) preservation o f academic freedom, (2) protection o f students, faculty, and staff from
gun-related accidents, crime and suicides, and (3) preservation o f the educational process
(252 F. Supp. 2d 1264, 2003). The president o f Idaho State University, Richard L.
Bowen, indicated another purpose o f such policies as preserving a safe working and
educational environment o f freedom o f expression without fear o f physical harm (252 F.
Supp. 2d 1264, 2003). The president o f Brigham Young University, Merrill J. Bateman,
explained that the presence of firearms would reduce the ability of the university to create
the atmosphere it seeks and increase the risks o f gun related incidents o f injury (252 F.
Supp. 2d 1264, 2003).
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The Attorney General's Opinion
One duty o f the Utah’s State Attorney General is to be a legal advisor to Utah’s
state officers (University o f Utah V. Utah Attorney General, 252 F. Supp. 2d 1264,
2003). The attorney general has by statute the responsibility to give opinion, relating to
the law, in writing and without fee to among others the Legislature, or either house, board
or commission, and county attorney when requested (University of Utah V. Utah
Attorney General, 252 F. Supp. 2d 1264, 2003). However, this opinion has no legal or
binding effect on the requesting officer (University o f Utah V. Utah Attorney General,
252 F. Supp. 2d 1264, 2003). In October o f 2001, the President of Utah’s Senate and
Speaker o f the House requested from Attorney General Shurtleff a formal opinion on the
validity, under Utah law, Department o f Human Resource Management’s (DHRM) Rule
477-9-1(5) (University o f Utah V. Utah Attorney General, 252 F. Supp. 2d 1264, 2003).
DHRM Rule 477-9-1(5) prohibited state employees from carrying firearms in facilities
owned or operated by the state, or any vehicle while on state business (University o f Utah
V. Utah Attorney General, 252 F. Supp. 2d 1264, 2003). In November o f 2001, Attorney
General Shurtleff issued Opinion No. 10-002 stating that the rule was unenforceable,
purporting to regulate firearms without specific legislative authority (University o f Utah
V. Utah Attorney General, 252 F. Supp. 2d 1264, 2003).
In January o f 2002, after the release o f Opinion No. 10-002, Utah legislators
voted to recommend that the Internal University Firearms Policy not be reauthorized
(University o f Utah V. Utah Attorney General, 252 F. Supp. 2d 1264, 2003). The
Legislature then enacted Senate Bill No. 170 which specifically targeted the portion o f
the Policy that prohibits students from carrying firearms on campus, as well as policies
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adopted by other State Higher Education institutions (University of Utah V. Utah
Attorney General, 252 F. Supp. 2d 1264, 2003). Further certain members o f the Utah
Legislature proposed, during General Session, legislature to reduce a State agency’s
administrative budget by fifty percent if policies violated the State statue (University o f
Utah V. Utah Attorney General, 252 F. Supp. 2d 1264, 2003). The purpose o f this
proposal, which was defeated in the Utah House o f Representatives, was punishment to
the University for upholding the Policy in the face o f the Attorney General’s opinion
(University o f Utah V. Utah Attorney General, 252 F. Supp. 2d 1264, 2003). There was
support from some o f the students at the University who had expressed their desire to the
President and other leaders to carry firearms on campus in spite of the Policy (University
o f Utah V. Utah Attorney General, 252 F. Supp. 2d 1264, 2003). Similarly, some
employees o f the University expressed their belief that the Policy violates the law, is
unenforceable, and their intent to disobey it (University of Utah V. Utah Attorney
General, 252 F. Supp. 2d 1264, 2003).
Outcome
In July o f 2002 President Machen petitioned the United States District Court for
the District o f Utah, Central Division asserting two claims (University o f Utah V. Utah
Attorney General, 252 F. Supp. 2d 1264, 2003). The first sought determination o f the
right o f the University to adopt and enforce its own firearms polices; the second claim
asserts that neither the Firearms Act nor the Concealed Weapons Act bars enforcement o f
the Internal Firearms Policy (University o f Utah V. Utah Attorney General, 252 F. Supp.
2d 1264, 2003). Attorney General Shurtleff disagreed with these assertions, but argued
that this court lacked jurisdiction to rule based on the Eleventh Amendment’s preclusion
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from instructing a state officer on how to conform his conduct to state law (University o f
Utah V. Utah Attorney General, 252 F. Supp. 2d 1264, 2003). The Eleventh Amendment
bars suits against states and their agencies in federal court (University o f Utah V. Utah
Attorney General, 252 F. Supp. 2d 1264, 2003). The court granted the Attorney
General’s motion for judgment in part and denied it in part (University o f Utah V. Utah
Attorney General, 252 F. Supp. 2d 1264, 2003). Consequently, the court denied the
University o f Utah’s President’s motion for summary judgm ent in part and stayed it in
part, dismissing state law claims and abstaining from ruling on the federal law claims (2
University o f Utah V. Utah Attorney General, 52 F. Supp. 2d 1264, 2003).
The Attorney General appealed to the Supreme Court o f Utah in September o f
2006; by this time, Michael K. Young had replaced Bernard Machen as president o f the
University o f Utah (University o f Utah V. Utah Attorney General, 2006 UT 51; 144 P.3d
1109). Ultimately, the Supreme Court o f Utah held that the University lacked authority
to enact firearms policies in contravention o f Utah statutory law, in particular Utah Code
Ann. § 63-98-102(5) (University o f Utah V. Utah Attorney General, 2006 UT 51; 144
P.3d 1109). The court acknowledged the University’s firearms policy as a contract with
its students and employees with the harshest consequence o f severing that relationship
(University o f Utah V. Utah Attorney General, 2006 UT 51; 144 P.3d 1109). The court
also acknowledged the University’s broad powers but asserted that it is not completely
autonomous and is ultimately subject to legislative oversight (University o f Utah V. Utah
Attorney General, 2006 UT 51; 144P.3d 1109). The court further suggested that to the
extent constituents disagree with the legislative choice, their remedy is to express their
dissatisfaction at the ballot box (University o f Utah V. Utah Attorney General, 2006 UT
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51; 144 P.3d 1109). With the University’s state law issues resolved, they are free to
return to federal court for resolution o f their federal law claim o f academic freedom
(University o f Utah V. Utah Attorney General, 2006 UT 51; 144 P.3d 1109).
Conclusion
This debate will likely continue given its history as current state concealed
weapons and campus firearms policies are being challenged in state legislature (Hamisch,
2008). In approximately twenty-six states, state law prohibits guns on public college
campuses even to those with permits to carry them (Hamisch, 2008). Twenty-two states
allow public college campuses to determine their own weapons policies and nearly all
chose not to allow guns (Hamisch, 2008). Private colleges are usually allowed to create
their regulations conforming to state concealed weapons laws (Hamisch, 2008). State
laws vary considerably with respect to allowing weapons on campus such as Wyoming,
where campus security officials decide (Hamisch, 2008). Some states do not address
guns on campus in state law and seldom issue concealed weapons permits, which makes
university firearms policies a non-issue (Hamisch, 2008).
American public college and university campuses historically have been the place
where individual rights were championed (Hamisch, 2008). In keeping with this
tradition, the safety and security o f the campus community must remain paramount
(Hamisch, 2008). Recent tragedies demonstrate the need for campuses to be vigilant in
identifying potential threats and develop coherent security strategies to cope with campus
crises (Hamisch, 2008). Conversely, lawmakers need to consider the consequences,
intended and unintended, o f allowing concealed weapons on state college campuses
(Hamisch, 2008). The issue of how one can best preserve the individual right to bear
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arms and consequently maintain safe campus communities will continue to gamer public
debate (Hamisch, 2008). It is a debate certain to remain spirited and one that will
challenge public safety officials, campus leaders, and lawmakers alike (Hamisch, 2008).
United States College and University Fatal Shootings
On August I, 1966 Charles Whitman pointed a rifle from the observation deck at
the University o f Texas in Austin and began shooting in a homicidal rampage that went
on for 96 minutes. Sixteen were killed and thirty-one were wounded (Thrower, Healy,
Margolis, Lynch, Stafford, & Taylor, 2008). May 4, 1970 Four Kent State University
students were killed and nine wounded in Kent, Ohio by National Guard troops called in
to quell antiwar protest (Thrower et al., 2008).
November 1, 1991 Ganga Lu, a 28 year old graduate student in physics from
China, allegedly upset because he was overlooked for an academic honor, opened fire on
two buildings on the campus the University o f Iowa. Five campus employees were
killed, four of the physics department. Two other people were wounded and the student
fatally shot himself (Thrower et al., 2008).
January 26, 1995 Wendell Williamson, a former law student, shot two men and
injured a police officer in Chapel Hill, North Carolina (Thrower et al., 2008). August 15,
1996 Fredrick Martin Davison, a 36 year old graduate engineering student at San Diego
State University, pulled a gun during his thesis defense and shot to death three professors
(Thrower et al., 2008). June 28, 2000 Dr. Jian Chen, a 42 year old medical resident, shot
to death his supervisor before killing himself in his supervisor’s office at University o f
Washington in Seattle. According to faculty members, Chen was upset that due to
academic shortcomings, he was forced to return to China (Thrower et al., 2008).
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August 28, 2000 James Easton Kelly, a 36 year old University o f Arkansas
graduate student, who was recently dropped from a doctoral program after a decade o f
study, shot and killed John Locke, a 67 year old English professor overseeing his
coursework. It was an apparent murder-suicide (Thrower et al., 2008). May 17, 2001
Donald Cowan, 55, fatally shot James Holloway, an assistant music professor at a dorm
at Pacific Lutheran University in Parkland, Washington, before turning the gun on
himself. A 16-page suicide note was left expressing anger at one of Professor
Holloway’s colleagues whom Cowan dated briefly as a teenager (Thrower et al., 2008).
January 16, 2002 Peter Odighizuwa, a 42 year old Virginia Appalachian School of
Law graduate student, recently dismissed, returned to campus and killed the dean, a
professor, and a student before he was tackled by other students. Three female students
were also wounded during the attack (Thrower et al., 2008). October 28, 2002 Robert
Flores, a 40 year old University o f Arizona Nursing College student and G ulf War
veteran, walked into a professor’s office and fatally shot her. He then entered a
classroom and killed two more professors before turning the gun of him self (Thrower et
al., 2008).
May 9, 2003 Biswanath Haider, a 62 year old man armed with two handguns,
wearing a bullet-proof vest fires hundreds o f rounds during a seven hour shooting spree
and standoff at Case Western University in Cleveland, Ohio. One student was killed and
two others wounded when, according to authorities, Haider was upset because he
believed students hacked into his website. He was later sentenced to life in prison
(Thrower et al., 2008).
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September 2, 2006 Douglas W. Pennington, a 49 year old father killed him self
and his two sons Logan (26) and Benjamin (24) during a visit to Shepherd University
campus in Shepherdstown, West Virginia (Thrower et al., 2008). April 2, 20007 Rebecca
Griego, a 26 year old University o f Washington researcher, was shot to death in her
office by her former boyfriend, who then turned the gun on himself (Thrower et al.,
2008). April 16, 2007 Seung Hui Cho, a 23 year old student at Virginia Polytechnic
Institute and State University, killed thirty-two people and injured at least twenty-four
others in a dorm and classroom before turning the gun on himself in Blacksburg, Virginia
(Thrower et al., 2008).
September 21, 2007 Shalita Middleton, a 17 year old student at Delaware State
University in Dover, Delaware, was killed and two other students were wounded by a
fellow student (Thrower et al., 2008). October 1, 2007 Taylor Bradford, a 21 year old
student athlete at the University o f Memphis, was fatally shot on campus during an
attempted robbery. Four men, including one student, were later charged with the slaying
(Thrower et al., 2008).
December 13, 2007 two Ph. D. students were shot to death during a home
invasion at their apartment on the campus o f Louisiana State University in Baton Rouge,
Louisiana (Thrower et al., 2008). February 8, 2008 Latina Williams, a 23 year old
student at Louisiana Technical College in Baton Rouge, Louisiana, shot two other
students before turning the gun on herself during an emergency medical technology class
(Thrower et al., 2008). February 14, 2008 Steven Kazmierczak, a former graduate
student at Northern Illinois University in DeKalb, Illinois, killed five students and
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wounded fifteen other students in a lecture hall before turning the gun on him self
(Thrower et al., 2008).
September 3, 2009 Jasmine Lynn, a 19 year old student at Spelman College in
Atlanta, Georgia, was shot and killed while walking through Clark Atlanta University
(CAU) with some friends around 12:30 a.m. (Dakar, 2009). February 12, 2010 at a
faculty meeting Amy Bishop, a biology professor at the University o f Alabama in
Huntsville, Alabama, killed 3 faculty members and wounded 2 others along with a staff
member (Fox, 2010). March 9, 2010 Nathaniel Brown, a 51 year old disgruntled
custodian worker at Ohio State University in Columbus, Ohio, shot 3 people killing 1
before turning the gun on him (Leingang, 2010).
September 28, 2010 Colton Tooley, a 19 year old student at University o f Texas
in Austin, Texas, came to campus wielding an AK-47 assault rifle opening fire and then
turned the gun on himself. He was the only one injured in the incident (Finnegin, 2010).
May 10, 2011 Napoleon Lavarias Caliguiran, the 54 year old husband o f student Marcory
Tarlit Caliguiran (25) at San Jose State University in San Jose, California, shot her and
another student Thomas Kyle Williams (26) killing both students before turning the gun
on himself. Napolean was not a student at the university (Gardner, 2011). December 8,
2011 Deriek Crouse, a 39 year old police officer at Virginia Polytechnic Institute in
Blacksburg, Virginia, was shot to death by a gunman on the campus. The gunman later
turned the gun on himself about a half-mile away from the initial shooting (Rothacker,
2011 ).

April 2, 2012 One L. Goh, a 43 year old former student at Oikos University in
Oakland, California, shot ten people killing seven. Goh was later apprehended in a
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grocery store parking lot in the Oakland suburb o f Alameda (Eng, 2012). January 15,
3013 Sean Johnson, a 34 year old former student at Stevens Institute o f Business and Art
in St. Louis, Missouri, shot financial advisor Greg Elsenrath before turning the gun on
himself. Both were transported to the hospital in critical condition (Piper, 2013).
Crime
U. S. Bureau o f Justice Statistics (2005) covered the period 1995-2002 looking at
violent victimization o f college students. The findings come from the National Crime
Victimization Survey (NCVS) data collected by the Bureau o f Justice Statistics (BJS).
The methodology is a quantitative approach and is very extensive, including data on
crimes against persons age 12 or older, reported and not reported to the police from a
national representative sample o f U.S. households. The report includes a breakdown in
activity at the time o f victimization based on time o f day (daytime 6 a.m. —6 p.m. and
nighttime 6 p.m. - 6 a.m.). Statistics presented in this article helps to explain the impact
o f crime against college students during the period 1995-2002.
Barton, Jensen, & Kaufman (2010) found that researchers and the mass media
have focused increasing attention on campus crime in light o f a few high-profile
incidents. While rare, these incidents are important because college students are less
likely to attend, spend time on, or participate in social activities on high crime campuses.
The study contributed to research on campus crime by exploring the generalizability o f
the updated social disorganization model to campus communities by using data collected
from Peterson"s Guide to Four-Year Colleges and the Uniform Crime Report for the year
2000. While social structural features o f campus populations are clearly associated with
rates o f campus property crime, the role o f social organization is less certain. These
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results have implications for future research and crime prevention planning on college
campuses.
Carr, Buhi, Solito, Devney, Luckey, & Serafini (2007) discussed the threat
assessment approach and strategy to reduce the risk o f violence on college campuses in
the U.S. The purpose o f their research is to confront the serious college health issue,
violence, through analyzing campus violence patterns, types o f violence, methodological
problems with collecting campus crime data, underlying issues related to campus
violence and some practices in use to help prevent campus violence (p. 305). Carr et al.,
(2007) presents some good statistical data that are helpful in seeing who are affected by
campus violence as well as some causes i.e. drugs and alcohol (p. 306). These
researchers mention developing an early warning system, such as a threat assessment
team, which addresses troubled students (p. 314). These authors outline steps in
assessing threats and requirements for successful operation o f threat assessment including
administration support (p. 314).
Rogerson, M. (2008) examined crime from the bigger picture beyond higher
education and in particular the concentration o f crime, the number o f crimes per victim
(p. 435). The author pairs this with the concept o f prevalence o f crime, the proportion o f
potential (population) victims who are victimized, in an attempt to understand crime
levels from data in 39 high crime areas in the United Kingdom. The data were taken
from household surveys conducted in 2004 via self reporting and revealed that crime
prevention outcomes varied depending on focus (p. 443). The author concludes that an
accurate picture o f crime can only be obtained if three phenomenons are considered:
prevalence, concentration, and incidence o f crime (p. 446). The author suggests that
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crime prevention should be focused on areas where high crime is the result o f
concentration or prevalence, a concept which could help with campus crime prevention.
Vermillion (2006) reported that the general public does not know much about
crime, crime rates, or the criminal justice system. The author goes on to state that most
Americans, contrary to actual crime rates or official materials, believe that crime rates are
on the rise and have been increasing for some time (Vermillion, 2006). Baer &
Chambliss (1997) provided a useful framework to examine the perceptions o f crime. In
particular, the authors completed a detailed analysis o f how the politics o f reporting crime
generates a certain perception o f crime. Baer & Chambliss (1997) found that data and
information about crime is generated by government bureaucracies, reported in the news
media, and supported by some criminologist with the effect o f misrepresenting the “crime
problem” to politicians, lawmakers and the general public (p. 88). Their analysis focused
on how among other variables uniform crime reporting influences the perceptions o f
crime (Baer & Chambliss, 1997).
Vermillion (2006) reported that the Uniform Crime Report (UCR) is the oldest
and most institutionalized source o f national data concerning crime rates and is reported
annually by the Federal Bureau o f Investigation (FBI). Data are generated by local police
based on crimes reported to the police and the resulting arrests (Vermillion, 2006, p. 36).
Colleges and universities are brought in to this count by the Clery Act and its primary
purpose to require college administrators to report, in a consistent manner, incidents o f
campus crime (Janacek & Plummer, 2005). Baer & Chambliss (1997) in their analysis o f
the annual report o f the Federal Bureau o f Investigation: UCR also noticed how crimes
were counted. The authors noted specifically, the way crimes were counted and then
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published directly influences how people perceive crime and crime rates (Baer &
Chambliss, 1997).
Role o f Campus Police
Campus policing began in 1894 at Yale University when two New Haven police
officers were hired to patrol the campus (Peak, 1995, p. 229). The early 1900s marked a
time when there was little need for campus police departments as higher education
institutions resolved most problems internally relying limitedly upon local police
agencies to assist with campus criminal violations (p. 229). This period witnessed heavy
reliance on a watchman system which utilized retirees to serve in the capacity protecting
campuses (p. 229). The watchman system prevailed until the 1950s when institutions
experienced unprecedented growth in enrollment which prompted the creation of
specialized campus security departments, and institutions began to hire retired municipal
police officers as directors (p. 229). The late 1960s signaled the most significant period
for campus police as campus unrest grew and institutions relied on municipal police
departments to address the problem (p. 230).
Reliance upon municipal police agencies proved to be a double edged sword as
their presence, effective as they were in resolving problems, often exacerbated conflict
and polarized the campus community (Peak, 1995, p. 230). Higher education leaders
soon realized the need to take measure to keep order on campus with minimal
involvement o f municipal police agencies (p. 230). In the early 1970s higher education
leaders made attempts to upgrade the image o f campus police departments by requiring
officers who are sworn law enforcement professionals coupled with their ability to
correspond to college norms and values (p. 230). The 1980s and 1990s witnessed
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campus police become increasingly autonomous, develop strong operations, elevate
standards o f personnel, and become a part o f the fabric o f higher education institutions (p.
230). Campus police departments in the twenty-first century have an orientation towards
problem-solving, more connectivity to the broader law enforcement community, and
greater acceptance among the campus community playing an integral role (Peak, Barthes,
& Garcia, 2008, p. 258).
There are many issues related to campus crime and the perceptions o f safety on
college campuses. In an era o f high technology and media portrayal o f crime
investigations that include sophisticated devices that aid in solving crimes, campus police
are often perceived to fall short o f the broader law enforcement community in their
methods to prevent crime. Perceptions are strong indicators o f how individuals view
their world and campus police fall under this scope. Therefore, one must explore the
perceptions the community has o f campus police (Griffith, Huston, Wilson, Moyers, &
Hart, 2004). Griffith et al., (2004) conducted a study surveying a mid-sized university
regarding victimization, contact with police, satisfaction with campus police services, and
overall feelings o f safety.
Campus police are tasked with law enforcement at institutions o f higher education
and in their effort to be effective must develop positive relationships with the campus
community (Griffith et al., 2004; Fisher & Sloan, 1995, p. 250). Griffith et al., (2004)
report that there has been a shift in policing as more campus police departments are
becoming more proactive than reactive to crime (p. 150). This approach is referred to as
community oriented policing (COP) and involves police partnering with the community
in preventing crime (p. 150). In order to form partnerships with the campus community,
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Griffith et al., (2004) report collecting data from the community is necessary for
development o f policies and practices that will receive public support (p. 153). A good
relationship with the police and community is necessary for effective law enforcement (p.
154).
Such was not the case in November 2011 at the University o f California (UC)
Davis campus when students were pepper sprayed by campus police, to the dismay o f
some faculty members, for a demonstration in response to increase in tuition and fees
(Lee, 2012; Pringle & Quinones, 2011; Hahn, 2011). Cruz Reynoso, UC Davis Professor
Emeritus and former Justice o f the California Supreme Court, led the investigation o f the
incident (Lee, 2012). Reynoso acknowledged the purpose o f the protest and the fact that
UC Davis Chancellor Linda P. B. Katehi was concerned about the large number o f
individuals present who were not UC Davis’ students (Lee, 2012). According to the
investigation report led by Reynoso, Chancellor Katehi did not effectively communicate
her expectations to the university police department when she requested they remove
protester’s tents from the quad (Lee, 2012). Coupled with this fact, the Chief o f Police
was not successful in communicating to the leadership team the gravity o f potential
problems associated with the operation, all which combined to adversely impact
community relations with the institution and the campus police department (Lee, 2010;
Pringle & Quinones, 2011; Hahn, 2011).
Dobrin (2006) developed the Mayberry Model o f policing based on a descriptive
metaphor o f two policing strategies, Professional Policing and Community Oriented
Policing (COP). This was done by examining the individual policing styles o f two
officers o f the fictional town Mayberry, North Carolina Sheriffs Department (p. 21).
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The professional police style was observed in Deputy Barney Fife in his strict
interpretation o f the law, even for minor violations (p. 22). While the COP style was
observed in the Sheriff Andy Taylor who promoted a more approachable community
oriented police officer, an implicit supporter o f the community (p. 23). Thus, the
Mayberry Model is representative o f both the professional and COP styles o f policing,
and presents a powerful tool for teaching the concepts o f these different strategies o f
policing (p. 26).
Edwards (2005) discussed the term community oriented policing which has
become so popular in modem police field and one that police agencies advocate (p. 81).
The modem term is different from the traditional beat cop who did talk to people, got to
know them and was known of them; their presence was a crime deterrent (p. 82). Today
community policing strategies involve focused involvement with the community visiting
particular people and places for a particular reason (p. 82). This modem community
policing is more ordered and purposeful, actively engaging the community to both gain
knowledge and passing on info about crime (p. 82). COP strategies allow the officer to
become a part o f the community and have involvement individuals as a way o f joining
the police service and the community (p. 82). The key is that it puts police in direct
contact with the public other than when responding to emergencies which allows and
encourages communication and cooperation between police and the community (p. 83).
Hinds (2008) explored the influence o f citizens’ general attitudes and experiences
from their contact with police (p. 54). Public satisfaction with police is important as is it
linked to citizens’ confidence and support for the police, which is significant in citizens’
willingness to report crime, or suspicious events (p. 54). Both direct and indirect contact

50
with police effect citizens’ attitude about police whether the encounter be negative or
positive (p. 55). Police helpfulness, fairness, and politeness, quick response to calls for
assistance, and attention to what citizens say are significant predictors o f their satisfaction
with the police (p. 57). This is significant to campus safety because campuses have long
been described as microcosms o f society (Rund, 2002, p. 7).
Murphy, Hinds, and Fleming (2008) explored how to increase public cooperation
and support for police through the lens o f procedural justice, which refers to perceived
fairness o f procedures involved in decision-making, implementation, and the treatment o f
the people by the authority (p. 139). To date, only a few studies have attempt to explore
the role that procedural justice plays in shaping public willingness to assist police in
crime control (p. 141). This study uses both cross-sectional survey (observes all o f
population or a representative subset, at a defined time) data and panel data (panel data is
observed in two dimensions, typically time and cross-sections). The study finds that
views about police legitimacy do influence public cooperation with the police, and those
who view the police as more legitimate are more likely to assist police to control crime
(p. 152). This finding is important in light o f the fact that crime reporting is essential in
tracking crime (Thompson, Sitterle, Clay, & Kingree, 2007).
Ren, Cao, Lovrich, & Gaffney, M. (2005) examined community policing and
reports the existing literature is silent on the link between police performance and
confidence in the police. The authors report this link is important for police management
as it provides feedback helpful to improve their work (p. 55). This is a quantitative study
and confidence was broadly defined as the extent o f the public to have trust in or reliance
upon the police in a variety o f situations (p. 56). Contacts with the police may exert a
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powerful influence on how people feel about the police (p. 57). The findings indicated
that police bore only part o f the negative attitudes towards them and that voluntary
contacts with the police involving citizens in various community policing programs
tended to increase confidence in the police (p. 62).
Vermillion (2006) reported that since many studies have indicated that support for
the police can vary between many socioeconomic groups, individual-level characteristics
can provide some insight into the perceptions o f the police. Concerning race AfricanAmericans are the most commonly studied minority group and research reveals that
overall, this group has less favorable perceptions o f police than do whites (Vermillion,
2006). Song (1992) found concerning race that Asians were not unified on their
perceptions o f the police. The Socio Economic Status (SES) o f an individual is also
related to their perception of the police (Vermillion, 2006). Brown and Benedict (2002)
treat SES and political alienation together because the “poor usually have the least
political power.” (p. 550). Vermillion (2006) reported contact with police as important in
determining an individual’s perception o f the police. Worrall (1999) noted how positive
contact with police over negative contact with police (i.e. being arrested) influences the
perceptions o f the police.
Brown, B. & Benedict, W. (2002) examined perceptions about police by
summarizing 100 articles on perceptions o f and attitudes toward the police. This review
o f the literature indicates that only four variables age, contact with police, neighborhood,
and race have consistently been proven to affect attitudes toward the police. It is
proposed that police departments make serious efforts to develop community-policing
programs (p. 568). It is essential that police programs and tactics be tailored to meet the
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needs o f individual neighborhoods (p. 568). Individual departments need to study how
they are viewed by the community (p. 569).
Peak et al., (2008) compared the findings o f two national surveys one in 2006 to
one in 1986 o f campus police agencies. The participants are campus safety directors in
U.S. and Canada and the respondents are 564 out o f 697 sent. The authors acknowledge
some changes in terms of how agencies operate and mentions the term communityoriented policing (COP) along with an orientation towards problem-solving (p. 240). The
authors examine other changes such as more agencies identify as “police” departments
and personnel are better educated (p. 247). The authors indicate there is more
connectivity to the broader law enforcement community p. 258). The authors also find
that these agencies have greater acceptance among the campus community and have an
integral role (p. 258).
Vermillion (2006) is a dissertation out o f Oklahoma State University which
conducted a Phenomenological study based on a heuristic model. The McGarrell and
Castellano’s (1991) Integrative Conflict Model (ICM) was used to analyze issues o f
crime and how students’ and police officers’ perceptions are influenced. This model
analyzed on three levels including larger structural foundations, the perceptions o f crimes
and the police and triggering events (Vermillion, 2006, p. 7). The purpose o f this study
was to measure students’ and police officers’ perception o f campus crime and security.
The results indicate that the theoretical models that are developed for municipal
communities do not have explanatory power when applied to campus communities as
Fisher and Sloan (1995) previously concluded.
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Vermillion (2006) stated that in order to detail how the perceptions o f campus
police officers affect the perception o f campus crime, an overview o f campus police
officers and agencies should be entertained. Brown and Benedict (2002) provided
specific levels and variables that affect the perception o f the police. Decker (1981)
identified the individual level variables in particular race and SES, and contextual
variables such as crime and victimization rates. Brown and Benedict (2002) expanded
this body o f knowledge in to several useful categories for focusing on perceptions o f the
police. These categories are as follows: 1) individual variables (race, socioeconomic
status (SES) and political alienation, contact with police, age and gender), 2) contextual
variables (primary and secondary victimization, fear o f victimization urban/ rural), and 3)
juveniles perceptions o f the police (Brown and Benedict, 2002).
Student Concerns
There are many issues that threaten the safety o f students on college campuses
among them are physical and sexual assaults (Thompson et al., 2007). In 2007 a group o f
Clemson University Public Health administrators published a study on reasons why
college females do not report their victimizations to police (p. 278). The study attempts
to get to the root o f the problem to provide a better understanding for victims and higher
education administrators (p. 281). The findings indicate the need for interventions that
will help improve reporting rates among victimized college women (p. 281). The finding
that many college women did not report the incident to police because they did not think
it was serious enough, suggests the need for initiatives to educate this population on the
legal codes regarding criminal behavior (p. 281).
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James (2010), a dissertation out o f Indiana University o f Pennsylvania, attempted
to measure campus crime and whether students' perceptions o f police influenced their
reporting behavior. The researcher took a quantitative and qualitative approach in an
effort to find out what impacts victimization reporting and satisfaction with police. The
sample size is a minimum of 600 students with 642 responding indicating a 94.6%
though the author indicated that this may not be completely accurate. The study showed
that gender impacts both victimization reporting and satisfaction with police. Future
research can examine in general what influences victimization reporting across all types
o f victimization.
Chaddee & Ditton (2003) revisited Ferraro and LaGrange’s (1992) fear o f crime
and age study using survey data from the Trinidad. This quantitative study used a
random sample o f 728 adults. The overall sample correlations of fear o f crime and age
are low and negative for both males (-.16) and for females (-.04). This counters other
literature, which suggests that the very aged are supposed to feel prisoners in their own
homes, however, here they are found to be the least afraid o f all. This study offers no
evidence for the proposition that the fear o f crime increases, in a simple linear way, with
age.
Fisher and Sloan (2003) conducted as study using data on victimization from a
national sample o f college students, these authors replicated, refined, and extended
Ferraro (1995, 1996) models to test the shadow o f sexual assault thesis to explore factors
that heightened women’s age-specific fear of rape (p. 634). They took into account
temporal dimensions o f crime-specific fear (during the day and at night) and used a
domain-specific model (p. 634). Overall, the fear o f rape among college women
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shadowed their fear of other personal crimes (p. 646). Their age-specific results
concerning college women’s fear o f rape largely mirrored Ferraro’s results for women
more generally (p. 649). Recommendations include the following: not living in coed
dormitories because o f the increased risk o f victimization, self-defense training for
empowerment, and sexual assault awareness training for students, focusing attention o f
potential offenders (college men) (p. 654).
Related to the recommendation o f training, Kress, Shepherd, Anderson, Petuch,
Nolan, & Thiemeke (2006) examined the impact o f a mandatory, coeducational sexual
assault prevention program on college freshmen attitudes about rape (p. 150). The
researchers included components from past sexual assault prevention programs that
proved to be successful which include: presentation o f didactic information, peer theater,
peer group facilitation, large group discussion, gender specific issues associated with
sexual assault, and information about the campus sexual misconduct policy (p. 150). The
Illinois Rape Myth Acceptance Scale-Short Form (IRMA-SF) was administered before
and after the session to measure for the intervention, and the scores o f 234 were included
for assessment (p. 151). The program was determined effective across the demographics
o f the participants, prior experience, and prior education (p. 155). The study provides
support for the proposed sexual assault prevention programs in altering freshmen
attitudes about rape, which may be helpful to college counselors in, address this issue (p.
155).
Faculty and Staff Concerns
Related to the implications for counselors, Janosik and Plummer (2005)
conducted a quantitative study on the Clery Act and the views o f those who serve as
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advocates for victims o f assaults, which was absent from previous literature. This group
o f professionals was not represented by a national organization and identifying
appropriate respondents was not easy. A paradox that advocates often experience is an
increase in the number o f reports o f crime due to increased educational efforts, not
because the rate o f crime increases. This finding could certainly be helpful to campus
police as well as higher education administrators in better understanding crime statistics.
This survey was conducted online and researchers could not ensure that the appropriate
participant completed the questionnaire. Similarly, the author acknowledged that selfreport data is not as reliable as observed data. These findings could be helpful to college
administrators in developing more effective crime reductions strategies which will result
in safer campuses.
Bryden and Fletcher (2007) examined issues that female faculty and staff
members have about safety on and around campus (p. 614). The participants consisted
members across the campus but part one only included the results for females 229 faculty
and staff members employed by a university in Central Ontario Canada (p. 614). A
questionnaire was sent via inter-campus mail (p. 615). The results provided both
quantitative and qualitative data (p. 615). The results provide undeniable evidence o f
compromised safety on a university campus (p. 617).
Fisher and Gunnison (2001) explored workplace violence and the impact o f
gender on victimization (p. 147). Violent acts are not equally distributed across different
professions and certain professions are more at risk than others for experiencing violence
while at work (p. 147). Teaching institutions are mentioned among the fields at higher
risk o f being victimized (p. 148). The authors discovered that a higher percentage o f
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females working at teaching institutions were victims o f sexual assaults and robbery than
their male counterparts (p. 150). Overall, the results indicate that workplace violence is
more characterized by gender differences (p. 152).
Wooldredge, Cullen, & Latessa (1992) examined victimization in the workplace
using a sample o f faculty members o f a university in the northern region o f the United
States (p. 328). Faculty members who perceive danger to a greater extent might be
subject to higher incidents of victimization (p. 327). Personal crimes included robbery,
aggravated assault, sexual assault, and assault with a deadly weapon; while property
crimes included burglary, stolen property, and damage to personal property (p. 328).
Perceptions o f safety on campus could be influenced by experiences with crime because
faculty members who felt less safe on campus were more likely to have been crime
victims (p. 330). The results indicate activities that increase faculty members’ degree o f
exposure, such as walking more often alone on campus, socializing with student outside
the classroom, and spending more time on campus after hours, may increase their crime
victimization (p. 333).
Rollings (2010) conducted a case study at a large state university which sought
the campus safety perceptions o f faculty and administrators. The study was guided by
two theoretical frameworks the Chaos and Complexity Theory (Cvetek, 2008) and
Abraham Maslow’s Hierarchy o f Needs Theory (Maslow, 1970). The purpose o f the
study is to examine faculty perceptions regarding their knowledge o f safety policies and
procedures on a college campus and the extent to which they participate and are involved
in campus safety initiatives. Five themes were observed in faculty and administrators.
There themes were for the most part the same with one exception the fifth one was
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different for each group. Recommendations included involving staff services in future
research.
Gover et al., (2011) conducted an exploratory study to examine the issue o f
campus crime using a convenience sample o f 507 faculty and staff members at a mid
sized urban university in Colorado (p. 41). Data were gathered via an emailed online
survey in April 2009 and produced a 5% response rate (p. 41). This survey incorporated
questions on demographics, experience with campus crime, fear of crime, perceived risk
o f victimization, perceptions o f safety, and constrained behavior (p. 41). Overall, the
participants indicated that direct victimization rates on campus were at levels that should
be o f concern to university administrators (p. 46). It is important for future research to
make an effort to further explain the factors associated with campus victimization among
faculty and staff and to inform the campus community and administrators as to the
reasons why campus-related issues appear as significantly greater concern among female
faculty and staff (p. 51).
Summary
Chapter two presented a review o f the related literature that assists in
understanding the problem o f increases in campus crime including the theoretical
framework o f Social Disorganization and the context o f historical incident litigation.
Shaw and McKay suggest a direct relationship between existing conditions within in
local American communities and differential rates o f delinquents and criminals. One
way o f dealing with problems associated with delinquency in high-rate areas is through
community action programs initiated by the collaborations o f citizens and local residents
interested in improving community life. Shaw and McKay’s (1969/1972) Social
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Disorganization theoretical underpinning can assist higher education leaders explain the
growing phenomena of campus crime and its impact on the campus community.
Collaborations among faculty and staff represent formal community organizations that
help decrease the opportunity o f campus crime.
Common law decisions addressing disputes regarding safety and security
concerns on colleges and universities campuses can be traced to the early twentieth
century with the 1913 Gott v. Berea College 161 S.W. 204 (Ky. 1913). This case
involved the enforcement o f the college’s rule which barred students from “forbidden
places” which in this case was a restaurant across the street from the college. As student
activism during the 1960s and 1970s unfolded on college campuses across the United
States, courts abandoned the in locos parentis doctrine, and the relationship between
higher education institutions and students became contractual. The Tarasoff v. Regents
o f the University o f California, 551 P.2d 334 (Cal. 1976) was mentioned due to the court
ruling against the institution for failure to warn the victim, the daughter o f staff member,
o f danger. Additionally, overviews o f federal legislature were provided to gain insight
into the growing concern for higher education institutions.
Perhaps one o f the most noted legal cases resulting in federal legislature in the
past two decades is the one involving Jeanne Clery. The Clery Act stems from the
murder o f Jeanne Clery in her residence hall room at Leigh University in 1986. Former
President George Bush Jr. in 2008 signed the Reauthorization o f Higher Education Act in
to law extending it for an additional six year through 2014. It requires institutions to
notify the campus community immediately upon confirming a significant emergency,
unless issuing the notification compromises campus safety efforts. The issue o f guns on
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college campuses is mentioned and details o f the University o f Utah’s controversy are
explored.
College and university fatal shooting spanning from the 1966 University o f Texas
incident where sixteen were killed and thirty-one were wounded; concluding with the a
February 2013 incident where a Clark Atlanta University student shot and wounded a
Morehouse College student, after a fight over a pickup basketball game on the
Morehouse campus. Major topics included crime, the role o f campus police, student
concerns, as well as the concerns o f faculty and staff. Ultimately, this review provides
documentation o f the alarming increase in campus crime and the challenge for
educational leaders in providing safe environments for all stakeholders. Chapter three
will provide a detailed description o f the qualitative methodology that will conduct this
proposed study.

CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Introduction
The purpose o f this study was to examine the problem o f increases in campus
crime and the extent that faculty and staff perceptions o f safety are influenced by their
contact with campus police, based on a Southern state university deemed exemplary in
campus safety. Criminal behavior and unprovoked acts o f violence have become an
increasing part o f American life, and higher education institutions have not been spared
the experience o f being the scene o f such acts (Griffin, 2009; Bryden & Fletcher, 2007;
FBI, 2011; Griffith, Hueston, Wilson, Moyers, & Hart, 2004). Campus crime is
particularly concerning to higher education leadership, and other stakeholders such as
students and parents (Hughes, 2008; Palmer, 2010). This concern grows as there have
been a number of recent violent incidents on college campuses that have appeared in
headline news. This chapter discusses the research design; setting, population, sampling
procedures used, and ends with a summary o f the qualitative methodology used to guide
the study.
A qualitative case study approach was used to investigate faculty and staff
members’ perceptions o f campus safety initiatives. This study sought to determine these
members’ campus safety awareness and their contact with the campus. Faculty and staff
due to their roles in the institution come in frequent contact with students, visitors, and
others within their day-to-day routine on the campus. Faculty and staff, many times, are
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in a unique position within the institution to be confidants o f student victims o f crime
(Gover, Tomisch, Jennings, & Higgins, 2011, p. 38). These campus employees are in a
critical position to aid in the effort to protect against threats to campus safety.
Research Questions
The following questions guided this study:
R Q 1. What are the public safety policies, procedures, and practices used at a college
with effective public safety initiatives?
RQ2.

What are the characteristics o f faculty/staff interaction with campus police?

RQ3. To what extent are faculty/staff perceptions and awareness o f campus crime and
safety influenced by experience with campus police?
RQ4.

What are the overall perceptions o f faculty and staff about the effectiveness o f
campus police?
Research Design
A qualitative case study methodology was used to conduct the study. Case study

research is richly descriptive in order to afford the reader the vicarious experience o f
being there (Merriman, 2009, p. 258). Detailed description o f particulars is important as
it allows the reader to vicariously experience setting o f the study (Merriman, 2009, p.
258). Consequently, detailed description also allows the reader to assess the evidence
upon which the researcher’s analysis is based (Merriman, 2009, p. 258). Case studies
allow the reader to experience situations and individuals in settings that the reader would
not normally have access (p. 258).
Creswell (2007) states that case study research is a qualitative approach whereby
an investigator explores a bounded system or multiple bounded systems over time
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through detailed, in-depth data collection (p. 73). According to Creswell (2007) data
collection involves multiple sources o f information including observations, interviews,
audiovisual material, and documents and reports (p. 73). Yin (1994, 2003) has a similar
list that consists of documents, archival records, interviews, both direct and participant
observation, and physical observation. Case study research employs triangulation that
incorporates documents, people, theories, and other key items to ensure accuracy and a
true depiction o f a phenomenon (Merriman, 2009, p. 216).
Neuman (2006) defines triangulation when applied to social research as a better
look at a phenomenon from several angles rather than looking at it from a single view (p.
149). Researchers are provided a better view o f a phenomenon when looking at it in
more than one way (p. 149). The qualitative researcher develops an ability to draw on a
variety of skills, materials, and approaches as needed, usually without the luxury o f
advanced planning (p. 158). A bricolage technique was employed, which means being
adept at doing many things, drawing on a variety o f sources, and making do with
whatever is available at hand (p. 158). Using diverse materials, applying disparate
approaches, and assembling bits and pieces lend the qualitative researcher to similarities
o f a skilled craftsman (p. 158). This study was conducted in three phases including
document analysis, focus groups, and interviews.
Criteria for Selection
The researcher conducted an extensive literature review and observed many
variables as determinants for selecting the case study approach. During the first stage o f
selection criteria, the researcher utilized data to select the region, geographic location and
state (Rollings, 2010, p. 54). The researcher examined available data from the
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Department o f Education 2008 - 2010. The data was aggregated from public and private
institutions including two year, four year, profit, and nonprofit within the United States.
Additionally, U.S. Census report indicated that the south as a geographic location with
the second highest percentage o f crime known to law enforcement (U.S. Census Bureau,
2011; Rollings, 2010, p. 54). The next stage o f selection criteria involved the National
Association o f Student Affairs Professionals (NASPA).
NASPA was founded in 1919 and is the leading association for the advancement,
health, and sustainability o f the student affairs profession. NASPA serves a full range o f
professionals who provide programs, experiences, and services that help colleges and
universities achieve their mission. The association o f NASPA is comprised o f more than
12,000 members in all 50 states, 29 countries, and eight U.S. Territories. NASPA
members serve in a variety of functions and roles in higher education institutions such as
the vice president, dean for student life, and various other positions in the higher
education community. NASPA’s mission is to be the principal source for leadership,
scholarship, professional development, and advocacy for student affairs.
The goals o f NASPA include building the capacity to create knowledge and use
data to provide evidence that will support excellence in practice. Another goal is to lead
advocacy efforts that shape the changing higher education landscape. Launching an
initiative to collaborate with student affairs worldwide is another goal o f NASPA.
Aligning with these goals the Campus Safety Knowledge Community (CSKC) is a
cooperative educational forum for all college and university administrators and
paraprofessionals charged with meeting the physical safety needs of the campus
community, and other institutional needs, including the protection o f image promoting
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business continuity. As part o f the overall mission o f NASPA, the CKSC in 2010
acknowledged ten higher education institutions for their exemplary efforts towards
campus safety to college student affairs, which represents the final stage in criteria for
selection.
Population
Institutions o f higher education are charged with providing safe and secure
environments for students, faculty, staff, and campus visitors. This task has become
increasingly challenging with the tremendous growth o f overall populations in
communities and on college campuses. Over the last fifty years, the U.S. crime rate has
grown significantly, with major increases from the 1960s through the earlyl990s. While
there have been measurable decreases over the last decade, crime statistics are still high
with 1,246,248 violent crimes and 9,082,887 property crime offenses reported in 2010
(FBI, 2011).
Colleges and universities have seen an increase in campus crime over the last
decade even though there has been a national decline in crime (FBI, 2011). Campus
crime is particularly concerning to higher education leadership, and other stakeholders
such as students and parents (Hughes, 2008; Palmer, 2010). This concern grows as there
have been a number o f recent violent incidents on college campuses that have appeared in
headline news, for example the murder suicide at Virginia Polytechnic Institute in
December 201 l(Rothacker, 2011; Powell, 2008; Rikleen, 2007). Better understanding o f
campus crime could be o f benefit to all the stakeholders on college campuses (Barton,
2010; Rogerson, 2008). Campus police departments are the front line o f defense against
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crime, and are tasked with crime prevention as municipal police agencies are (Rund,
2002 ).
Relatively little research has been conducted concerning campus crime (Barton,
Jensen, & Kaufman, 2010). Criminologists have overlooked college campuses largely
because the campus crime data were not widely available until 1990, when the Crime
Awareness and Campus Security Act was enacted (p. 245; Peak, Barthe, & Garcia, 2008).
The Jeanne Clery Disclosure o f Campus Security Policy and Campus Crime Statistics
Act, codified at 20 USC 1092 (f) is part o f the Higher Education Act o f 1965 (20 USC
§ 1092(f)). The Clery Act requires all higher education institutions that participate in
financial aid programs to keep and disclose crime information on or near their respective
campuses (20 USC § 1092(f)). Institutions that fail to comply with the Clery Act
reporting requirements can be fined up to $27,500 per violation (20 USC § 1092(f)).
Sample
The study employed purposeful sampling o f faculty and staff members currently
working on the campus in order for the researcher to discover, understand, and gain
insight from a sample which the most can be learned (Merriman, 2009, p. 77). The
higher education institution selected for this study is one o f the 2009-2010 recipients o f
the Best Practices Review and the Individual Awards for service. This large public tier I
university is a located in a Southern state and enrolled over 18,502 students in 2011.
Rationale
In higher education, a safe campus is one that provides students the opportunity to
pursue their academic potential in an environment free o f discrimination, intimidation, or
threat o f physical or emotional well being (Rund, 2002, p. 8). Further, a safe campus is
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one that is monitored for safety which includes routine evaluation and making
adjustments as appropriate (p. 8). Regular and effective communication with campus and
community safety officers which include campus police is helpful in the effort to
maintain safe campus environments (Rund, 2002).
This site was selected based upon its exemplary efforts towards campus safety as
recognized by NASPA. This institution demonstrated proactive measure on its campus in
an effort to better prepare for violent incidents like the Virginia Polytechnic Institute
incident in August 2006. Based on exemplary collaborative efforts including the campus
community, this institution was distinguished by NASPA with its Best Practice Award.
Although many researchers have studied the impact o f campus crime on student
populations (Thompson, Sitterle, Clay, & Kingree, 2007; James, 2010; Chaddee &
Ditton, 2003; Fisher & Sloan, 2003) literature related to the impact o f campus crime on
faculty and staff is limited (Bryden & Fletcher, 2007; Wooldredge et al., 1992; Gover et
al., 2011). Teaching institutions are listed among the fields at higher risk o f being
victimized (Fisher & Gunnison, 2001). Campus crime is particularly concerning to
higher education leadership, and other stakeholders such as students, family members,
faculty, and staff, the surrounding community, and campus police (Hughes, 2009;
Palmer, 2010).
Participants
Case Study data collection involves the study o f an issue explored through one or
more cases within a bounded system (Creswell, 2007, p. 73). In case study, the
investigator explores these bounded system or systems over time through detailed, indepth data collection involving multiple sources o f information, and reports a case
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description and case-based themes (Creswell, 2007, p. 73). The faculty and staff o f the
selected institution were asked to participate in this study. Contact was made with the
Institutional Research Compliance Office to see if they were opposed to the researcher
conducting this study. Anonymity was maintained by using fictitious names, location,
and altering some characteristics o f individuals (Neuman, 2006, p. 139). Confidentiality
was accomplished by the researcher and one other limited individual who had access to
participants’ audio recordings to hold this data in confidence keeping it secret from the
public (Neuman, 2006, p. 139).
Faculty and staff participants were chosen through purposeful sampling because
o f the belief they possess an in-depth knowledge o f their perceptions o f campus safety at
the institution. The participants were solicited through their campus email which was
supplied by the Office o f Institutional Research. Additionally, the researcher contacted
department chairs o f all the participants as a courtesy per the Office o f Institutional
Research. Once a member agreed to participate in the study an email confirmation was
sent with logistics. The Director o f the Emergency Management Office did recommend a
select group o f staff members that he deemed to be an asset for the study. These
members from various departments throughout the institution work collaboratively with
the office o f Emergency Management; consequently, the researcher included these
members in three o f the focus groups.
Individual members o f the faculty and staff working at the research site, from the
list supplied by the office o f Institutional Research were selected for the one on one
interview. A couple o f the individual interviews were selected through snowball
sampling beginning with a staff member from the Business school, the building where the

researcher was assigned a classroom. This form o f sampling is perhaps the most
common of purposeful sampling (Merriam, 2009, p. 79). It is also interesting to note that
one o f the participants interviewed from the Business school was present on the Virginia
Polytechnic Institute campus for the 2007 shooting. Another participant from a focus
group had a child who was on that campus and close to the incident. Table 4 gives a brief
description o f the participants’ roles, years o f service, race, and gender. Table 5 gives a
brief description o f the participants’ roles, years o f service, race, and gender.
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Table 4
Interviewees Role, Years o f Service, Race, and Gender

Name

Role

Years o f
Service

Race

Gender

Argy (I#l)

Office Manager

1

White

Female

Dr. Queen (I#2)

Professor

29

Hispanic

Female

Emily (I#3)

Director of
Student Life

5

White

Female

Dr. Jack (I#4)

Associate
Professor and
Chair Faculty
Senate

23

White

Male

Mary (I#5)

Graduate
Assistant

2

White

Female

Dr. Charles (I#6)

Professor and
Faculty Senate

23

White

Male

Dr. Sam (I#7)

Department Head

11

African
American

Male

Janice (I#8)

Associate
Director MBA
and Adjunct
Faculty Member

10

Asian

Female
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Table 5
Focus Groups Role, Years o f Service, Race, and Gender

Name

Role

Years o f
Service

Race

Gender

Dr. Betty (FG# 1)

Professor

12+

White

Female

Dr. Ethel (FG#1)

Professor

12

Hispanic

Female

Marvin (FG#2)

Associate Vice
Chancellor IT

5

White

Male

Suzy (FG#2)

Operations
Manager

11

White

Female

Donna (FG#2)

Nursing School
Staff

19

White

Female

Shannon (FG#3)

IT Manager

26

White

Female

Jessie (FG#3)

Associate
Director Housing

10

White

Female

Mike (FG#3)

Learning
Assistance Center
Staff

5

White

Female

Diane (FG#4)

Technician It

5

Asian

Female

Phyla (FG#4)

Community
Partnership Staff

4

African
American

Female

This study gathered rich data regarding the perceptions o f campus safety. Faculty
and staff members were contacted through campus email to encourage participation in the
study and employing feedback through snowball sampling. The researcher followed
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through with each participant who was referred through snowball sampling. An email
confirmation was sent to each participant to confirm their attendance and the location o f
the session. Cookies and water were made available for participants at the classroom
assigned to the researcher based on a suggestion from the office o f Institutional Research.
Instrumentation
Interviews and focus groups were used to develop insight and understanding o f
the campus safety policies, procedures, and leadership strategies at this institution
deemed exemplary by NASPA. In all forms o f qualitative research, interviews are used
in some and occasionally o f the data collected (Merriman, 2009, p. 87). The person-toperson encounter where one person elicits information from another is the most common
type o f interview with the main purpose o f obtaining special kind of information as was
the case with the chief of police (p. 88). Interviewing is the best technique to use when
conducting intensive case studies involving a few selected individuals (p. 88). The
interviews in this study were a combination the semi structured and unstructured formats
which is not uncommon in most studies (p. 91).
In addition to the person-to-person interview, focus group interviews were
conducted. Krueger (2009) indicates that a focus group is based on the purpose, size,
composition, and procedures, is a special type o f group (p. 2). Participants were selected
based on their common characteristics related to working on the selected campus (p. 2).
The researcher created an environment where participants were encouraged to share
perceptions and points of view without pressure (p. 2). The group discussion was
conducted several times with similar types o f participants to allow the researcher to
identify trends and patterns in perceptions (p. 2). Morgan (1996) suggests the most
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common rule o f thumb for most projects utilizing focus groups is four to six groups and
four was the number used for this study (p. 144); consequently, the actual numbers were
two groups o f three participants and two groups o f two participants.
Pilot Study or Validation
The interview questions were tested on a faculty member of Mercer University’s
Monroe Swilley Jr. Library, with whom the researcher is acquainted and has years o f
experience in conducting research, to see if the questions elicited appropriate responses
and fit the research questions. Document analysis was used to investigate consistency o f
policies and procedures within the study site. Documents included items from the
institution’s website, campus safety protocols, and an interview with the C hief o f Campus
Police.
Interviews including one on one, focus groups and document analysis allowed the
researcher to accomplish triangulation. Triangulation applied to social research means it
is better to look at something from several angles rather than only one (Neuman, 2006, p.
149). The logic o f triangulation is based upon the premise that no single method o f
collecting data ever adequately solves the problem o f rival explanations (Patton, 1999, p.
1192).
Data Collection
Upon approval o f Mercer University IRB and permission from the study site’s
IRB, the researcher upheld the integrity for studying human subjects as well as
maintaining confidentiality of the participants including obtaining signed informed
consent from all participants (Neuman, 2006, p. 135). To further protect participants and
maintain confidentiality, pseudonyms were used to identify the city, name o f the

74
institution, as well as the identity o f all participants. The researcher hired a transcriber
with a confidentiality agreement for audio-recorded transcripts in order to manage time.
Transcripts were member checked with all participants to maintain accuracy and to allow
for proper coding. Once data were analyzed the researcher secured transcripts under lock
and key.
Merriman (2009) indicates simultaneous data collection and analysis happens in
and out o f field (p. 171). The following procedures aided the researcher in addressing the
four research questions. Potential documents were identified by the researcher during the
document analysis phase. The researcher examined the strategic plan, the emergency
management plan, the campus police website, and campus safe zone initiatives from the
website. The researcher analyzed these documents and written correspondence related to
campus safety and their potential to answer the research questions.
Second, the researcher conducted eight audio-taped interviews with individual
faculty and staff members to ascertain their perceptions of campus safety at this
institution. The researcher began snow ball sampling at the research site with a staff
member who works in the building where the researcher was assigned a classroom, by
the institution, to conduct focus groups and interviews. The staff member participated as
an interviewee and referred others from her department to participate as well via email.
Other faculty and staff members working at the research site were contacted by the
researcher based on a list, excluding those working in the police department, supplied by
the institution which contained their assigned department and email address. Merriam
(2009) suggests contacting a key person who is considered knowledgeable and then ask
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that person for referrals (p. 105). A member o f the office o f Institutional Research was
helpful in obtaining participants by compiling a list o f currently employed individuals.
Members were contacted to see to see if they were willing to participate in the
study. The researcher interviewed faculty and staff members at the research site to gather
their perceptions o f campus safety at the institution and how campus police influenced
their perceptions o f campus safety. The researcher conducted face-to-face interviews that
were semi-structured with open-ended questions. An additional interview was conducted
with the chief o f the campus police department to get an overview o f campus police
operations. Notes were taken in the interview with the chief o f police producing a
researcher-generated document which was member checked with the chief o f campus
police (Merriam, 2009, p. 149).
Thirdly, the researcher conducted and audio-taped four mini focus group sessions
with two to three members consisting o f one faculty group and three staff groups in an
attempt to answer the research questions. Krueger (2009) indicates that smaller focus
groups sometimes called “mini-focus groups” have a distinct advantage of logistics and
can be easily accommodated (p.7). The most common rule o f thumb for most studies is
four to six focus groups (Morgan, 1996, p. 144). Krueger (2009) suggests that group
discussion is conducted several times with similar patterns o f participants allowing the
researcher to identify trends and patterns in perceptions (p. 2). Individuals were
contacted via email to solicit their participation in the focus group sessions. The
Emergency Management Office was helpful in convening participants for the staff
member focus group sessions via an email request.
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Focus groups offered rich data to aid in an in-depth analysis o f faculty and staff
perceptions o f campus safety. Krueger (2009) asserts that the goal o f a focus group is to
collect data that is of interest to the researcher with the objective of finding a range o f
opinions across several groups (p. 7). The researcher compares and contrasts data across
the groups; to accomplish this, at least three focus groups are needed (p. 7). The focus
group represents a more natural environment than the individual interview because
participants influence each other as they do in everyday life (p. 7). Focus groups work
particularly well at determining perceptions o f participants about issues (p. 7).
Before each focus group session began, the participants were instructed through
the informed consent process that the content o f the discussions would be kept highly
confidential. During the focus groups, discussions were open and informants were privy
to others’ perceptions; therefore, the researcher ensured confidentiality. The transcribed
data is kept under lock and key in the researcher’s office. The researcher used an audio
tape for each focus group and interview session in an attempt to achieve accuracy. The
researcher hired someone with a confidentiality agreement to transcribe each focus group
and interview session, and the researcher conducted member checking.
Institutional Review Board Approval
After the researcher obtained approval from Mercer University’s Institution
Review Board IRB for ethical treatment o f human participants, the researcher also
obtained approval from the research site’s Institutional Review Board. The research
site’s Institutional Review Board required a copy o f Mercer University’s Institutional
Board’s approval. No data was collected prior to IRB approval from both institutions and
once approval was granted no substantive deviations o f procedures occurred. The IRB
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application contained both the researcher’s and the Committee Chair’s signatures with a
copy o f this document placed in the appendices o f the final dissertation. Once IRB
requirements were met at both institutions, the researcher scheduled a site visit working
with the Office o f Institutional Research at the site and the chief of campus police who
was instrumental in obtaining a classroom for the researcher.
Data Analysis
Merriam (2009) indicate that the researcher is the “primary instrument for data
collection and analysis” (p. 15). The faculty and staff members were chosen because
their unique position within the institution made them accessible to information rich data
needed to drive this study (Gover et al., 2011). Once the researcher collected the data
member checking occurred beginning with the C hief o f Police. Upon conclusion o f the
interviews and focus groups, a copy o f the audio recordings was given to the transcriber
with whom the researcher has a confidentiality agreement. After the recordings were
transcribed they were emailed to each participant in an attempt to confirm accuracy.
This allowed for some interaction between each participant and the researcher to
clarify responses. After collecting the data, the researcher organized the data by
categorizing documents, interviews, and focus groups responses according to the research
questions. As previously stated the interviews and focus group sessions were audio-taped
by the researcher. The researcher hired a transcriber with whom the researcher has a
confidentiality agreement. The focus groups and interviews were printed, color coded,
and separated into faculty and staff responses.
Data was analyzed for themes and recurring patterns o f meaning as it was
collected to make analysis more manageable (Merriman, 2009, p. 207). The researcher
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believes the faculty and staff members often mirror the behavior they observe from
leadership, consequently, faculty and staff act based on the cultural norms present and
enforced within the community. All the information about the case was brought together
including interview logs/transcripts, field notes, and reports among others (p. 203). This
material was organized in a fashion so the data was easily retrievable (p. 203). The data
was examined for any observed themes in order to better understand the issue o f campus
safety (p. 204).
A modified analytic induction approach was used to analyze the data beginning
with a rough explanation o f the phenomenon (Robinson, 1951; Merriman, 2009, p. 206).
Next, the researcher held the explanation up to the data as they were collected. The
explanation was modified as the researcher encountered cases that did not fit. The
researcher actively sought cases that did not fit with the explanation which required
reformation. Lastly, the researcher continued until the reformulation covered all cases
studied and no negative cases were found (p. 206).
Znaniecki (1934) posits that analytic induction is the true method o f the physical
and biological sciences, and it should be the method for social sciences as well
(Robinson, 1951, p. 812). Analytic induction’s success in producing complete
explanations is found in its procedure and to its systematization of the method o f the
working hypothesis, but not to its logical structure (Robinson, p. 816). Znaniecki (1934)
regards analytic induction as a special and certain way to prove generalizations that leads
will apply to all instances o f the phenomenon under study (Robinson, 1951, p. 816).
Neither sampling considerations are involved, nor are probable generalizations admitted;
this method leads to certainty (Robinson, 1951, p. 816). Data collected from document
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analysis, transcriptions, o f focus groups and interviews was systematically analyzed
according to the observed themes, consistencies, similarities, and contradictions.
Reporting Results
The researcher anticipated the responses from faculty and staff would be similar.
There was an expectation that staff members will indicate more frequent contact in
general with campus police due to the nature o f their jobs within the institution. Faculty
members indicated that their contact with campus police is mostly initiated by the faculty
member in their request for assistance; this type contact makes for more favorable
outcomes (Hinds, 2008).
There were some in focus groups who viewed the police differently in light o f
other members’ interaction with the campus police department. The documents reflect
the efforts o f the institution at maintaining a safe campus environment. The researcher
generated document o f an interview with the chief o f police was most helpful.
Summary
The purpose o f this study was to examine the increase in campus crime and the
extent that faculty and staff perceptions of safety are influenced by their contact with
campus police, based on a Southern state university deemed exemplary in campus safety.
A qualitative case study approach was used to investigate these members’ campus safety
perceptions. This study sought to determine these members’ campus safety perceptions
and their experience with the campus police as the effort is for safe campus communities.
Faculty and staff, many times, are in a unique position within the institution to be
confidants of student victims o f crime (Gover et al., 2011, p. 38). These campus
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employees are in a critical position to aid in the effort to protect against threats to campus
safety.
Case study methodology was used as it is richly descriptive and affords the
researcher with the vicarious experience o f being there (Merriman, 2009, p. 258). The
researcher examined the policies, procedures, and leadership strategies o f an institution
identified as exemplary nationally. Yin (1994, 2003) has a similar list items that consists
o f documents, archival records, interviews, both direct and participant observation, and
physical observation. Case study research employs triangulation that incorporates
documents, people, theories, and other key items to ensure accuracy and a true depiction
o f a phenomenon. This study was conducted in three phases including document
analysis, focus groups, and interviews.
NASPA founded in 1919 is the leading association for the advancement, health,
and sustainability o f the student affairs profession. The goals o f NASPA include building
the capacity to create knowledge and use data to provide evidence that supports
excellence in practice. Aligning with these goals the Campus Safety Knowledge
Community (CSKC) is a cooperative educational forum for all college and university
administrators and paraprofessionals charged with meeting the physical safety needs o f
the campus community, and other institutional needs, including the protection o f image
promoting business continuity. As part o f the overall mission o f NASPA, the CKSC
acknowledged ten higher education institutions for their exemplary efforts towards
campus safety to college student affairs. The site for this research study was recognized
by NASPA in 2010 as being exemplary in their efforts towards campus safety.
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This large public tier I university is a located in a Southern state and enrolled over
18, 000 students in 2011. The study employed purposeful sampling in order for the
researcher to discover, understand, and gain insight from a sample which the most can be
learned (Merriman, 2009, p. 77). Further, the researcher examined the problem o f
campus crime and the extent to which police contact influence faculty and staff
perceptions o f safety. The researcher investigated the campus safety perceptions o f
faculty and staff members o f this institution. In particular the researcher investigated the
nature o f contact these members have with the campus police department. This chapter
described the qualitative methodology used in the study, including the criteria for
selection o f the selected institution, the population subjects, and research design.

CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
Introduction
Institutions o f higher education are charged with providing safe and secure
environments for students, faculty, staff, and campus visitors. This task has become
increasingly challenging with the tremendous growth o f overall populations in
communities and on college campuses. Over the last fifty years, the U.S. crime rate has
grown significantly, with major increases from the 1960s through the early1990s. While
there have been measurable decreases over the last decade, crime statistics are still high
with 1,246,248 violent crimes and 9,082,887 property crime offenses reported in 2010
(FBI, 2011). Colleges and universities have seen an increase in campus crime over the
last decade, 1999 - 2009, even though there has been a national decline in crime (FBI,
2011 ).

The purpose o f this qualitative case study was to determine the public safety
policies, procedures, and practices used at a college nationally ranked among the National
Association o f Student Personnel Administrators (NASPA) top ten exemplary
institutions. Further the study sought to determine the campus safety perceptions o f
faculty and staff at an institution where campus safety initiatives are nationally ranked as
“exemplary” and incidents of campus crime are low. Chapter one began with
background information, including incidents that have led to the growing phenomenon o f
campus violence. Other information about the background for the study included
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research that suggested criminal behavior and unprovoked acts o f violence have become
an increasing part o f American life (Carr, Buhi, Solito, Devney, Luckey, & Serafini,
2007; Bryden & Fletcher, 2007; Griffin, 2009). As mentioned in Chapter 1, Hughes,
White, & Hertz (2008) indicate that the rise in high profile violent student behavior has
fueled the debate on universities becoming more proactive in protecting their campuses.
The framework and methodology used to conduct this qualitative case study
sought to answer the following researcher questions:
RQ1. What are the public safety policies, procedures, and practices used at a
college with effective public safety initiatives?
RQ2.

What are the characteristics o f faculty/staff interaction with campus
police?

RQ3. To what extent are faculty/staff perceptions and awareness o f campus
crime and safety influenced by experience with campus police?
RQ4.

What are the overall perceptions o f faculty and staff about the
effectiveness o f campus police?

Chapter Three described the methodological design. Chapter Four contains a
detailed analysis o f the data collected. Data were collected from three sources:
document analysis o f policies, procedures, and practices regarding campus safety;
interviews and focus groups o f faculty and staff members currently working on the
campus. Codes for analysis were generated from the data and themes were formed based
on those codes, using analytic induction. A modified analytic induction approach was
used to analyze the data beginning with a rough explanation o f the phenomenon
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(Robinson, 1951; Merriman, 2009, p. 206). Next, the researcher held the explanation up
to the data as they were collected.
Analytic induction’s success in producing complete explanations is found in its
procedure and to its systematization o f the method o f the working hypothesis, but not to
its logical structure (Robinson, 1951, p. 816). Using this guide, the researcher had two
major assumptions before data collection. The first assumption was that faculty and staff
members often mirror the behavior they observe from leadership, consequently, faculty
and staff act based on the cultural norms present and enforced within the community.
The second assumption was that staff members will indicate more frequent contact in
general with campus police due to the nature o f their jobs within the institution. This
chapter will present the findings o f this case study as well as present the accuracy o f the
researcher’s assumptions.
Organization o f Data Analysis
In an attempt to gather potential rich data from in-depth interviews and focus
groups, the researcher reviewed verbatim transcripts o f each interview and focus group
that were transcribed by a professional transcriber; the transcripts were also member
checked by each participant for accuracy. During the review o f the transcripts, the
researcher assigned fictitious names to maintain anonymity o f the participants, institution,
and location. This procedure created a smooth transition to the coding process. The
researcher then coded the data inductively and identified themes.
Coding qualitative data involves making notations next to bits o f data that strikes
the researcher as potentially relevant for answering research questions (Merriam, 2009, p.
178). All confidential materials were taken into consideration by the researcher while
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reviewing transcripts. During the coding process, four themes were identified: 1)
Institutional Effect; 2) Safety Communications; 3) Police Presence; and 4) Police Effect.
These four themes along with their subthemes allowed the researcher to address the four
research questions for this study.
Setting
Safety University is located in an urban area in a metropolitan city in a southern
state. The school includes more than 1,065 faculty members and serves over 15,000
students. This institution offers a variety o f programs that help students reach their
fullest potential. The mission o f the institution ultimately is to make a difference in the
lives o f students and the community it serves. The current chancellor is focused on taking
Safety University to a new level o f achievement and service to its community.
Creswell (2007) recommends the second step in data collection is to build rapport
and to gain access into the research site. The researcher gained access to the research site
and was allowed a meeting with the Chief o f campus police. The chief gave an overview
o f the police department and discussed the department’s efforts towards campus safety.
The chief identified key information that would be beneficial in conducting the research
study. The campus climate overall is collegial offering a myriad o f services to the
students. This collegial climate was demonstrated among some of the participants and
was mentioned within some transcripts.
Demographic Characteristics o f the Participants
The researcher conducted interviews by using the list o f names provided by the
institution and snowball sampling beginning with a staff member who works in the
building where the researcher was assigned a classroom. The researcher conducted a
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total o f eight interviews consisting o f four full-time faculty members, three full-time staff
members, and one full-time staff member who also serves as an adjunct faculty member.
The interviewees have a combined total o f 104 years experience on the campus. The
interviews were semi-structured with open-ended questions.
The first interview, a result o f snowball sampling, was conducted with Argy (I#l).
Argy is an office manager in the school o f business. She has worked at the institution for
one year. The second interview was conducted with Dr. Queen (I#2). Dr. Queen is a
member o f the Department o f Languages, Literatures, and Cultures. Dr. Queen has been
on the campus for 29 years.
The third interview was conducted with Emily (I#3). Emily is Director o f Student
Life. She has been on the campus for five years. The fourth interview was with Dr. Jack
(I#4). Dr. Jack is Associate Professor o f Biology and Chair o f the Faculty Senate. Dr.
Jack has been on the campus for 23 years.
The fifth interview was with Mary (I#5). Mary works in the Business School as a
graduate assistant and has been on campus for two years. M ary was also a student at
Virginia Polytechnic Institute when the murderous attacks occurred in 2007. The sixth
interview was with Dr. Charles. He is a full professor working in the Library and is also
a member o f the faculty senate. He has been on the campus for 23 years.
The seventh interview was with Dr. Sam (I#7). Dr. Sam is a department head and
faculty member in the Religious Studies and is the only African American male
participant. He has been on the campus for 11 years. The eighth interview was with
Janice (I#8). Janice works in the Business School and is also an adjunct faculty member.
She has been on the campus for 10 years partly as a student.

The researcher conducted four focus group sessions comprised one o f full-time
faculty members and three of full-time staff members using purposeful sampling; focus
group members have a combined total o f 83 years experience on the campus. Faculty
members for the focus groups were the result o f snowball sampling from a faculty
member individually interviewed by the researcher. Additionally the researcher
contacted department chairs to seek possible participants. The department chairs granted
permission to the researcher to contact members within their perspective departments.
Due to the low response from the initial request, an interviewee referred the researcher to
the Director o f Emergency Management. The director sent emails to staff members who
have worked collaboratively with the Emergency Management Department.
Focus Group # 1 was selected by snowball sampling from a faculty member in the
Foreign Language Department. Focus Group #1 consisted o f two faculty members from
the Department o f Languages, Literature, and Cultures. Based on their position within
the institution these members are in a unique position to help in campus safety efforts.
The two participants included one faculty member, Dr. Betty (FG#1), who has been on
the campus as a faculty member for more than 12 years. The second participant, Dr.
Ethel (FG#1), brings a unique prospective in that she has been on the campus for 12 years
and started out as an international student who later joined the faculty.
The remaining Focus Groups included staff members from throughout the
institution who work collaboratively with the Emergency Management Department.
Focus Group #2 had three participants: Marvin (FG#2) is Associate Vice Chancellor o f
Administrative Systems and Information Technology Department and has five years
service on the campus; Suzy (FG#2) is Operations Manager and Data Base Developer for
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University Relations and has 11 years service on the campus; and Donna (FG#2) works
in the Nursing School and also works with the Outreach Program has been on the campus
for 19 years working in various departments.
Focus Group #3 had three participants: Jessie (FG#3) is Associate Director for
Operations for Housing and has 10 years service on the campus; Mike (FG#3) works in
Learning Assistance Center and has five years service on the campus; and Shannon
(FG#3) is a manager in Information Technology Services and has 26 years o f service on
the campus. Focus Group #4 had two participants as two were a no show: Diane (FG#4)
works in the Information Technology Department and has five years service on the
campus. Phyla (FG#4) works in the Center for Youth Family Community Partnership
and has four years service on the campus. Phyla is the only African American female
participant.
Findings
Each o f the findings presented in this section is presented in the context o f the
research questions, followed by the theme(s) that were identified. The researcher
provided excerpts from the raw data from the document analysis, interviews, and focus
groups o f faculty and staff members. Each finding is summarized with an analysis by the
researcher.
Research Question 1: What are the public safety policies, procedures, and practices used
at a college with effective public safety initiatives as recognized by the National
Association o f Student Affairs Professionals?
For research question one, the researcher addressed the findings with excerpts o f
raw data from the interviews, focus groups, and documents from the document analysis.
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Faculty and staff participants revealed that they feel very safe on the campus. These
members feel that the institution has in place various measures that help towards campus
safety. In addressing research question one, the theme Institutional Effect was identified.
Institutional Effect
The researcher found the theme Institutional Effect very vital in the way in which
it informed the study. For the researcher Institutional Effect reflects the influence of the
institution as a whole has on campus safety. Several respondents expressed feelings o f
trust and support within the campus community. The researcher identified the theme
Institutional Effect based on attributes within Safety University that promote safety.
The researcher noted that members, even those with unpleasant experiences
related to safety on the campus, indicate that they feel safe. Griffin (2006) suggested that
higher education institutions consider taking a systematic approach to campus safety and
security. The author further suggested that campus safety and security is a pervasive
responsibility that extends campus-wide. Rund (2002) suggested regular and effective
communication with campus and community safety officers which include police, risk
management, public health, and environmental safety. Institutional Effect was evident
through the subthemes Documented Safety, Culture o f Safety, and Safety in Practice.
Documented Safety
From the Safety University website, interviews, and focus groups, the researcher
discovered some documents that revealed the institution’s commitment to safety.
Documented Safety, among the documents is the Emergency Management Plan which
details how Safety University’s makes emergency notifications. The Safe Zone website
also provided another indication o f the institution’s commitment to safety.

One o f the most compelling documents found at the site that expounds upon
Safety University’s approach to campus safety is the Emergency Notification Policy.
The document is found under the Office o f Emergency Management. In Section I, in the
introduction it states that safety is top priority and the importance o f providing timely
alerts and emergency information to the campus community. According to this policy,
the institution follows a multi-tiered approach with its emergency notification system and
maintains a variety o f communication systems to disseminate emergency notifications.
When the respondents were asked the question on what do you base this (safety)
perception, many indicated the emergency management system.
The following quotes emanating from the participants indicate how they feel
about their physical safety as well as the institutional effects on safety. From Interview
#1, Argy (I#l) reported regarding the emergency management system at Safety
University, “I think it’s also here with the emergency management system there’s always
outreach being conducted to help different units being on board with procedures and
having an emergency plan created.”
Interview #3, Emily (I#3) indicated favorably about the alert system "they’ve got an alert
system that works pretty well as far as knowing potential incidents pretty quickly.” In
Focus Group #2, Marvin (FG#2) liked the multifaceted approach at the institution saying,
I think campus security is really, you’ve got a lot o f different things that come
together. There’s notification of things that are going on. There are many
different things that we try to do to reach out to people. The text messages that
she was talking about earlier. Email alerts, we use those as well. We use little
pop-up messages on the computers.
Marvin (FG#2) continued “In large part a lot o f universities have made great strides since
the Virginia Tech incident in 2007 and I think it’s quite important that they’ve done that.”
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Marvin (FG#2) has a link to the Virginia Tech incident in 2007; he had a son
enrolled at Virginia Tech at the time o f the tragedy. Marvin (FG#2) said
I think that Virginia Tech did a good job with the tools they had in place at the
time and I can say that because my son was in school at Virginia Tech at that time
and actually lived in Amber Johnson Dorm and was in the school o f Engineering.
Marvin (FG#2) continued “So he knew people who got killed there. I have no ill will
toward Virginia Tech at all. I thought that they did everything that they could to try to
move things along.” So for institutions Marvin (FG#2) stated the message is to be
proactive by saying,
I think that’s the thing institutions like Safety University, you want to look at that
and other events and incidents that happen. Every time that something
unfortunate happens which is too often, we all take a look and say what could,
what would we have done and what could we do better. And that’s a part o f this
group that Suzy and I are on and that’s how Gary recruited us.
Also in Focus Group #2 Suzy (FG#2) liked the campus wide approach at Safety
University saying “and I think, aside from the police, I think this campus as a whole takes
safety extremely seriously.” This statement is consistent with Griffin (2006) that campus
safety and security can no longer be considered exclusive to the campus police
department (p. 431).
From Focus Group #2 Marvin (FG#2) referred to the safety zone at the institution
when he said “this feeling of campus protectiveness which a lot of people sort o f feel like
they’re in a bubble when they’re on campus.” This statement leads to another document
found at the research site regarding the Safe Zone. Safe Zone is a campus group o f
lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender (LGBT), and questioning individuals supported by
student, faculty, and staff allies. Safe Zone is a source o f information for LGBT persons
arriving on campus, social interaction for LGBT members and allies, support and
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information for parents, family members, and friends o f LGBT persons, education about
LGBT issues within the broader campus community, campus advocate for LGBT
persons, and harbor and refuge if and when needed.
The campus received a score o f 4.5 from Campus Pride placing it on the Honor
Roll which recognizes the achievements o f colleges and universities who score a LGBTFriendly star rating o f three stars or above. The mission o f Safe Zone is to provide a
supportive, comfortable environment for LGBT persons and those in the process o f
defining their sexuality by self-identifying as individuals (allies) who can provide
support, information, and a safe place within the institution. This approach is consistent
with Cornell (2010) in promoting all forms o f help-seeking for people in distress on
college campuses (p. 12). Dr. Queen (I#2) was the first to mention Safe Zone to the
researcher at conclusion o f her interview. She indicated off tape that she worked in an
advisory capacity with that initiative. In Focus Group #3 Mike (FG#3) gave the basics o f
the program when he said “I’m part o f Safe Zone program here on campus, which is for
LGBT students which is basically teaching faculty and staff how to work with LGBT
students.” Mike gave an example o f how this program works within the campus
community by saying,
I got contacted by a member o f the police department, I’m blanking on her name
now, but she wanted to have someone come and do a session with the police
officers, because there had been a transgender student who had come by about
getting some paperwork about an incident, you know, needed a copy o f the police
report, whatever.
Mike (FG#3) further stated “the person responding to her request didn’t really know how
to handle that situation and the student complained and said, you know, I think this is
something that you need to do.” Mike (FG#3) went on to state “and they said yeah, that’s
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a really great idea; we’ll get down on it. And like within two weeks they had scheduled
the training and they had all the staff come out to it and for all the people that call.” This
exchange gives some insight to the culture at Safety University which is the next
subtheme identified.
Culture o f Safety
From the Safety University website, interviews, and focus groups, the researcher
discovered some documents that revealed the institution’s culture to safety. From the
strategic plan to simply how the members work collaboratively towards campus safety
the researcher identified a Culture o f Safety. Within this Culture o f Safety it was clear
that member safety is the goal, students first.
Another document reviewed by the researcher is Safety University’s Complete
Strategic Plan 2009-2014. In Section 1 it states,
Provide complementary systems o f aid and outreach; vibrant, inclusive,
sustainable learning environments; and caring, personalized, and comprehensive
support to students, thereby creating access to education and opportunities for
success for all persons ... and from underrepresented populations.
Janice (I#8) mentioned the culture at Safety University when she said,
The organizational culture could be one thing; people’s personalities can be
another. But for the most part, the culture really permeates across personalities.
...w e had a Chancellor before the current one came in, and her whole theme or
message was Students First. And so it was great that you could approach any
person, you know, cleaning the floors, or who was in the parking deck, or
anywhere on the campus, because we were all doing it so that students could be
first. So it was a way o f connecting without knowing what you were doing and I
think that culture has continued.
Another indicator o f this culture can be seen in how members work together
collaboratively. Dr. Ethel (FG#1) offered an example o f collaborative efforts at Safety
University when she said,
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My experiences have been horrible with Safety University Police, horrible. And
then I talked to the Dean o f Students that she knew about my problem with this
student. We were all involved in this and she talked to the police and then they
started being super nice and all that. But it took someone to intervene to say
excuse me. This professor is going through this horrible situation that we are all
aware, and you have to cooperate.
Still another example o f how this Institution Affect in a culture of safety works within
Safety University is Dr. Sam (I#l) who in the past has been a part o f an advisory
committee related to the issue o f campus police treatment o f African American students.
He recalled being a part the advisory committee when he said,
You know, several years ago, maybe seven years, eight years ago 1 was on a
police advisory committee that a previous police chief here had established
precisely because there were these ongoing problems with campus police
assuming when they encountered black students, especially black male students,
that they did not belong on campus.
Safety in Practice
From the Safety University website, interviews, and focus groups, the researcher
discovered some documents that revealed the institution’s commitment to safety. Among
the documents in the Strategic Plan 2009-2014 which details Safety University’s
sustainability practices. Among the sustainability practices at Safety University are
building access, classroom safety, and other investments in safety.
In Section 2.5 o f Strategic Plan 2009-2014 safety in practice was articulated,
Target health, wellness, and safety o f the campus community by developing and
implementing additional sustainability practices in buildings, outdoor
environments, dining services, transportation and campus access, campus
maintenance and renewal, energy and climate, and academics and culture
(Sustainability Practices).

Related to safety and building access Dr. Jack (I#4) mentioned the efforts made to
improve safety when he said,
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... they make an effort to secure the buildings. I’ve seen in my 23 years how this
has ramped up considerably higher and higher to the point where I now have to
present credentials to get into my building. I have an electronic key swipe that
will let me into the building on the weekend. It’s been a time when you can’t help
but notice it is happening other places as well.
Even though Dr. Jack (I#4) does not like this practice, he acknowledged its importance
related to safety and security by stating,
... well on some level w e’d like to see the campus wide open and a place of
learning where no one has a barrier to come and go and learn. However, with
17,000 students and a couple thousand people working here, and a big
metropolitan area it’s that ideal can’t be recognized or put in place very well, so
it’s - I always feel a bit sad to see access restricted and questions being asked
about people and their creative activity. But you know it seems like w e’re at a
relatively good balance.
Dr. Jack (I#4) further stated,
I’m working with a group on campus access right now. That’s a Safety
University committee that is considering access to all o f the buildings and it’s
kind o f eye-opening to realize that all o f this is sort o f centrally computerized and
that everyone’s comings and goings could be monitored in a way by the computer
system and that a lock-down could be put in place centrally.
Dr. Sam (I#7) also commented on building security and access when he said “we
were informed as faculty members and staff that if we come into the building after hours
that we might be approached by police officers who would ask us to show ID.” Related
to classroom safety Dr. Sam (I#7) acknowledged students with psychiatric issues in
saying,
... some o f your students have psychiatric issues o f various kinds. If you tend to
teach controversial subject matter as I do, people will sometimes get upset. So
you have to at least it’s in the back o f your mind that something might happen.
One o f the features Safety University has in place for classroom security is the Black
Box. Dr. Sam (I#7), explained the console in the classroom by saying,
... and I don’t always teach in rooms that have a - like this is a teaching station
here and that black box there has a button that you can press that will summon the
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police to the room. But I often teach in rooms like this and so you can actually
make a silent call. You can simply push the button and they can actually hear
what’s going on in the classroom. It's sort o f like a 911 which also lets them hear
what’s going on in the classroom.
Dr. Sam (I#7) continued,
... not in most classrooms, but in many. You can see it right here - campus
police. You simply push that button and you can talk to them through the
intercom, or you can simply push it, especially if you were with somebody you
were really concerned and you could sort o f be talking, you know, cool down, and
the police would hear everything.
Other documents collected at the site which indicated safety in practice were
related to the campus police department. These documents include an interview with the
chief of police to get an overview o f the department, a document from the police
department’s website, and 2010 campus crime statistics. The chief o f police revealed that
the institution will break ground on a new $10 million, 27,000 square feet facility soon
projected to be completed in 2013. This will be the first time that the whole police
department will be housed in same facility since the 1980s. Currently the police
department is divided into three separate locations.
The investment in this new facility represents an investment in safety at the
institution. Shaw and McKay (1972) suggested that crime control is related to creating
environments where safety is highly regarded. The chief o f police indicated that there are
31 sworn police officers on staff. Statistically, this campus has the lowest officer/student
ratio among the other institutions within the university system. 489:1 is the average with
the system; however, at Safety that ratio is 614:1. Adding faculty and staff the ratio for
the university system is 651:1; consequently, at Safety it is 832:1.
According to the police department’s website the mission is “to provide proactive,
professional law enforcement services to the community in support o f the University’s
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mission.” The website lists the police department’s values as integrity, compassion,
fairness, accountability, and excellence. The vision listed is to be the leading campus law
enforcement agency in the nation. In moving towards this vision, the C hief indicated that
the police department’s SWAT team in 2012 ranked third in state-wide competitions.
Thus far, according to the Chief o f Campus Police, the department has been spared large
cuts in the budget; however, one position was lost and available overtime was reduced
which adversely impacted staff development.
The crime statistics are posted on the police department’s website as defined by
20 U.S.C. 1092, Jeanne Clery Disclosure o f Campus Security Policy and Campus Crime
Statistics Act. Diane in Focus Group #4 had a comment about the crime statistics. Diane
(FG#4) commented favorably on the low crime statistics when she said,
...they publish their statistics on the web site as required, and as a parent, I have a
child that goes to school here too, I feel like the statistics are a lot lower than I
would have expected, spending a lot o f my youth in a Southwestern state, it was
very different.
This comment is consistent with Litwack (2007) that individuals need to feel that loved
ones are safe which in the higher education environment represents the concerns o f
parents or other family members (p. 29). Emily Interview #3 commented on the
availability o f the crime statistics when she said “crime statistics come out every year and
that’s pretty available.”
Research question one sought to answer what public safety policies, procedures,
and practices are used at a college with effective public safety initiatives. The theme
Institutional Effect was identified during the coding process. Institutional Effect was
evident through subthemes Documented Safety, Culture o f Safety, and Safety in Practice.
During the document analysis, the researcher reviewed the Emergency Notification
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Policy, Safe Zone website, Strategic Plan 2009-2014, an interview with the Chief o f
campus police, the Campus Police website, and 2010 Campus Crime Statistics attempting
to discover the institution’s efforts regarding campus safety. It was clear from the
interviews and focus groups that participants feel safe on the campus. Phyla (FG#4)
summed it up with safety across the board when she said “ I think Safety University is
good across the board for all different types o f safety. We have all different types o f
individuals here and so emotional safety and internet safety ... we have safety across the
board.”
Research Question 2: What are the characteristics o f faculty/staff interaction with
campus police?
For research question two, the researcher addressed the findings with excerpts o f
raw data from the interviews, focus groups, and documents from the document analysis.
Participants did show different levels o f interactions with campus police. Within the
interviews and focus groups some knew officers by name while others indicated they
simply observe officers moving about the campus. However, nearly all o f the
participants indicated safety alerts as key contact with campus police. Quick police
response was also mentioned. Safety Communications was the theme identified to
answer research question two.
Safety Communications
Shaw and McKay (1942; 1969; 1972) indicated that crime flourishes in
communities and institutions where cooperative relationships are weak and social
structures lack strong internal communications. Safety University has strong internal
communications. According to the Emergency Notification Policy Section III A., Safety
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University will immediately notify the campus community upon the confirmation o f a
significant emergency or dangerous situation involving an immediate threat to the health
and safety o f faculty, staff, or students on campus. In the same Section the policy
indicates that notifications will be issued by campus police a dispatcher or other trained
personnel. Thus the campus community associates Safety Communications with the
campus police department. Subthemes were identified as Sender of Messages, Receiver
o f Messages, Police Response, and Community Training.
Sender o f Messages
From the Safety University website, interviews, and focus groups, the researcher
discovered some documents that revealed the institution’s commitment to safety. Among
the documents in the Emergency Management Plan which details who at Safety
University’s makes emergency notifications. Campus police sends out the alert messages
to the campus community.
Beginning with Argy (I# 1) who stated there is instant notification and said,
I think we are as, as an employee, and I know that students are as well, very wellinformed when there are criminal acts that have occurred or that are currently
taking place. There is instantaneous notification. And I think that is invaluable
and it allows me to know that I can carry on with my daily activities and like I
said, be made aware of any potential danger that I may need to act upon.
Emily (I#3) indicated that she likes the recent messaging upgrades when she said “I know
that they recently upgraded their text messaging and email alerts and I think that was
definitely a good move and makes people feel more secure.”
Dr. Jack (I#4) indicated the alerts are effective by saying,
Safety University campus alerts are very effective and I get those any time o f day
or night when there’s a crime on or near campus, a violent crime or a weapon
crime or something like that. So they do spread the word very quickly when
something wrong has happened.
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Dr. Jack (I#4) detailed how the campus police communicate with the campus and said,
But I really feel like our campus security, our campus police department is really
on to things and able to communicate well with us and they go practice their alert
system and I receive those messages on my cell phone and on my computer, and
I’m pleased to see that that’s going on.
Dr. Jack (I#4) continued “The communication between campus police, what’s going on
and the faculty. That part of it seems to be pretty good and departmental meetings
campus police visit and get reports o f what’s going on what are the current threats.”
Marvin (FG#2) mentioned a couple o f robbery incidents and said, “There have been a
couple o f recent incidents where I think that there was a student that was robbed in an
elevator in a residence hall, but then and they put out a message on that.” Donna (FG#2)
discussed the frequency o f the alerts and said “ I don’t get a text message every day that
says a crime happened here, a crime happened here. It’s usually once every other month
or something.” This is consistent with the C hief o f campus police who indicated that
alerts are sent out on an as needed basis. Dr. Jack (I#4) confirmed this when he said
regarding the safety alerts, “That doesn’t happen too often, maybe once per academic
year. But at least we do feel like we know people on the campus police department.”
Receiver o f Messages
From the Safety University website, interviews, and focus groups, the researcher
discovered some documents that revealed the institution’s commitment to safety. Among
the documents in the Emergency Management Plan which details who receives alert
messages from Safety University. Campus police sends out the alert messages to the
campus community.

101
The Chief o f campus police indicated concern for the 160-200 community
members who do not have access to email. This concern was also echoed by Argy (I# l)
when she said,
There was an additional concern that I just thought o f and for the emergency
notification system, to truly reach every single person that is on campus it requires
a device. And that’s my only concern, is whether or not every person on campus
has access to that type o f device.
Franzosa (2009) suggested that communication is vital for campus safety effort and the
fact that most college students are predisposed to getting their information electronically
via the internet. One way o f addressing this concern is in the multi-tiered approach
Safety University has with its emergency notification system. The Emergency
Notification Policy in section III F lists several mediums o f communications such as
classroom PA system, AM Radio Station, and Communicator! XYZ, which allows for
emergency communication to be sent to a limited number o f individuals through a variety
of means.
Marvin (FG#2) indicated the campus police website as a means o f safety
communications when he said,
The campus police department website is also another medium o f safety
communications. A visit to the website reveals a list o f campus alerts and notices
which includes pictures o f suspects.
Janice (I#8) recalled how campus police dealt with criminal activity in the building where
she works when she said,
...w e had someone walk around in this building and they were trying to steal
computers or trying to get into university offices and faculty offices, I mean, there
was a mug shot that they sent out pretty quickly and said these guys are around,
and beware. If there are incidents that are on campus they notify us pretty quickly
because the campus is pretty safe ...
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Dr. Jack (I#4) acknowledged the campus police website when he said,

the website

that the campus police operate here is very informative. I visit that occasionally just to
see what's going on.”
Police Response
From the Safety University website, interviews, and focus groups, the researcher
discovered some documents that revealed the institution’s commitment to safety. Police
response to calls for assistance is a part o f Safety Communications at Safety University.
Campus police response to calls is appreciated by the campus community.
As a component o f safety communications, campus police response to calls for
assistance from the community is important. Police response can help to build
cooperative relations with the campus community (Shaw and McKay, 1942; 1969; 1972);
police response is also a part o f the mission o f the campus police department to provide
proactive, professional law enforcement services to the community. Jessie (FG#3)
detailed how campus police response to him when he said,
They participate annually in our student staff training, our live-in staff training;
conduct security walks. We talk about what their second shift staff members
should be doing as they tour the campus. All the EPART stuff that w e’ve done, I
mean the list just goes on and on.
Marvin (FG#2) articulated campus police delivers protection when he said,
...communicate with people and we know that no one way of doing it will do that.
And the campus police are a part o f that. They’re a part of delivering the level o f
protection, and so people feel that if they have a safety issue they can go push one
of the blue lights or if something happens over on one side of campus, then the
police could scramble an alert, send out an alert, sound the sirens all over campus,
you know.
Dr. Jack (I#4) talked about their quick response and said,
Their response is quick. W e’ve had, for example some o f the students in lab pass
out or something you call the campus police during that time and they are there
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very quickly, guiding an EMT crew to get somebody who has had a seizure or
something that has resulted in their collapsing in the laboratory.
Campus police is reported to have a quick response time to o ff campus Safety University
locations as well. Suzy (FG#2) indicated campus police’s quick response off campus
when she said, “Where I’m located, I don’t feel very safe sometimes. On campus I feel
safe, but over at 2200 East Farm Street we have been robbed a few times and the police
... they’re there as fast as you call them.”
Argy (1# 1) recounted an incident when police responded this way
Well, just from that one instance again, and it was actually a separate incident
where we had a window shatter, just instantly. And the thought was perhaps it
was connected to that same theft, and so we had officers again, come, and both o f
those times, like I said it was within the past six months both o f those times were
with the officers pleasant under the given circumstances. They were
approachable.
Donna (FG#2) recounted two incidents that campus police responded when she said,
I really haven’t had any well; except for two incidents that I had since the years
I’ve been here. One was a bomb scare one time when I worked in Torrance Bldg
(sic) and the other one was a really nasty phone message I got on my phone one
time and that was about the only two incidents that I’ve had on campus with them.
And it was fine. They were professional about it and worked it through and let
me know what they were proceeding with their investigation and everything.
Community Training
From the Safety University website, interviews, and focus groups, the researcher
discovered some documents that revealed the institution’s commitment to safety. Among
the documents is the Emergency Notification Policy which details Safety University’s
makes emergency communications. The Office o f Emergency Management maintains
the policy and offers safety training to the campus community.
Yet another means o f Safety Communications is through the Emergency
Management Office, which is located within same building as the Chief o f Campus
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Police, offering training for faculty and staff. These classes are offered to build
community and to educate. Janice (I#8) acknowledged the Emergency Management
Office by saying “We have an Office o f Safety here at Safety University and I remember
they do workshops pretty regularly.” Janice (I#8) further stated "... does workshops and
I remember attending one o f those. And just knowing that the campus is thinking about
things like this and it is preparing; because it was an hour long workshop with questions
afterwards.” Phyla (FG#4) mentioned the Safety Acts Program and said, “the Safety
Acts program which is where they’re training faculty and staff to act in the case o f any
kind o f emergency situation ...” Phyla (FG#4) further stated “the fact that we have a lot
o f staff and faculty that are on campus that are trained to react and to support any efforts
of law enforcement or public safety officials is a good thing.” This training helps to build
a sense o f community among campus members.
Research Question 3: To what extent are faculty/staff perceptions and awareness o f
campus crime and safety influenced by experience with campus police?
For research question three, the researcher addressed the findings with excerpts o f
raw data from the interviews, focus groups, and documents from the document analysis.
Participants indicated different types o f experiences, negative and positive, with campus
police. Some indicated that they work collaboratively with campus police on safety
initiatives. While others indicated they observe officers on the campus patrolling. There
were a few of the participants who indicated experiences with campus police which
adversely impacted their personal safety on campus. In addressing research question
three, the theme Police Presence was identified.
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Police Presence
According to Haber (2006) increased police presence deters crime. Peak et al.,
(2008) indicated that campus police departments in the twenty-first century have an
orientation towards problem-solving, more connectivity to the broader law enforcement
community, and greater acceptance among the campus community playing an integral
role. Emily (I#3) detailed what happens when 911 is dialed by saying “anytime you call
911 the campus police are the first responders and then the city police and then the fire
department and then the ambulance.” Griffith et al., (2004) reported a shift in policing as
more campus police departments are becoming more proactive than reactive to crime.
Safety University’s campus police department mission statement from the website
indicated that the department seeks to provide proactive, professional law enforcement
services to the community in support o f the University’s mission. Under Police Presence
subthemes were identified as First Responders, Positive Impression, and Negative
Impression.
First Responders
From the Safety University website, interviews, and focus groups, the researcher
discovered some documents that revealed the institution’s commitment to safety. Among
the documents is the Safety University Police Department Website which details the
functions o f the department. Campus police are the first responders to emergency calls.
Shannon (FG#3) indicated observing campus police on the campus when she said
“I see them walking on the campus. We also, if there’s a fire alarm or something, going
on in the building, like you said, they are first responders and they always come in and
start to work.” Dr. Jack (I#4) indicated the campus police department represents the
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interest of the campus when he said “I do feel like they represent my interests, my safety
and that of our students as well.” Dr. Jack (1#4) continued “They do keep an eye on these
youngsters, who are trying out different things in life, and so that’s good and I’m very
pleased about that.” Dr. Jack (I#4) indicated confidence in the campus police department
when he said “I do believe that the police department has my best interest at heart and I
would contact them immediately should I be in a situation where I felt unsafe.” Hinds
(2008) reported public satisfaction with police is important as it is linked to citizens’
willingness to report crime or suspicious events.
Dr. Jack’s (I#4) recalled the campus police apprehending someone when he said
“they have pursued someone that committed a crime against me by taking books and they
caught that person.” Dr. Jack (I#4) further stated “I think their possibly largest role is
education o f students and they seem to have a lot o f contact with students about drinking
and drugs and appropriate behavior with your peers.” Mary (I#5) placed a different spin
on police presence when she said “you see the police cars going around but it’s not too
much where you, if you see too many then I would think, well, there’s so many police
that it’s not safe.”
Mary (I#5) brought a unique perspective to the study o f campus safety as she was
a student and present at the 2007 shooting incident at Virginia Polytechnic Institute.
Mary (I#5) indicated that she is from a small town and said “ I came from a smaller city
so there wasn’t a lot o f activity going on. So basing it on that I did go to Virginia Tech.
When that all took place, I was there when that happened.” Mary (I#5) indicated
uneasiness related to police presence when she said,
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You know, occasionally you’ll see a police officer outside or I guess if a fire
alarm goes off you see that. So then you kind o f look around; it shows you
there’s a presence, but then you kind o f are a little anxious, what’s going on.
Dr. Queen (I#2) expressed the same uneasy reaction to police presence when she said
“But actually if I’m going to my class and I see a Safety University police person in the
hallway where the classrooms are I get worried because I think something must be going
on, you know.” Not that either o f these respondents have a problem with police presence.
Mary (I#5) stated she likes having a force dedicated to the campus when she said ’T h at
you know you have your own separate police force beyond just the city. You have your
own school police which is kind o f nice.”
Positive Impression
From the Safety University website, interviews, and focus groups, the researcher
discovered some documents that revealed the institution’s commitment to safety. Among
the documents is the Safety University Police Department Website which details the
functions o f the department. For some members Police Presence is a Positive
Impression.
Dr. Queen (I#2) stated she feels good about campus police when she said,
So I feel good that I don’t see them. To me that’s a sign that they don’t need to
be, you know, looking for an issue with a student or a faculty member, or
whatever. So not seeing them often it’s a sign that hopefully things are ... Or at
least they are not needed in my environment, which is good.
Dr. Charles (I#6) indicated that he feels good about campus police when he said “have a
good crew o f very dedicated - I’ve always felt very good about campus security.” Dr.
Charles (I#6) mentioned the diverse staff and trust when he said,
I’ve noticed them around talking to students and if you can get students over their
fuzz fear, and it’s a diverse force, so that helps. But I think you have to get
people where they trust. I think they trust police more than they trust
administration, to tell you the truth.
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Dr. Jack (I#4) commented on campus police’s interaction with the community when he
said,
So I obviously see campus police walking through my building and never
stopped, never hesitate to say hello. They don't - they’re very friendly as well.
And o f course after 23 years as some o f the police have been here for a while it's
easy to get to know people and that human to human contact is very important.
Marvin (FG#2) commented on the active police presence when he said ‘‘on central
campus there is typically a pretty active patrol presence of the campus police.” Marvin
(FG#2) states,
And see the campus police office right now, is right up here off Terrace Street.
So, they’re often going through Terrace Street right there on the main part o f
campus. Now, one thing, they used to, and I haven’t seen it much in the last
couple years, they used to have bicycle patrols, and I haven’t seen the bicycle
patrols in a while which is a good way o f doing urban relations.
Bike patrols are helpful in COP efforts in the campus community and increase
police presence. Suzy (FG#2) commented about the missing bike patrols, “Yes, because
I think that people notice, especially on the wrong side of the law, I think they notice that
it’s not so, we could be considered an easy target, you know.” This comment is
consistent with Haber (2006) that police presence deters crime. Suzy (FG#2) indicated a
positive impression o f campus police when she said “But I think they do a good job.”
When asked if she would call campus police if she was in distress Suzy (FG#2) replied
“Yes.” Donna (FG#2) indicated that she does not have problem calling on campus police
when she said “I don’t have any problem calling them if something happened, giving
them a call.”
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Negative Impression
From the Safety University website, interviews, and focus groups, the researcher
discovered some documents that revealed the institution’s commitment to safety. Among
the documents is the Safety University Police Department Website which details the
functions o f the department. For a few members Police Presence is a Negative
Impression.
A few respondents shared incidents on campus with police which caused them to
feel less safe. Two o f the three respondents who indicated adverse experiences are from
minority race groups. Concerning race African-Americans are the most commonly
studied minority group and research reveals that overall, this group has less favorable
perceptions o f police than do whites (Vermillion, 2006). Dr. Sam (I#7) commented,
regarding the formation o f an advisory committee,
It wasn’t just African American. It was - I think that drove it, but the committee
was not only composed o f African Americans. There were other people on the
committee as well. But certainly a major impetus for the formation o f that
committee was specifically the complaints from African American students about
being, you know, harassed by the police.
The Hispanic race represents another minority group and Dr. Ethel (FG#1), a Hispanic
female and Safety University faculty member recounted three disturbing incidents with
campus police.
The first incident occurred when she was a student new to the campus. Dr. Ethel
(FG#1) stated regarding campus police, “They come ... They have the problem.” She
recounted the incident this way,
My first experience was as a student. I was a student. It was my first day driving
and I didn’t fully stop at the stop. It was at night. Nobody was on campus. There
were no cars coming so I kind o f stopped but kept going. So there was a
California stop or something.
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Dr. Ethel (FG#1) continued,
Well, they stopped me and I was not a very good English speaker. I could barely
speak English, but I tried. And I really didn’t understand what they were telling
me because he was speaking really fast and screaming and yelling. And then I got
nervous and I couldn’t understand. And then he started to insult me and like “Oh,
you are playing games like you don’t speak English” And this, and that, and the
other. And what are you doing in a car with five guys. I can tell the type o f
woman you are. And then they got me out o f the car and they treated me horribly.
Dr. Ethel (FG#1) continued,
So, I went back home. My boyfriend was sleeping there. I went back home. I
told him what happened. He got dressed. We went to the Safety University
Police station to talk to someone. And 1 talked to the important person, the chief,
whatever, and well, they basically said that I could complain formally, but then
they would have to start an investigation. If I could not prove that he said that
then I would get in trouble. Well to sum it up, I got very scared and I said that’s
fine. It’s okay. Let’s leave it like that. That was my first experience.
Dr. Ethel (FG#1) recounted her second incident after she became a faculty member by
saying, “and my second horrible experience was five years ago when a student was
harassing me. I had a stalker and she got me at the gym.” Dr. Ethel continued,
Yeah. She was a she. And I was at the gym and she started screaming and
yelling at me in front o f everybody, in front o f students, you are a whore, you are
a **** you should be out o f this country and racist comments, you whore, you
whore in front of everybody. And the only thing I did was said call the police
please. Call the police. I didn’t want to answer anything because I didn’t want to
give more —call the police. Call the police. But then the students at the gym
called the police, they got excited and started saying there is someone attacking
someone else. There are two girls fighting.
Dr. Ethel (FG#1) continued,
So the police come. Without asking anything and well, they started with the
yelling, oh, yeah, are you having fun here. Some fight. And this, and that, and
the other and I said I work here. I work here. But, no, they didn’t listen to me.
So I ended up being kicked out o f the gym after that, and she said I’m going to
kill you, I’m going to find you and I’m going to kill you. All these things and I
said I’m not going home if someone doesn’t take me home. And then one o f the
policemen took me home.
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The request to be taken home represents a citizen-initiated contact with police; requests
for assistance generally have more favorable outcomes between police and citizens
(Hinds, 2008). Dr. Ethel (FG#1) continued,
And again, 1 went back there to the police station to complain about the way they
treated me, because they treated me like an equal like we were fighting, and we
were not fighting. She was attacking me and I was there asking them to please
call the police. And they came and then they called the policeman and he
basically said that was not true, what I was saying. When I got there you were at
each others’ throats. And I said no, that is not true. But I knew that I was going
nowhere because he was going to deny everything and then nobody wanted to be
a witness.
This was obviously a stressful ordeal for Dr. Ethel (FG#1) and she said “It was a
very complicated story. I had to end up going to downtown, getting a restraining order
against this person and leaving the country for six months ...” This reaction is not
uncommon for crime victims. Rader et al., (2007) reported fear of crime may lead
individuals to reduce or eliminate their participation in social activities, thus, depriving
themselves o f numerous social and personal rewards.
The third incident actually happened when Dr. Ethel (FG#1) was still a student;
however, she recounted it out o f sequence o f occurrence. Dr. Ethel (FG#1) stated “And
another time there was this policeman. I was with my roommate walking on campus and
he stopped the car dressed as a policeman, driving the police car.” Dr. Ethel continued
“Safety University Police and he stopped the car and he said excuse me, excuse. I
stopped because he was a police. Otherwise I don’t talk to strangers.” This response
indicated Dr. Ethel (FG#1) viewing the police officers as legitimate. Murphy et al.,
(2008) indicated individuals who view the police as more legitimate are more likely to
assist police with crime control.
Dr. Ethel (FG#1) continued,
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And he said they were doing this video for the Safety University Police whatever,
that if we were willing to participate in the video it was really necessary. And I
said okay. Then he said okay, you’ve got to be at the police station at seven. And
my roommate and I go to the police station at seven. It was just a joke because it
was April Fools. I don’t know. It was a day t h a t... It was just a joke just to stop
two girls and tell them that they should help with a video for the Safety University
Police, they were going to make this video and we just had to walk and we had to
be there at seven and just waste our time. And it was just a joke.
The second respondent who indicated experiencing incidents on campus with
police that caused him to feel less safe was Dr. Sam (I#7). He is the only African
American male participant and is a department head in Religious Studies. Dr. Sam (I# 1)
stated that he is viewed as a perpetrator when he said, “because Pm an African American
male and I’m more likely to be viewed as a perpetrator than as a victim.” Dr. Sam (I# l)
further stated, “ ... in speaking to African American male students and female students,
and speaking to faculty and staff people who interact with them, they oftentimes see the
campus police and the Metropolitan police as a threat to their safety.” Dr. Sam (I# 1)
went on to say

.. they are often perceived as suspect, as illegitimate.”

Dr. Sam (I#l) as previously stated has in the past been a part o f an advisory committee
related to the issue of campus police treatment o f African American students. He stated,
You know, several years ago, maybe seven years, eight years ago 1 was on a
police advisory committee that a previous police chief here had established
precisely because there were these ongoing problems with campus police
assuming when they encountered black students, especially black male students,
that they did not belong on campus.
In the interview with the Chief of campus police he indicated that there have been
complaints in the past regarding disproportionate stops and arrests. The C hief indicated
that Safety University Police Department keeps statistics on arrests and vehicle stops
which include demographics which helps to answer these type complaints. According to
the Chief the student arrests and vehicle stops ratios are consistent the campus population
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demographics. The fact that Safety University Police Department keeps these statistics is
consistent with Haber (2006) that “ninety percent o f what police departments do is
gather, analyze, and disseminate data” (p. 1).
Dr. Sam continued talking about the treatment o f African American students and said,
Again, my knowledge here for the most part is indirect. But going back several
years to my role on the advisory committee and then what I’ve heard anecdotally
from students and from faculty and staff members who interact with them, either
in various student affairs offices or faculty members, certainly when questions
have been raised about how it is that Safety University police are interacting,
especially with black students, and black male students in particular, they’re
defensive.
Regarding the African American students’ specific concerns with Safety University
Police Department Dr. Sam (I#7) said,
it’s played out in a variety o f ways, including the differential treatment, you
know, and this is so deep and so historical, the differential treatment o f relatively
large gatherings o f black students whether anything was going on or not, versus
the way in which large gatherings o f non-black students, especially white
students, would be regarded, white students, kids being kids, kids having fun;
black students, potential riot. So that was a very major source o f discontent
among black students; the tendency, perhaps to require more police presence at
events being given by black students. A quicker to shut down events put on by
black students. The perception that those events were nosier or reacting more
quickly to perceptions o f noise - so I think you sort o f see what I’m saying with
regard to that.
Mike (FG#3) recounted a similar experience related to race. Mike (FG#3) stated there
was lewd behavior in his building and reported to campus police when he said “We had a
situation where we had somebody in our building who was doing like excessively lewd
things in the hallway, just being really outrageous and we called the police. The police
came out and took a statement.” Mike (FG#3) continued “And in the statement it was a
graduate student who said that this is my description o f the person, you know. They’re
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kind of darker skinned, maybe Iranian or like Middle Eastern.” However, the alert
message indicated the culprit was a black male, according to Mike (FG#3),
And then when the alert came out it said black male. And it seems like every alert is
black male, black, male, black male, black male in a hoodie, black male in a white tee
shirt; black male with a gun. And from that experience with that grad student and me
knowing that she did not say black male, and then getting that alert that said black male,
I’m thinking how many other non-black males have been identified as black males. So
that contradicts my really positive feelings.
Dr. Jack (I#4) mentioned every now and then police presence in regards to pedestrian
safety saying,
I know the campus police don’t have much time for traffic enforcement, but the
stop signs are often regarded as suggestions around where a lot o f pedestrians are
located and they do make a presence every now and then, but they have to be
really obvious when they’re making that presence and it’s more o f as long as the
officer is present people are stopping and then they’re back to the usual after that.
The Chief o f police responded to this comment in a member check response that Dr. Jack
copied the chief. According to the Chief, in 2010 Safety University Police Department
wrote 2,250 citations for traffic violations, as many as the other University system
campuses combined.
Research Question 4: What are the overall perceptions o f faculty and staff about the
effectiveness o f campus police?
For research question four, the researcher addressed the findings with excerpts o f
raw data from the interviews, focus groups, and documents from the document analysis.
Faculty and staff participants revealed that they feel that Safety University Police
Department is effective in campus safety efforts. These members, even those who
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experienced adverse incidents related to safety on campus, feel that Safety University
Police overall does a good job. The general consensus from the participants is that Safety
University Police Department has a positive effect on campus safety. In addressing
research question four, the theme Police Effect was identified.
Police Effect
Perceptions are strong indicators o f how individuals view their world and campus
police fall under this scope. In order to determine police effectiveness, one must explore
the perceptions the community has o f campus police (Griffith et al., 2004). Campus
police, because o f their reliance upon foot patrol, have greater interaction with students,
faculty, and staff (Fisher & Sloan, 1995). This makes community policing efforts on
college campuses successful undertakings (Fisher & Sloan, 1995).
Edwards (2005) indicated community policing strategies involve focused
involvement with the community visiting particular people and places for a particular
reason (Edwards, 2005, p. 82). This modem community policing is more ordered and
purposeful, actively engaging the community to both gain knowledge and passing on info
about crime (Edwards, 2005, p. 82). Under Police Effect subthemes were identified as
Effective by Comparison, Staffing Constraints, Resolving Crime, and Diverse Staff.
Effective by Comparison
From the Safety University website, interviews, and focus groups, the researcher
discovered some documents that revealed the institution’s commitment to safety. Among
the documents is the Safety University Police Department Website which details the
functions o f the department. A few members measured the campus police department
effectiveness by making a comparison.
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In the interview with the Chief o f Safety University Police Department, he
indicated engagement and the importance o f community engagement during a recent
meeting with housekeeping group at Safety University. The Chief indicated that these
community members are in the buildings and see who comes and goes. The Chief
indicated this group is in a position to report suspicious activity to campus police. The
Chief stated he tries to address safety concerns in community forums in events such as
his meeting with the housekeeping group. In an era o f high technology and media
portrayal o f crime investigations that include sophisticated devices that aid in solving
crimes, campus police are often perceived to fall short o f the broader law enforcement
community in their methods to prevent crime.
Mary (I#5) like, Dr. Jack (I#4), mentioned pedestrian safety saying, "I feel very
safe on the campus. I’ve never - I’d say the only thing I don’t I feel safe would be
walking across the street with the cars.” Mary (I#5) continued, saying
I think they’re effective. I’ll be speaking from I mean I guess my main part is that
when people driving the traffic when w e’re just walking out to the parking deck
nobody stops, so maybe that’s something I think is an issue as far as somebody
could get hit by a car. These cars don’t seem to care and they don’t seem to make
a big deal to try to enforce that.
Mary (I#5) indicated uncertainty regarding campus police’ effectiveness with pedestrian
safety when she said “So I don’t know if they’re really being effective because I’m sure
those are things that have been brought to their attention, and I’m not sure if they’re
really taking care o f that or not.” This speaks to public expectations o f campus police.
Dr. Charles (I#6) indicated the limited abilities o f a police officer in comparison to some
television programs when he said “I know there’s only so much that a policeman can do.
I think public expectations o f police are kind o f exaggerated because o f Law and Order
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and all of the other TV programs, it’s exaggerated.” The C hief of campus police stated
that they (campus police) cannot be everywhere at once.
Jessie (FG#3) made a comparison to another TV show in acknowledging the
progress o f the campus police department. Jessie (FG#3) made reference to the Andy
Griffith Show when he said “They’ve come a long way in the last ten years. It was a
little Barney Fifeish when I first got here, you know, but they’ve stepped it up quite a
bit.” Dobrin (2006) developed the Mayberry Model o f policing by examining the
individual policing styles o f two police officers o f the fictional town Mayberry, North
Carolina. Barney Fife was one o f the characters known for his professional, by the book,
approach to law enforcement.
When asked the question is the police department effective Argy (I#l) replied
“Very effective. Yes.” Argy (I# 1) continued,
I have only been here for about a year now, but have had the few incidents that
have occurred on campus, been able to just observe the procedures that are in
place and observed the response and the notification and use o f the emergency
notification system and I think it’s a very effective unit.
Argy (I#l) further expressed the effectiveness o f the campus police department by
saying, “If there were an immediate sense of harm that I knew could not be addressed at
our current existing levels, then I would contact the campus police unit.” Argy (I#l)
continued “I think it heavily factors into it, and it needs to be an office or administrative
system that is impeccable in its management and in its organization. It has to have a no
fail system when it comes to notification procedures.”
Dr. Queen (I#2) said she is not uncomfortable calling on the campus police when
she said “I have never had an issue with the police that I have felt like I would feel
uncomfortable calling on the police.” Dr. Queen (I#2) further stated
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“I think that if I needed the Safety University police they would come as soon as possible
and be attentive to my need for them.” Dr. Queen (I#2) further stated
I have interacted very seldom with police officers here at the Safety University
campus and I don’t recall that I ever felt uncomfortable or that they did not treat
me with respect or that they weren’t trying to help. I have always felt that there
was a very good exchange. The few that have been, they have been positive.
Dr. Queen continued “ I don’t know. I don’t know. I don’t know how long it would take
them to respond. Would I think that they would be competent? Yeah, I think so. I think
they would be competent. They know what they are doing.” Dr. Sam’s (I#7) responded
to the police effectiveness question by saying,
And again, as I said, most o f what I’ve heard from students has less to do with
their concerns about the police department’s protecting them from either threats
by other students and staff on campus or by people coming in from the
community than it does with the police actually or potentially misperceiving who
they are and mistreating them.
However, Dr. Sam (I#7) indicated that he would still call campus police if he were in
distress, when asked Dr. Sam’s (I#7) responded “Yeah, I would.”
Janice (I#8) spoke o f her perception on campus police effectiveness when she said
“From my perception it’s effective because I don’t see anything that’s handled badly.”
Janice (1#8) continued “I would call them, but I would definitely call 911. And I think
that’s how we have been trained anyway.” Donna (FG#2) linked campus police
effectiveness incidents o f crime when she said “I guess the perception for me would be,
they have to - they must be effective because I don’t hear about a lot o f bad incidents all
the time.”
Staffing Constraints
From the Safety University website, interviews, and focus groups, the researcher
discovered some documents that revealed the institution’s commitment to safety. Among
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the documents is the Safety University Police Department Website which details the
functions of the department. Some members mentioned staffing constraints o f campus
police in relation to the effectiveness o f the department.
The number o f officers in the department was mentioned by Dr. Betty (FG#1)
when she said “ I think if there were more of them they could be really effective.” Dr.
Betty (FG#1) indicated campus police effectiveness depends upon the situation when she
said “I’m just not sure if I can articulate why it depends. Some things, if right now
there’s a guy pointing a gun at my head right now. The cops are not going to get here on
time. There aren’t enough of them.” Dr. Betty (FG#1) further stated
Again, if there were more o f them then w e’d be able to see that presence
constantly and know that if a crime is about to happen right in front o f me, there’s
a cop. So, but that’s not the case right now.
Dr. Betty (FG#1) continued ”1 wish we had more cops.” Dr. Ethel concurred when she
said
1 agree. I agree. I think many times I’ve been here by myself and when you leave
there’s nobody. And it’s kind of, at night, you are kind o f ... So yeah, I agree that
there should be more and - i t ’s you can see there is one policeman there. Okay,
I’m fine.
Emily (I#3) mentioned the campus police staff seemed stretched when she said “ I
don’t know what their staffing is like, but they look like they’re pretty stretched and
always running.” The Chief o f campus police indicated that the current staff o f 31
officers should be increased to 42 in order for Safety University Police to be staffed
consistent with other schools within the University System.
Resolving Crime
From the Safety University website, interviews, and focus groups, the researcher
discovered some documents that revealed the institution’s commitment to safety. Among
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the documents is the Safety University Police Department Website which details the
functions o f the department. Members indicated the campus police department is
effective in solving crimes.
Despite the number of officers Dr. Betty stated “I think they’re really effective on
following up on crime in the area.” Emily (I#3) stated that campus police is pretty
effective when she said,
I think that they’re pretty effective. Sometimes when there is a big issue and you
get the updates first that there was a crime, and then there was an arrest,
sometimes there’s been a big gap but I don’t know how that compares to any
other criminal investigation.
Emily (I#3) linked campus safety to the effectiveness o f the campus police department
when she said “1 guess by my saying I feel like it’s a safe campus that speaks to them
being effective.” Dr. Jack (I#4) linked campus police effectiveness to their efforts to
secure the buildings on campus when he said ‘'Well I feel about safe, perhaps even safer
here than I do in many other places. I know the Safety University campus police work
closely with the Metropolitan police, that they make an effort to secure the buildings.”
This statement speaks to Safety University Campus Police Department’s connectivity to
the to the broader law enforcement community (Peak et al., 2008).
Dr. Jack (I#4) recounted an occasion o f a theft from his office this way “there was
one occasion where someone walked into my office and stole some books and campus
police followed up very well with that and caught the guy. So it seems to be working
pretty well from my perspective.” Dr. Jack (I#4) continued, “I think they’re quite
effective. Like I said they have pursued someone that committed a crime against me by
taking books and they caught that person.” Dr. Jack summed it up by saying,
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I think they’re doing just about everything they can do to make sure that people
know that there is a campus police department here and that it’s a regular police
department with all the ability to enforce that a police department has.
Dr. Jack (I#4) ended the session reaffirming the campus police department’s
effectiveness when he said "Again I believe the campus police department is very
effective so I wouldn’t hesitate to ask them to help with a problem that has happened.”
Dr. Jack (I#4) recalled another incident involving graffiti and confidence in campus
police,
there were some minor vandalism in the building, that they came and took
pictures o f and that was, you know, what are you going to do about the spray
paint. It’s a fact o f urban life everywhere. But I would not hesitate in any way.
Dr. Charles (I#6) indicated campus community cooperation is linked to campus
police effectiveness when he said “I’d say they’re very effective when they are notified.
They can’t know, I mean, they don’t have eyes in the back o f their heads and they have to
be notified when there is a problem.” This statement speaks to the need for a campus
police to partner with the community in crime prevention which is the essence o f
community oriented policing. Dr. Charles (I#6) continued
Usually, when people find out about a problem, you know, it’s already well
progressed and it’s gone past. So, you know, the main thing is to create a climate
where students feel comfortable. And I really think the police have made an
effort to get to know students where they can.
Marvin (FG#2) linked campus police effectiveness to solving crimes on campus when he
said “And my perception is occasionally you’ll hear about something. There have been a
couple o f recent incidents where I think that there was a student that was robbed in an
elevator in a residence hall ... But then it was maybe a week later they caught the
people.”
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Diverse Force
From the Safety University website, interviews, and focus groups, the researcher
discovered some documents that revealed the institution’s commitment to safety. Among
the documents is the Safety University Police Department Website which details the
functions o f the department. A few members indicated the campus police department’s
effectiveness based on the diversity o f the staff.
In response to the question how effective the campus police department is, Dr.
Charles (I#6) mentioned the diverse staff when he said “it’s a diverse force, so that
helps.” On the Safety University Police Department’s website there is a four and one half
minutes recruitment video which reveals a diverse force consisting o f males, females and
different ethnic groups.
Dr. Ethel (FG #1) indicated Daisy an African American female campus police
officer made the difference in the outcome o f her situation. Dr. Ethel (FG#1) stated
regarding a negative experience with campus police that an African American female
officer made the outcome positive when she said, “Really was horrible with exception o f
Daisy. She’s a detective now, Daisy Bell.” Dr. Ethel (FG#1) continued “Daisy is an
African American woman.” Dr. Ethel (FG#1) further stated “And she was extremely
nice and helped me a lot. But everybody else was so not helpful.” Perhaps this
experience with Officer Daisy Bell convinced Dr. Ethel (FG#1) to say that she would call
on the campus police despite the negative experience when she said “Yeah. And I still
would call and see how it goes ... I still hope that even though I had very bad experiences
just because one Mexican is bad, not all Mexicans are bad.”
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Summary
From all the data gathered at Safety University, the researcher identified four
themes to address the four research questions. To understand faculty and staff
perceptions and indicators o f campus safety, the researcher conducted document analysis,
interviews and met with focus groups consisting o f faculty and staff members. Within
each o f the sessions o f interviews and focus groups these recurring themes were
identified (1) Institutional Effect, (2) Safety Communications, (3) Police Presence, and
(4) Police Effect. The identified themes gave the researcher insight into public safety
policies, procedures, and practices at Safety University and the influence o f campus
police on faculty and staff members’ perceptions o f campus safety. Finally, subthemes
were also identified with themes and each theme was linked to an individual research
question.
Institutional Effect was articulated in various documents and data collected within
Safety University. Institutional Effect was evident through the subthemes Documented
Safety, Culture o f Safety, and Safety in Practice. Documented Safety was evident in the
Emergency Notification Policy states that safety is top priority and emphasizes the
importance o f providing timely alerts to the campus community. The Safe Zone website
documented the Honor Roll rating from the group o f lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender
(LGBT), and questioning individuals supported by student, faculty, and staff allies.
Culture o f Safety was evident in the Safety University Strategic Plan 2009-2014
mentioning among other things providing complementary systems o f aid and outreach
thereby creating access to education and opportunities for all persons. Safety in Practice
was demonstrated by among other things the institution providing a console in some o f
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the classrooms that contains a Black Box which puts the classroom in direct contact with
the campus police department. Safety University Campus Police Chief indicated the
university’s investment in a new $10 million, 27,000 square feet facility projected for
2013.
Safety Communications was the second theme identified in the collected data
based on the need for crime control (Shaw and McKay, 1942; 1969; 1972). Subthemes
were identified as Sender o f Messages, Receiver o f Messages, Police Response, and
Community Training. Sender o f Messages was evident in the Emergency Notification
Policy indicating that notifications are issued by campus police; therefore, the campus
community associates Safety Communications with the campus police department.
Receiver o f Messages was evident when respondents expressed their appreciation
for the safety communications within the institution and were most complementary.
Safety University takes into consideration that all members do not have access to cell
phones and uses other mediums to communicate. Police Response is another component
o f Safety Communications when campus police respond to calls for assistance from the
community. Lastly, another component o f Safety Communications is the Office o f
Emergency Management offering safety training to the campus community.
Police Presence was the third theme identified in the collected data. Under Police
Presence subthemes were identified as First Responders, Positive Impression, and
Negative Impression. Peak et al., (2008) indicate that campus police departments in the
twenty-first century have an orientation towards problem-solving, more connectivity to
the broader law enforcement community, and greater acceptance among the campus
community playing an integral role. Safety University Campus Police are the First
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Responders to emergency calls. For some members Police Presence is a Positive
Impression-, respondents indicated that police officers are seen throughout the campus on
foot and in patrol vehicles. For a few members Police Presence is a Negative
Impression', these respondents indicated experiences with campus police which caused
them concern for their personal safety on campus.
Police Effect was the fourth theme that was identified in the collected data. Under
Police Effect subthemes were identified as Effective by Comparison, Staffing Constraints,
Resolving Crime, and Diverse Staff. Campus police, because o f their reliance upon foot
patrol, have greater interaction with students, faculty, and staff (Fisher & Sloan, 1995).
Effective by Comparison, a couple o f the respondents made reference to television
programs in relation to the campus police department’s effectiveness. Staffing
Constraints was mentioned by some members in relation to the effectiveness o f the
campus police department. Members indicated the campus police department is effective
in solving crimes. Some respondents indicated that the campus police force is a friendly
diverse group. Chapter five will present the conclusions, implications, and
recommendations for future research.

CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
Introduction
Colleges and universities have seen an increase in campus crime over the last
decade even though there has been a national decline in crime (FBI, 2011). Campus
crime is particularly concerning to higher education leadership, and other stakeholders
such as students and parents (Hughes, 2008; Palmer, 2010). This concern grows as there
has been a number of recent violent incidents on college campuses that have appeared in
headline news, for example the murderous attack at Oikos University in Oakland,
California in April 2012 (Eng, 2012; Powell, 2008; Rikleen, 2007). Better understanding
o f campus crime is beneficial to all the stakeholders on college campuses (Barton et al.,
2010; Rogerson, 2008). Campus police departments are the front line o f defense against
crime, and are tasked with crime prevention as municipal police agencies are (Peak,
1995; Rund, 2002; Wilkinson & Rund, 2002).
In order to comprehensively understand campus crime, it is important to also look
at the perspectives o f faculty and staff (Gover, Tomsich, Jennings, & Higgins, 2011).
Institutions o f Higher Education make investments to recruit and retain excellent staff
and particularly faculty, therefore, it is pertinent for administrators to consider the
perceptions university employees hold regarding campus safety (p. 38). Consequently,
faculty and staff are often in a unique position within the institution to have contact with
students and to be confidants to student victims o f crime (Gover et al., 2011, p. 38;
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Rollings, 2010, p. 20). There is a dearth o f literature that focuses on faculty and staff
perceptions o f campus safety and their interaction with campus police. Therefore, the
present study explores faculty and staff perceptions o f campus safety and their interaction
with campus police in the effort o f campus safety.
The following four questions guided the study:
RQ1. What are the public safety policies, procedures, and practices used at a
college with effective public safety initiatives?
RQ2.

What are the characteristics o f faculty/staff interaction with campus
police?

RQ3. To what extent are faculty/staff perceptions and awareness o f campus
crime and safety influenced by experience with campus police?
RQ4.

What are the overall perceptions o f faculty and staff about the
effectiveness o f campus police?

The purpose o f this qualitative case study was to investigate the public safety
policies, procedures, and practices used at a college nationally ranked for its campus
safety initiatives. Further the study sought to investigate the campus safety perceptions
of faculty and staff at an institution where campus safety initiatives are nationally ranked
as "exemplary” and incidents o f campus crime are low. By nature o f their jobs, faculty
and staff are in a unique position to assist in campus safety efforts (Gover et al., 2011).
Campus police are tasked with law enforcement at institutions of higher education and in
their effort to be effective must develop positive relationships with the campus
community (Griffith et al., 2004). Consequently, the research investigated campus police
influence on the campus safety perceptions o f faculty and staff members.
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Summary o f the Study
The challenge for college and university leaders is working cooperatively and
collaboratively with campus personnel, students, and external agencies to insure the
maintenance o f a safe and secure environment that is conducive for learning. Within this
study, the researcher provides literature that builds a foundation of inquiry. Chapter one
focused on the research problem, purpose, and importance o f the study.
Criminal behavior and unprovoked acts o f violence have become an increasing
part o f American life, and higher education institutions have not been spared the
experience o f being the scene o f such acts (Griffin, 2009; Bryden & Fletcher, 2007).
Over the last fifty years, the U.S. crime rate has grown significantly, with major increases
from the 1960s through the earlyl 990s. While there have been measurable decreases
over the last decade, 1999-2009, crime statistics are still high with 1,246,248 violent
crimes and 9,082,887 property crime offenses reported in 2010 according to the FBI.
Crimes occurring on college campuses and reported to the Department o f Education
between years 2005-2008 reflected at total o f 235,599 which reflects an increase between
1999 and 2009 based on trends and projections (U.S. Secret Service, Department o f
Education, & Federal Bureau o f Investigation, 2010, p. 6). Over the timeframe, 20052008 actual reports, 74.6% were burglaries and motor vehicle thefts, 9.2% were
aggravated assaults, 8.4% were robberies, 5.9% were forcible sex offences, 1.7% were
arsons, and 0.1% were non-forcible sex offenses (U.S. Secret Service et al., 2010, p. 6).
Issues that threaten safety have negative consequences on overall human well
being such that it affects an individual’s quality o f life. Maslow (1970) reports if an
individual feels threatened or becomes fearful, that person will not be able to function.
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Colleges and Universities have enormous intellectual resources to provide, in a
thoughtful and meaningful way, the security everyone on campus has a right to expect.
Perceptions are strong indicators o f how individuals view their world and campus police
falls under this scope through the lens o f safety. In order to comprehensively understand
campus crime, it is important to also look at the perspectives o f faculty and staff (Gover
et al., 2011).
The purpose o f this study was to examine faculty and staff perceptions o f campus
threats and the extent that their perceptions o f safety are influenced by their contact with
campus police. Faculty and staff due to their roles in the institution come in contact with
students, visitors, and others within their day to day routine on the campus. These
campus members are in a critical position to aid in the effort to protect against threats to
campus safety. Shaw and McKay (1972) Social Disorganization Theory suggest a direct
relationship between existing conditions within in local American communities and
differential rates o f delinquents and criminals. College campuses are neighborhoods
which contain communities o f faculty, staff, and students thus, community and
neighborhood based theories o f crime, such as social disorganization applies.
A qualitative case study methodology was used to conduct the study. Case study
research is richly descriptive in order to afford the reader the vicarious experience o f
being there (Merriman, 2009, p. 258). Case study research employs triangulation that
incorporates documents, people, theories, and other key items to ensure accuracy and a
true depiction of a phenomenon. Among the limitations o f this study is the fact that some
faculty and staff members experienced an unpleasant encounter with campus police. A
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delimitation o f this study is the research was conducted at an institution isolated by its
location in the United States.
Chapter two presented a review o f the related literature that assist in
understanding the problem o f increase in campus crime including the theoretical
framework of Social Disorganization and the context o f historical incident litigation.
Shaw and McKay suggest a direct relationship between existing conditions within in
local American communities and differential rates o f delinquents and criminals. One
way of dealing with problems associated with delinquency in high-rate areas is through
community action programs initiated by the collaborations o f citizens and local residents
interested in improving community life. Shaw and McKay’s (1969/1972) Social
Disorganization theoretical underpinning can assist higher education leaders explain the
growing phenomena o f campus crime and its impact on the campus community.
Collaborations among faculty and staff represent formal community organizations that
help decrease the opportunity o f campus crime.
Common law decisions addressing disputes regarding safety and security
concerns on colleges and universities campuses can be traced to the early twentieth
century with the 1913 Gott v. Berea College 161 S.W. 204 (Ky. 1913). This case
involved the enforcement o f the college’s rule which barred students from "forbidden
places” which in this case was a restaurant across the street from the college. As student
activism during the 1960s and 1970s unfolded on college campuses across the United
States, courts abandoned the in locos parentis doctrine, and the relationship between
higher education institutions and students became contractual. The Tarasoff v. Regents
o f the University o f California, 551 P.2d 334 (Cal. 1976) was mentioned due to the court
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ruling against the institution for failure to warn the victim, the daughter o f staff member,
o f danger. Additionally, overviews o f federal legislature were provided to gain insight
into the growing concern for higher education institutions.
Perhaps one o f the most noted legal cases resulting in federal legislature in the
past two decades is the one involving Jeanne Clery. The Clery Act stems from the
murder o f Jeanne Clery in her residence hall room at Leigh University in 1986. Former
President George Bush Jr. in 2008 signed the Reauthorization o f Higher Education Act in
to law extending it for an additional six year through 2014. It requires institutions to
notify the campus community immediately upon confirming a significant emergency,
unless issuing the notification compromises campus safety efforts. The issue o f guns on
college campuses is mentioned and details o f the University o f Utah’s controversy are
explored.
Chapter three provided the framework o f the methodology used in the qualitative
case study. Creswell (2007) suggests that a case study utilizes multiple sources o f
information to provide an in-depth picture o f a site. After meeting the requirement from
Mercer University Institutional Review Board, the researcher obtained permission to
conduct the study from the Institutional Review Board as Safe University.
Data collection consisted o f three stages. The first stage encompassed a
document analysis which included a review the strategic plan, emergency notification
plan, campus police website, and the safe zone website. The document review helped to
address the research questions.
The second stage in the collection o f data consisted o f conducting individual
interview sessions with full-time faculty and staff members. Through purposeful and
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snowball sampling participants were selected. Each interview session lasted 30 minutes
or less. The third stage o f data collection was focus group sessions o f full-time faculty
and staff members at the site. The focus groups were chosen using snowball sampling
beginning with a faculty member interviewee.
Two faculty members were chosen from the Foreign Language Department. The
remaining focus groups were snow ball sampling based on staff members who work
collaboratively with the Emergency Management Department. The focus group sessions
lasted 30 minutes or less.
Once all data sources were collected, the researcher managed data by hiring a
professional to transcribe the MP3 files o f all faculty and staff interviews and focus group
sessions. Once the researcher obtained the transcripts, the first level o f coding began. As
well, the researcher conducted member checking. Member checking permitted the
participants to review the transcriptions for accuracy and allowed the researcher to
develop additional questions for clarity (Merriam, 2009).
The data were coded and analyzed using analytic induction. Analytic induction
gives an exhaustive knowledge o f the situation under study (Znaniecki, 1934). While
reviewing each transcript, the researcher generated codes by marking text into segments
of meaning. The researcher began the data collection with two assumptions: (1) faculty
and staff members often mirror the behavior they observe from leadership, consequently,
faculty and staff act based on the cultural norms present and enforced within the
community and (2) staff members will indicate more frequent contact in general with
campus police due to the nature o f their jobs within the institution. Both assumptions
proved to be true based on data collected from respondents.

Chapter four reported the findings based on the four research questions. The
researcher analyzed documents, and transcripts from interviews and focus groups o f
faculty and staff members. Likewise, the researcher identified four themes that addressed
the research questions. Those themes are Institutional Effect, Safety Communications,
Police Presence, and Police Effect. From all the data gathered at Safety University, the
researcher identified those four themes to address the four research questions. To
understand faculty and staff perceptions o f perceptions and indicators o f campus safety,
the researcher conducted document analysis, conducted interviews and met with focus
groups consisting o f faculty and staff members.
Within each of the sessions o f interviews and focus groups these recurring themes
were identified (1) Institutional Effect, (2) Safety Communications, (3) Police Presence,
and (4) Police Effect. The identified themes gave the researcher insight into public safety
policies, procedures, and practices at Safety University and the influence o f campus
police on faculty and staff members’ perceptions o f campus safety. Finally, each theme
was linked to an individual research question.
Institutional Effect was articulated in various documents within Safety University.
The Emergency Notification Policy states that safety is top priority and emphasizes the
importance o f providing timely alerts to the campus community. The Safe Zone website
indicates that it is a group o f lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender (LGBT), and questioning
individuals supported by student, faculty, and staff allies. Safety University Strategic
Plan 2009-2014 mentions among other things providing complementary systems o f aid
and outreach thereby creating access to education and opportunities for all persons.
Concern for safety is further demonstrated by the institution providing a console in some
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o f the classrooms that contains a Black Box which puts the classroom in direct contact
with the campus police department. Safety University Campus Police Department states
in the mission statement that the department provides proactive, professional law
enforcement services to the community in support o f the University’s mission.
Safety Communications was the second theme identified in the collected data
based on the need for crime control (Shaw and McKay, 1942; 1969; 1972). The
Emergency Notification Policy indicates that notifications will be issued by campus
police, therefore, the campus community associates Safety Communications with the
campus police department. Respondents expressed their appreciation for the safety
communications within the institution and were most complementary. Safety University
takes into consideration that all members do not have access to cell phones and uses other
mediums to communicate. Another component o f Safety Communications is campus
police response to calls for assistance from the community.
Police Presence was the third theme identified in the collected data. Peak et al.,
(2008) indicate that campus police departments in the twenty-first century have an
orientation towards problem-solving, more connectivity to the broader law enforcement
community, and greater acceptance among the campus community playing an integral
role. Respondents indicated that police officers are seen throughout the campus on foot
and in patrol vehicles. Some respondents indicated that the campus police force is a
friendly diverse group. Some respondents indicated that seeing officers in their
respective areas makes them concerned that there is a safety issue. Still others indicated
experiences with campus police which caused them concern for their personal safety on
campus.
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Police Effect was the fourth theme identified in the collected data. Campus
police, because o f their reliance upon foot patrol, have greater interaction with students,
faculty, and staff (Fisher & Sloan, 1995). The C hief o f Safety University Police
Department indicated engagement and the importance o f community engagement during
a recent meeting with housekeeping group at Safety University. All o f the respondents
acknowledged confidence in the police department and indicted that they would call on
the campus police department if needed. A couple o f the respondents made reference to
television programs in relation to campus police department effectiveness.
Summary o f Major Findings
Analysis o f the data resulted in four themes that helped the researcher address the
research questions. The first theme identified was Institutional Effect. Feedback from
faculty and staff members revealed they indeed feel safe on campus at Safety University.
These respondents are confident that Safety University has in place systems that promote
campus safety.
The second theme of interest was Safety Communications. Each group o f
respondents expressed appreciation for efforts made at Safety University to communicate
safety concerns throughout the campus community especially the alert messages. The
third theme o f interest was Police Presence. The majority o f the respondents expressed
favorable experiences with campus police at Safety University. A few respondents
indicated unfavorable experiences on campus with police which caused them concern for
their personal safety.
The fourth theme o f interest was Police Effect. All o f the respondents, even those
with unfavorable experiences with campus police indicated confidence enough to call on
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campus police if they were distressed on campus. A couple o f the respondents made
reference to television programs in relation to campus police department effectiveness.
These themes aided the researcher in addressing the research questions.
Discussion o f the Findings
This qualitative case study included the perceptions o f faculty and staff members
regarding campus safety at Safety University. By nature o f their jobs, Gover et al.,
(2011) suggests faculty and staff are often in a unique position within the institution to
have contact with students and to be confidants to student victims o f crime. Wooldredge,
Cullen, & Latessa (1992) indicate perceptions o f safety on campus could be influenced
by experiences with crime because faculty members who felt less safe on campus were
more likely to have been crime victims (p. 330). Fisher & Gunnison (2001) indicate
teaching institutions are listed among the fields at higher risk o f being victimized. There
are four themes that address the research questions. This section will discuss the major
findings.
Institutional Effect
Campus safety and security is a pervasive responsibility that extends campuswide (Griffin, 2006). Argy (I# l) stated “I think it’s also here with the emergency
management system there’s always outreach being conducted to help different units
being on board with procedures and having an emergency plan created.” Griffin (2006)
suggests that higher education institutions consider taking a systematic approach to
campus safety and security. Rund (2002) suggests regular and effective communication
with campus and community safety officers which include police, risk management,
public health, and environmental safety.
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In the individual interviews and focus group sessions with faculty and staff
member, many o f the respondents felt a sense o f pride for Safety University’s efforts
towards campus safety. Ten out o f eighteen participants have been on the campus for at
least ten years. Faculty and staff members in their responses reflected favorably on
Safety University. The respondents felt confident o f the measures in place that promote a
safe campus environment. Emily (I#3) indicated “they’ve got an alert system that works
pretty well as far as knowing potential incidents pretty quickly.”
This point was restated in Focus Group #2, Marvin (FG#2) indicated,
I think campus security is really, you’ve got a lot of different things that come
together. There’s notification o f things that are going on. There are many
different things that we try to do to reach out to people. The text messages that
she was talking about earlier. Email alerts, we use those as well. We use little
pop-up messages on the computers.
The subject o f the Virginia Polytechnic Institution shooting incident o f 2007
surfaced as a couple o f respondents were present or had a loved one present. Marvin
(FG#2) had a son present at Virginia Polytechnic in 2007 and stated “In large part a lot o f
universities have made great strides since the Virginia Tech incident in 2007 and I think
it’s quite important that they’ve done that.” Marvin (FG#2) continues
I think that Virginia Tech did a good job with the tools they had in place at the
time and I can say that because my son was in school at Virginia Tech at that time
and actually lived in Amber Johnson Dorm and was in the school o f Engineering.
Marvin (FG#2) continues “So he knew people who got killed there. I have no ill will
toward Virginia Tech at all. I thought that they did everything that they could to try to
move things along.” So for institutions Marvin (FG#2) states
I think that’s the thing institutions like Safety University, you want to look at that
and other events and incidents that happen. Every time that something
unfortunate happens which is too often, we all take a look and say what could,
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what would we have done and what could we do better. And that’s a part o f this
group that Suzy and I are on and that’s how Gary recruited us.
Also in Focus Group #2 Suzy (FG#2) states “and I think, aside from the police, I
think this campus as a whole takes safety extremely seriously.” Marvin (FG#2) further
states “this feeling o f campus protectiveness which a lot o f people sort o f feel like they’re
in a bubble when they’re on campus.” In Focus Group #3 Mike (FG#3) stated “I’m part
o f Safe Zone program here on campus, which is for LGBT students which is basically
teaching faculty and staff how to work with LGBT students.” Mike gave an example o f
how this program works within the campus community by saying,
I got contacted by a member o f the police department, I’m blanking on her name
now, but she wanted to have someone come and do a session with the police
officers, because there had been a transgender student who had come by about
getting some paperwork about an incident, you know, needed a copy o f the police
report, whatever.
This gives a good indication o f the collaborative efforts in place at Safety University. In
this example, one department contacted another department to better serve students and
other community members. This exchange between the two departments gives some
indication of the culture at Safety University. Janice (I#8) states,
The organizational culture could be one thing; people’s personalities can be
another. But for the most part, the culture really permeates across personalities.
.. .we had a Chancellor before the current one came in, and her whole theme or
message was Students First. And so it was great that you could approach any
person, you know, cleaning the floors, or who was in the parking deck, or
anywhere on the campus, because we were all doing it so that students could be
first. So it was a way o f connecting without knowing what you were doing and I
think that culture has continued.
This culture can also be seen in how community members relate to one another regarding
campus safety. Dr. Ethel (FG#1) states
My experiences have been horrible with Safety University Police, horrible. And
then I talked to the Dean o f Students that she knew about my problem with this
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student. We were all involved in this and she talked to the police and then they
started being super nice and all that. But it took someone to intervene to say
excuse me. This professor is going through this horrible situation that we are all
aware, and you have to cooperate.
The document analysis also brought meaning to the theme Institutional Effect.
Reviewing the Strategic Plan in Section 2.5 o f Strategic Plan 2009-2014 it states,
Target health, wellness, and safety o f the campus community by developing and
implementing additional sustainability practices in buildings, outdoor environments,
dining services, transportation and campus access, campus maintenance and renewal,
energy and climate, and academics and culture (Sustainability Practices).
Promoting the safety need and realizing the need for access to buildings, Safety
University addressed the issue from a campus-wide approach. Dr. Jack (I#4) states,
... they make an effort to secure the buildings. I’ve seen in my 23 years how this
has ramped up considerably higher and higher to the point where I now have to
present credentials to get into my building. I have an electronic key swipe that
will let me into the building on the weekend. It’s been a time when you can’t help
but notice it is happening other places as well.
Dr. Jack (I#4) further states
I’m working with a group on campus access right now. That’s a Safety
University committee that is considering access to all o f the buildings and it’s
kind of eye-opening to realize that all o f this is sort o f centrally computerized and
that everyone’s comings and goings could be monitored in a way by the computer
system and that a lock-down could be put in place centrally.
Related to classroom safety Dr. Sam (I#7) states,
... some o f your students have psychiatric issues o f various kinds. If you tend to
teach controversial subject matter as I do, people will sometimes get upset. So
you have to at least it’s in the back o f your mind that something might happen.
One o f the things Safety University has in place for classroom security is the Black Box.
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According to Dr. Sam (I#7),
... and I don’t always teach in rooms that have a - like this is a teaching station
here and that black box there has a button that you can press that will summon the
police to the room. But I often teach in rooms like this and so you can actually
make a silent call. You can simply push the button and they can actually hear
what’s going on in the classroom. It’s sort o f like a 911 which also lets them hear
what’s going on in the classroom.
Other documents collected at the site were related to the campus police
department. These documents include an interview with the chief o f police to get an
overview o f the department, a document from the police department’s website, and 2010
campus crime statistics. The chief o f police revealed that the institution will break
ground on a new $10 million, 27,000 square feet facility soon projected to be completed
in 2013. The investment in this new facility represents an investment in safety at the
institution. Shaw and McKay (1972) suggest that crime control is related to creating
environments where safety is highly regarded.
Police officers are perhaps another area to invest in safety at the institution. The
chief of police indicated that there are 31 sworn police officers on staff. Statistically, this
campus has the lowest officer/student ratio among the other institutions within the
university system. 489:1 is the average with the system; however, at Safety that ratio is
614:1. Adding faculty and staff the ratio for the university system is 651:1; consequently,
at Safety it is 832:1. A couple o f the respondents commented on the number o f officers
among them is Dr. Betty who said "There aren’t enough of them.”
In spite o f the numbers the police department strives to provide professional
service to the campus community. According to the police department’s website the
mission is "to provide proactive, professional law enforcement services to the community
in support o f the University’s mission.” The website lists the police department’s values
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as integrity, compassion, fairness, accountability, and excellence. The vision listed is to
be the leading campus law enforcement agency in the nation. In moving towards this
vision, the Chief indicates that the police department’s SWAT team in 2012 ranked third
in state-wide competitions.
Crime statistics are another indicator o f campus safety and Diane (FG#4) had a
comment about the crime statistics. Diane (FG#4) indicated,
they publish their statistics on the web site as required, and as a parent, I have a
child that goes to school here too, I feel like the statistics are a lot lower than 1
would have expected, spending a lot o f my youth in a Southwestern state, it was
very different.
This comment is consistent with Litwack (2007) that individuals need to feel that loved
ones are safe which in the higher education environment represents the concerns o f
parents or other family members (p. 29). Emily (I#3) also commented on the crime
statistics stating “crime statistics come out every year and that’s pretty available.” These
represent institutional efforts at Safety University towards campus safety. In essence,
Institutional Effect was a salient finding during data analysis.
Characteristics o f Safety Communications
The theme Safety Communications became an impressive and informative theme
identified. Shaw and McKay (1942; 1969; 1972) indicate that crime flourishes in
communities and institutions where cooperative relationships are weak and social
structures lack strong internal communications. Safety University has strong internal
communications. According to the Emergency Notification Policy Section III A., Safety
University will immediately notify the campus community upon the confirmation o f a
significant emergency or dangerous situation involving an immediate threat to the health
and safety o f faculty, staff, or students on campus. In the same Section the policy
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indicates that notifications will be issued by campus police dispatcher or other trained
personnel; thus the campus community associates Safety Communications with the
campus police department.
University administrators recognize the serious issues o f campus crime and crime
prevention as well as the importance of community cohesion (Barton et al., 2010).
Sampson and Grove (1989) assert there are three intervening dimensions o f social
disorganization the first is the ability o f a community to supervise and control delinquent
groups (p. 778). Through their communication with the campus community Safety
University alerts provides community cohesion and control delinquent activity on
campus. Respondents gave characteristics o f Safety Communications at Safety
University. Argy (I# 1) indicated
I think we are as, as an employee, and I know that students are as well, very wellinformed when there are criminal acts that have occurred or that are currently
taking place. There is instantaneous notification. And I think that is invaluable
and it allows me to know that I can carry on with my daily activities and like I
said, be made aware of any potential danger that I may need to act upon.
Emily (li/3) indicates “I know that they recently upgraded their text messaging and email
alerts and I think that was definitely a good move and makes people feel more secure.”
Dr. Jack (I#4) indicates,
Safety University campus alerts are very effective and I get those any time o f day
or night when there’s a crime on or near campus, a violent crime or a weapon
crime or something like that. So they do spread the word very quickly when
something wrong has happened.
Dr. Jack (I#4) gave some insight to how Safety Communications is employed at Safety
University when he said “The communication between campus police, what’s going on
and the faculty. That part o f it seems to be pretty good and departmental meetings
campus police visit and get reports o f what’s going on what are the current threats.”
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Donna (FG#2) indicates "I don’t get a text message every day that says a crime happened
here, a crime happened here. It’s usually once every other month or something.” This is
consistent with the Chief o f campus police who indicates that alerts are sent out on an as
needed basis.
Safety University does take into consideration the fact that not all members have
access to email and other technology. The C hief o f campus police indicated concern for
the 160-200 community members who do not have access to email. This concern was
also echoed by Argy (I# 1) when she said,
There was an additional concern that I just thought o f and for the emergency
notification system, to truly reach every single person that is on campus it requires
a device. And that’s my only concern, is whether or not every person on campus
has access to that type o f device.
Franzosa (2009) suggests that communication is vital for campus safety effort and
the fact that most college students are predisposed to getting their information
electronically via the internet. One way o f addressing concern for the 160-200
community members who do not have access to email is in the multi-tiered approach
Safety University has with its emergency notification system. The Emergency
Notification Policy in section III F lists several mediums o f communications such as
classroom PA system, AM Radio Station, and Communicator! XYZ, which allows for
emergency communication to be sent to a limited number o f individuals through a variety
o f means.
The campus police website was also mentioned. Dr. Jack (I#4) indicates, " ... the
website that the campus police operate here is very informative. I visit that occasionally
just to see what’s going on.” Another component of safety communications is campus
police response to calls for assistance from the community. This helps to build
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cooperative relations with the campus community (Shaw and McKay, 1942; 1969; 1972);
police response is also a part o f the mission o f the campus police department to provide
proactive, professional law enforcement services to the community. Marvin (FG#2)
states
...communicate with people and we know that no one way o f doing it will do that.
And the campus police are a part o f that. They’re a part of delivering the level o f
protection, and so people feel that if they have a safety issue they can go push one
of the blue lights or if something happens over on one side o f campus, then the
police could scramble an alert, send out an alert, sound the sirens all over campus,
you know.
The police response is not limited to criminal activity. Dr. Jack (I#4) states
Their response is quick. We’ve had, for example some o f the students in lab pass out or
something you call the campus police during that time and they are there very quickly,
guiding an EMT crew to get somebody who has had a seizure or something that has
resulted in their collapsing in the laboratory.
Another means o f Safety Communication is through the Emergency Management
Office, which is located within same building as the Chief o f Campus Police, offering
training for faculty and staff. These classes are offered to build community and educate.
Janice (I#8) indicates “We have an Office o f Safety here at Safety University and I
remember they do workshops pretty regularly.” Janice (I#8) further states “ ... does
workshops and I remember attending one o f those. And just knowing that the campus is
thinking about things like this and it is preparing; because it was an hour long workshop
with questions afterwards.” Phyla (FG#4) states, “the Safety Acts program which is
where they’re training faculty and staff to act in the case o f any kind o f emergency
situation ...” Phyla (FG#4) further states “the fact that we have a lot o f staff and faculty
that are on campus that are trained to react and to support any efforts o f law enforcement
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or public safety officials is a good thing.” This training helps to build a sense o f
community cohesiveness among campus members.
Police Presence
According to Haber (2006) increased police presence deters crime. Peak et al.,
(2008) indicate that campus police departments in the twenty-first century have an
orientation towards problem-solving, more connectivity to the broader law enforcement
community, and greater acceptance among the campus community playing an integral
role. Police presence was perceived differently by different members o f the campus
community. Vermillion (2006) reported that since many studies have indicated that
support for the police can vary between many socioeconomic groups, individual-level
characteristics can provide some insight into the perceptions o f the police. Concerning
race African-Americans are the most commonly studied minority group and research
reveals that overall, this group has less favorable perceptions o f police than do whites
(Vermillion, 2006).
The theme Police Presence became a salient finding o f the study. This theme was
identified from document analyses, interviews, and focus groups. Vermillion (2006)
reported contact with police as important in determining an individual’s perception o f the
police. Worrall (1999) noted how positive contact with police over negative contact with
police (i.e. being arrested) influences the perceptions of the police.
In Interview and focus group sessions participants revealed both positive and
negative experiences with campus police. Participants agreed that campus police were on
the job serving in the capacity o f law enforcement. Emily (I#3) states “anytime you call
911 the campus police are the first responders and then the city police and then the fire
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department and then the ambulance.” Shannon (FG#3) states “ I see them walking on the
campus. We also, if there’s a fire alarm or something, going on in the building, like you
said, they are first responders and they always come in and start to work.” Dr. Jack (I#4)
indicates “I do feel like they represent my interests, my safety and that o f our students as
well.” Dr. Jack (I#4) continues “They do keep an eye on these youngsters, who are
trying out different things in life, and so that’s good and I’m very pleased about that.”
Hinds (2008) reports public satisfaction with police is important as it is linked to
citizens’ willingness to report crime or suspicious events. Dr. Jack (I#4) further states “ I
think their possibly largest role is education o f students and they seem to have a lot o f
contact with students about drinking and drugs and appropriate behavior with your
peers.” Mary (I#5) puts a different spin on police presence when she said “you see the
police cars going around but it’s not too much where you, if you see too many then I
would think, well, there’s so many police that it’s not safe.” Dr. Queen (I#2) expressed
the same reaction to police presence when she said “But actually if I’m going to my class
and I see a Safety University police person in the hallway where the classrooms are I get
worried because I think something must be going on, you know.” Dr. Charles (I#6)
indicated that campus police “have a good crew of very dedicated - I’ve always felt very
good about campus security.” Dr. Jack (I#4) states,
So I obviously see campus police walking through my building and never
stopped, never hesitate to say hello. They don’t - they’re very friendly as well.
And o f course after 23 years as some o f the police have been here for a while it’s
easy to get to know people and that human to human contact is very important.
Bike patrols are helpful in COP efforts in the campus community and increase
police presence. Suzy (FG#2) states regarding the missing bike patrols, “Yes, because I
think that people notice, especially on the wrong side o f the law, I think they notice that
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it’s not so, we could be considered an easy target, you know.” These respondents all
indicate an overall positive experience with campus police.
A few respondents shared incidents on campus with police that caused them to
feel less safe. Two o f the respondents who indicated adverse experiences are from
minority race groups. Concerning race African-Americans are the most commonly
studied minority group and research reveals that overall, this group has less favorable
perceptions of police than do whites (Vermillion, 2006).
The Hispanic race represents another minority group and Dr. Ethel (FG#1), a
Hispanic female and Safety University faculty member recounted three disturbing
incidents with campus police. The first incident occurred when she was a student new to
the campus. Dr. Ethel (FG#1) states regarding campus police, “They come ... They have
the problem.” Dr. Ethel (FG#1) ran a stop sign on campus and according to her,
Well, they stopped me and I was not a very good English speaker. I could barely
speak English, but I tried. And I really didn’t understand what they were telling
me because he was speaking really fast and screaming and yelling. And then I got
nervous and I couldn’t understand.
And then he started to insult me and like “Oh, you are playing games like you don’t
speak English.”
And this, and that, and the other. And what are you doing in a car with five guys.
I can tell the type o f woman you are. And then they got me out o f the car and
they treated me horribly.
Dr. Ethel (FG#1) recounted her second incident after she became a faculty member, “and
my second horrible experience was five years ago when a student was harassing me. I
had a stalker and she got me at the gym.” Dr. Ethel continued:
Yeah. She was a she. And I was at the gym and she started screaming and
yelling at me in front o f everybody, in front o f students, you are a whore, you are
a **** you should be out o f this country and racist comments, you whore, you
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whore in front o f everybody. And the only thing I did was said call the police
please. Call the police. 1 didn't want to answer anything because I didn’t want to
give more - call the police. Call the police. But then the students at the gym
called the police, they got excited and started saying there is someone attacking
someone else. There are two girls fighting.
Dr. Ethel (FG#1) continues,
So the police come. Without asking anything and well, they started with the
yelling, oh, yeah, are you having fun here. Some fight. And this, and that, and
the other and I said I work here. I work here. But, no, they didn’t listen to me.
So I ended up being kicked out o f the gym after that, and she said I’m going to
kill you, I’m going to find you and I’m going to kill you. All these things and I
said I’m not going home if someone doesn’t take me home. And then one o f the
policemen took me home.
The third incident actually happened when Dr. Ethel (FG#1) was still a student;
however, she recounted it out o f sequence o f occurrence. Dr. Ethel (FG#1) states “And
another time there was this policeman. I was with my roommate walking on campus and
he stopped the car dressed as a policeman, driving the police car.” Dr. Ethel continues
“Safety University Police and he stopped the car and he said excuse me, excuse. I
stopped because he was a police. Otherwise I don’t talk to strangers.” This response
indicates Dr. Ethel (FG#1) viewed the police officers as legitimate.
Murphy et al., (2008) indicate individuals who view the police as more legitimate
are more likely to assist police with crime control. Dr. Ethel (FG#1) continues,
And he said they were doing this video for the Safety University Police whatever,
that if we were willing to participate in the video it was really necessary. And I
said okay. Then he said okay, you’ve got to be at the police station at seven. And
my roommate and I go to the police station at seven. It was just a joke because it
was April Fools. I don’t know. It was a day th a t... It was just a joke just to stop
two girls and tell them that they should help with a video for the Safety University
Police, they were going to make this video and we ju st had to walk and we had to
be there at seven and just waste our time. And it was just a joke.
The second respondent to express experiencing incidents on campus with police
that caused him to feel less safe was Dr. Sam (I#7). He is the only African American
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male participant and is a department head in Religious Studies. Dr. Sam (I# l) states
“because I'm an African American male and I’m more likely to be viewed as a
perpetrator than as a victim.” Dr. Sam (I# 1) further states, “ ... in speaking to African
American male students and female students, and speaking to faculty and staff people
who interact with them, they oftentimes see the campus police and the Metropolitan
police as a threat to their safety.” Regarding the students’ specific concerns with Safety
University Police Department Dr. Sam (I#7) said,
it’s played out in a variety of ways, including the differential treatment, you
know, and this is so deep and so historical, the differential treatment o f relatively
large gatherings o f black students whether anything was going on or not, versus
the way in which large gatherings o f non-black students, especially white
students, would be regarded, white students, kids being kids, kids having fun;
black students, potential riot. So that was a very major source o f discontent
among black students; the tendency, perhaps to require more police presence at
events being given by black students. A quicker to shut down events put on by
black students. The perception that those events were nosier or reacting more
quickly to perceptions o f noise - so I think you sort o f see what I’m saying with
regard to that.
In the interview with the Chief o f campus police he indicated that there have been
complaints in the past regarding disproportionate stops and arrests. The C hief indicated
that Safety University Police Department keeps statistics on arrests and vehicle stops
which include demographics which helps to answer these type complaints. According to
the Chief the student arrests and vehicle stops ratios are consistent the campus population
demographics. The fact that Safety University Police Department keeps these statistics is
consistent with Haber (2006) that “ninety percent o f what police departments do is
gather, analyze, and disseminate data” (p. 1).
Mike (FG#3) recounted an experience related to race. Mike (FG#3) states “We
had a situation where we had somebody in our building who was doing like excessively
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lewd things in the hallway, just being really outrageous and we called the police. The
police came out and took a statement.” Mike (FG#3) continues “And in the statement it
was a graduate student who said that this is my description o f the person, you know.
They’re kind o f darker skinned, maybe Iranian or like Middle Eastern.” The story played
out like this, according to Mike (FG#3),
And then when the alert came out it said black male. And it seems like every alert
is black male, black, male, black male, black male in a “hoodie”, black male in a
white tee shirt; black male with a gun. And from that experience with that grad
student and me knowing that she did not say black male, and then getting that
alert that said black male, I’m thinking how many other non-black males have
been identified as black males. So that contradicts my really positive feelings.
Police Effect
Perceptions are strong indicators o f how individuals view their world and campus
police fall under this scope. Therefore, one must explore the perceptions the community
has o f campus police (Griffith et al., 2004). Campus police, because o f their reliance
upon foot patrol, have greater interaction with students, faculty, and staff (Fisher &
Sloan, 1995). This makes community policing efforts on college campuses successful
undertakings (Fisher & Sloan, 1995). Edwards (2005) indicates community policing
strategies involve focused involvement with the community visiting particular people and
places for a particular reason (p. 82). This modem community policing is more ordered
and purposeful, actively engaging the community to both gain knowledge and passing on
info about crime (Edwards, 2005, p. 82).
The Chief o f Safety University Police Department indicated engagement and the
importance o f community engagement during a recent meeting with housekeeping group
at Safety University. The Chief indicates that these community members are in the
buildings and see who comes and goes. The Chief indicates this group is in a position to
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report suspicious activity to campus police. The C hief states he tries to address safety
concerns in community forums in events such as his meeting with the housekeeping
group. In an era o f high technology and media portrayal o f crime investigations that
include sophisticated devices that aid in solving crimes, campus police are often
perceived to fall short o f the broader law enforcement community in their methods to
prevent crime.
Faculty and staff members in both individual interviews and focus group session
expressed confidence in the effectiveness o f campus police. Mary (I#5) like, Dr. Jack
(I#4), mentioned pedestrian safety saying, “ I feel very safe on the campus. I’ve never —
I’d say the only thing I don’t I feel safe would be walking across the street with the cars.”
Mary (I#5) continued, saying
I think they’re effective. I’ll be speaking from I mean I guess my main part is that
when people driving the traffic when w e’re just walking out to the parking deck
nobody stops, so maybe that’s something I think is an issue as far as somebody
could get hit by a car. These cars don’t seem to care and they don’t seem to make
a big deal to try to enforce that.
Mary (I#5) further states regarding campus police and pedestrian safety ’‘So I
don’t know if they’re really being effective because I’m sure those are things that have
been brought to their attention, and I’m not sure if they’re really taking care o f that or
not.” This speaks to public expectations o f campus police. Dr. Charles (I#6) indicates “ I
know there’s only so much that a policeman can do. I think public expectations o f police
are kind of exaggerated because o f Law and Order and all o f the other TV programs, it's
exaggerated.” The Chief o f campus police stated that they (campus police) cannot be
everywhere at once.

152
Jessie (FG#3) made reference to another TV show in acknowledging the progress
o f the police department. Jessie (FG#3) states "They’ve come a long way in the last ten
years. It was a little Barney Fifeish when I first got here, you know, but they’ve stepped
it up quite a bit.” Dobrin (2006) developed the Mayberry Model of policing by
examining the individual policing styles o f two police officers o f the fictional town
Mayberry, North Carolina. Barney Fife was one of the characters known for his
professional by the book approach to law enforcement.
When asked the question is the police department effective Argy (I# l) replied
“Very effective. Yes.” Argy (I# 1) continues,
I have only been here for about a year now, but have had the few incidences that
have occurred on campus, been able to just observe the procedures that are in
place and observed the response and the notification and use o f the emergency
notification system and I think it’s a very effective unit.
Argy (I#l) further expressed the effectiveness o f the campus police department by
saying, "If there were an immediate sense o f harm that I knew could not be addressed at
our current existing levels, then I would contact the campus police unit.” Dr. Queen (I#2)
said “I have never had an issue with the police that I have felt like I would feel
uncomfortable calling on the police.” Dr. Queen continues “ I don’t know. I don’t know.
I don’t know how long it would take them to respond. Would I think that they would be
competent? Yeah, I think so. I think they would be competent. They know what they
are doing.”
The number o f officers in the department was mentioned by Dr. Betty (FG#1) she
said “I think if there were more o f them they could be really effective.” Dr. Betty (FG#1)
continues "I wish we had more cops.” Dr. Ethel concurred when she said

153
1 agree. I agree. I think many times I’ve been here by myself and when you leave
there’s nobody. And it’s kind of, at night, you are kind o f ... So yeah, I agree that
there should be more and - i t ’s you can see there is one policeman there. Okay,
I’m fine.
Emily (I#3) states “I don’t know what their staffing is like, but they look like they’re
pretty stretched and always running.” The Chief o f campus police indicated that the
current staff o f 31 officers should be increased to 42 in order for Safety University Police
to be staffed consistent with other schools within the University System. Despite the
number o f officers Dr. Betty states “I think they’re really effective on following up on
crime in the area.”
Emily (I#3) linked campus safety to the effectiveness o f the campus police
department when she said “ I guess by my saying I feel like it’s a safe campus that speaks
to them being effective.” Dr. Jack (I#4) states "Well I feel about safe, perhaps even safer
here than I do in many other places. I know the Safety University campus police work
closely with the Metropolitan police, that they make an effort to secure the buildings.”
This statement speaks to Safety University Campus Police Department’s connectivity to
the to the broader law enforcement community (Peak et al., 2008). Dr. Jack (I#4)
continues, "I think they’re quite effective. Like I said they have pursued someone that
committed a crime against me by taking books and they caught that person.” Dr. Jack
sums it up by saying
I think they’re doing just about everything they can do to make sure that people
know that there is a campus police department here and that it’s a regular police
department with all the ability to enforce that a police department has.
Dr. Charles (I#6) indicates " I’d say they’re very effective when they are notified.
They can’t know, I mean, they don’t have eyes in the back o f their heads and they have to
be notified when there is a problem.” This statement speaks to the need for campus
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police to partner with the community in crime prevention which is the essence o f
community oriented policing. Dr. Charles (I#6) continues
Usually, when people find out about a problem, you know, it’s already well
progressed and it’s gone past. So, you know, the main thing is to create a climate
where students feel comfortable. And I really think the police have made an
effort to get to know students where they can.
In response to the question how effective the campus police department is, Dr. Charles
(I#6) replied “it’s a diverse force, so that helps.” On the Safety University Police
Department’s website there is a four and one half minutes recruitment video which
reveals a diverse force consisting o f males, females and different ethnic groups.
Dr. Ethel (FG #1) indicated Daisy an African American female campus police
officer made the difference in the outcome o f her situation. Dr. Ethel (FG#1) states, o f
the incident with the campus police department, “Really was horrible with exception o f
Daisy. She’s a detective now, Daisy Bell.” Dr. Ethel (FG#1) continues “Daisy is an
African American woman.” Dr. Ethel (FG#1) further states “And she was extremely nice
and helped me a lot. But everybody else was so not helpful.” Perhaps this experience
with Officer Daisy Bell convinced Dr. Ethel (FG#1) to say “Yeah. And I still would call
and see how it goes ... I still hope that even though I had very bad experiences just
because one Mexican is bad, not all Mexicans are bad.” Dr. Sam’s (I#7) response to the
police effectiveness question is
And again, as I said, most o f what I’ve heard from students has less to do with
their concerns about the police department’s protecting them from either threats
by other students and staff on campus or by people coming in from the
community than it does with the police actually or potentially misperceiving who
they are and mistreating them.
However, Dr. Sam (I#7) indicated that he would still call campus police if he were in
distress, Dr. Sam’s (I#7) response “Yeah, I would.”
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Janice (I#8) indicates “From my perception it’s effective because I don’t see
anything that’s handled badly.” Dr. Betty (FG#1) indicates campus police effectiveness
depends upon the situation “I’m just not sure if I can articulate why it depends. Some
things, if right now there’s a guy pointing a gun at my head right now. The cops are not
going to get here on time. There aren’t enough of them.” Donna (FG#2) indicates “I
guess the perception for me would be, they have to —they must be effective because I
don’t hear about a lot of bad incidents all the time.”
Marvin (FG#2) states “And my perception is occasionally you’ll hear about
something. There have been a couple o f recent incidents where I think that there was a
student that was robbed in an elevator in a residence hall ... But then it was maybe a
week later they caught the people.” Suzy (FG#2) indicates “But I think they do a good
job.” When asked if she would call campus police if she was in distress Suzy (FG#2)
replied “Yes.” Donna (FG#2) indicates “I don’t have any problem calling them if
something happened, giving them a call.”
Conclusions
Campus safety and crime is a concern that continues to be of great importance.
Educational leaders are vigilant in seeking to find ways and strategies to prevent and
quickly address crimes, violence, and crises that impact college campuses. Due to the
dearth o f literature about faculty and staff perceptions o f campus safety, this study
provided inquiry to contribute to the body o f knowledge pertaining to campus safety.
The theoretical framework is derived from the orientation or stance that a
researcher brings to a study and every study has a theoretical framework (Merriam, 2009,
p. 66). Shaw and McKay’s Social Disorganization Theory supported the theoretical
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underpinnings for this study. It was evident that this framework became significant to the
findings.
Social Disorganization Theory reveals that within institutions and organizations,
there is an interactive relationship between people and their environment with each
shaping the other. Within the study, Social Disorganization Theory was evident in the
individual interviews and focus group sessions. The faculty and staff participants
expressed their strong belief that Safety University provides a safe environment for
faculty, staff, and students alike. Staff participants more so than faculty participants
acknowledged involvement in training regarding campus safety at the institution. Faculty
members did share Institutional Effect was vital to their perceptions o f campus safety.
Further Bursik & Webb (1982) assert that the relationship between processes o f
community stabilization and crime rates still appear to be amazingly robust (p. 40).
Faculty and staff respondents shared thoughts that relate to the Social
Disorganization Theory. Safety Communications within the institution were highly
regarded among the participants. The alerts that campus police communicates to the
campus community aid in the safety perceptions. One member based on a negative
experience questioned accuracy o f alert messages. Overall, the participants
overwhelming praised the institution’s efforts to communicate threats to campus safety.
Shaw & McKay’s Social Disorganization Theory was transparent during data
analysis. Most o f the current policies that have been directed at developing informal
social control have focused solely on community members increasing their vigilance thus
becoming the “eyes and ears o f the police” (Warner, Beck, & Ohmer, 2010, p. 357). This
implies a partnership between the police and the community. Procedural justice plays a
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role in shaping public willingness to assist police in crime control (Murphy, Hinds, &
Fleming, 2008). The majority o f the respondents indicated positive experience with
campus police; however, a few o f the respondents indicated experiences with campus
police that adversely impacted their personal safety. Police Presence had a different
meaning for individual respondents depending on their experience with campus police.
Griffith et al., (2004) suggest one way o f assessing the effectiveness o f campus
police is through community perceptions. Campus police, because o f their reliance upon
foot patrol, have greater interaction with students, faculty, and staff (Fisher & Sloan,
1995). In the individual interviews and focus groups respondents discussed their feelings
regarding campus police effectiveness. They gave examples o f campus police
effectiveness. Most of the respondents referred to the low criminal activity on the
campus as evidence o f campus police effectiveness. Some referred to personal
experience with campus police working collaboratively with them in mediation based on
their victimization. Peak et al., (2008) find that these campus police agencies have
greater acceptance among the campus community and have an integral role (p. 258).
Four research questions were addressed through analysis of the document review,
individual interviews, and focus groups consisting o f faculty and staff members at Safety
University. In this section the conclusion will be synthesized by each research question.
Research question one asked, what are the public safety policies, procedures, and
practices used at a college with effective public safety initiatives? Faculty and staff
members feel very safe on campus at Safety University based on Institutional Effect. The
University Emergency Notification Policy establishes authority and guidelines for
activating Safety University emergency notification system. The Safe Zone website
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indicates that it is a group o f lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender (LGBT), and questioning
individuals supported by student, faculty, and staff allies. Safety University Strategic
Plan 2009-2014 mentions among other things providing complementary systems o f aid
and outreach thereby creating access to education and opportunities for all persons.
Concern for safety is further demonstrated by the institution providing a console in some
o f the classrooms that contains a Black Box which puts the classroom in direct contact
with the campus police department. Safety University Campus Police Department states
in the mission statement that the department provides proactive, professional law
enforcement services to the community in support o f the University’s mission.
Research question two asked, what are the characteristics of faculty/staff
interaction with campus police? Faculty and staff members alike highly regarded safety
communications by the police department. The Emergency Notification Policy indicates
that notifications will be issued by campus police, therefore, the campus community
associates Safety Communications with the campus police department. Respondents
expressed their appreciation for the safety communications within the institution and
were most complementary. Safety University takes into consideration that all members
do not have access to cell phones and uses other mediums to communicate. Another
component o f safety communications is campus police response to calls for assistance
from the community.
The third research question asked, to what extent are faculty/staff perceptions and
awareness o f campus crime and safety influenced by experience with campus police?
Respondents indicated that police officers are seen throughout the campus on foot and in
patrol vehicles, Police Presence. Some respondents indicated that the campus police
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force is a friendly diverse group. Some respondents indicated that seeing officers in their
respective areas makes them concerned that there is a safety issue. Still others indicated
experiences with campus police which caused them concern for their personal safety on
campus.
The fourth research question asked, what are the overall perceptions o f faculty
and staff about the effectiveness o f campus police? The C hief o f Safety University
Police Department indicated engagement and the importance o f community engagement
during a recent meeting with housekeeping group at Safety University. All o f the
respondents acknowledged confidence in the police department and indicted that they
would call on the campus police department if needed, Police Effect. A couple o f the
respondents made reference to television programs in relation to campus police
department effectiveness.
In essence, the findings addressed the four research questions. Utilizing the
themes that were identified from the data Institutional Effect, Safety Communications,
Police Presence, and Police Effect helped the researcher answer the questions. This
study presented indicators o f faculty and staff perceptions o f campus safety. The findings
o f the study should allow educational leaders to see that faculty and staff members are in
a unique position and should be engaged in policy development and training regarding
campus safety. Thus, having their input will bring a more holistic approach and help
create safer campus communities.
Implications
While conducting this study, the researcher discovered further rationale why this
study is vital. Campus safety is an issue that clearly impacts every higher education
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institution. Any exploration on problems and effective practices of campus safety will
add to the body o f literature for practitioners in education. It becomes critical for
educational practitioners to find ways that will assist in implementation o f campus-wide
efforts to combat crimes.
The findings o f this study have the potential to give educational leaders insight
regarding faculty and staff perceptions and contributions towards campus safety as
measured by their experience with campus police. Although the findings are not able to
be generalized, the results are an asset to higher education leaders. Those leaders consist
o f Chancellor, General Counsel, Instructional Leaders/Faculty, and Student Services.
This research can be used to provide knowledge o f faculty and staff perceptions
o f campus safety. The findings can contribute to the body o f knowledge used to combat
campus violence and safety violations. The study can contribute to educational leaders
who seek recommendations on how the campus community can work together
collaboratively against threats to campus safety. This research will also contribute to the
body of literature used to mitigate the increasing safety threats to college campuses. The
results also provide data that capture the dynamics o f the relationship o f campus police
working with the campus community on safety initiatives.
Recommendations for Future Research
There are several recommendations o f future research emanating from the
findings:
1. Involve campus police personnel to gather their perceptions o f faculty and staff
members regarding campus safety. This study focused on the perceptions o f
faculty and staff regarding campus safety, and campus police influence on the
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campus safety perceptions o f faculty and staff members. It would be enlightening
to review campus police personnel’s perceptions o f campus safety related to
working with faculty and staff members.
2. More research is needed to uncover ways to help prevent campus police biases
towards campus community members. In the session with the Chief o f campus
police he indicated this as an area o f interest. It would be enlightening to uncover
police biases towards different community members and explore ways to
overcome them.
3. More research is needed to uncover Hispanic members perception o f campus
safety in light o f the experiences o f Dr. Ethel and the immigration reform related
to college campuses. A significant finding in this study was Dr. Ethel’s
experience with campus police related to her status as a Hispanic member. There
is a need to conduct research on the impact o f race in particular, the Hispanic
population, on their perceptions o f campus safety and the police.
Summary
The increasing phenomenon o f campus safety and crime continue to plague the
higher education environment. Educational leaders continue to seek ways to maintain a
safe haven for the campus community. This case study examined the perceptions o f
campus safety among faculty and staff members. Safety University continues to provide
a system to support members and protect them from threats against their personal safety.
The findings suggest opportunities to create a campus community striving to mitigate
threats to campus safety. Further, this study will add to the dearth of literature regarding
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the unique position o f faculty and staff members working collaboratively with campus
police towards safer campus communities.
Safety University offers a compelling example o f how an institution can
proactively maintain a safe campus environment. From the Emergency Notification
Policy, to creation o f the Safe Zone for LGBT members, and not to forget the Black Box
in some classrooms, Safety University demonstrates high regard for campus safety. It
was heart-warming for the researcher to experience the level o f confidence the
participants had in the institution regarding campus safety initiatives. The systematic
campus-wide approach took into consideration the various needs of members o f the
community. Marvin (FG#2) said it best when he said “ I think campus security is really,
you’ve got a lot o f different things that come together.”
Perhaps the most impressive feature at Safety University and find for the study is
the Safety Communications. The fact that the institution has such an active way to
communicate threats to the community and the community members’ familiarity with the
system is certainly noteworthy. These members know that campus police will notify
them in the event there are threats to their personal safety, posting descriptions o f
suspects, and giving updates. The data revealed a glitch regarding the accuracy o f some
o f the messages; however, these can be overcome with extra care given to the details to
ensure accuracy in alert messages. The fact that the community knows that they can call
on campus police and they will respond quickly is reassuring to the members.
Police Presence was an interesting finding in this study. The fact that individuals
base their perceptions of safety on their experience with campus police reinforces the
need for procedural justice among police officers in the performance o f their duties.
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There were many positive exchanges noted between participants and campus police,
consequently, those negative exchanges cannot be ignored. After all, the slogan most
citizens ascribe to police officers is “to protect and serve;” therefore, the rights and needs
o f all citizens must be respected. Perhaps Dr. Ethel (FG#1) said it best when she said
“Got me even more scared than I was because I thought, if police did that where should I
go.”
Finally, regarding Police Effect, certainly crime rates factor into community
members’ perceptions. The community members need to know that police officers are on
the job fighting crime and have their best interest at heart. Overall, it appears that
individual encounters with police make the most difference in the minds o f community
members. One person can make the difference as was the case with Dr. Ethel and
Detective Daisy. Dr. Ethel said it best:
But I have to say that there are very nice people also, and I have a lot o f respect
for police. I have a lot o f respect because I know that there are very good people
all doing the right job.
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Interview Questions for Faculty and Staff Members
Interview Protocol Project: Indicators o f Faculty and Staff Perceptions o f Safety: A
Case Study
Time o f Interview:
Date:
Place:
Interviewer:
Interviewee:
Position o f Interviewee:
Institutions o f higher education are charged with providing safe and secure
environments. O f growing concern are increases in violent crimes occurring on college
campuses, which most recently include an April 2012 incident at Oikos University in
California. The purpose o f this study is to examine faculty and staff perceptions o f
campus threats and the extent that their perceptions o f safety are influenced by their
contact with campus police.
My name is Willie Woolfolk. I thank you for agreeing to participate in this
research study. As you know this interview will be conducted with anonymity and high
confidentiality. Let’s begin with a brief introduction o f yourself and your role at this
institution.
Campus Safety Perceptions
FSIQ#1. What is your safety perception o f this campus?
FSIQ#2. On what do you base this perception (experiences)?
FSIQ#3. How does campus police factor into how you feel about campus safety?
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Contact with Police
FSIQ#4. What is your interaction with campus police?
FSIQ#5. How would characterize your interaction with campus police (negative or
positive, elaborate)?
FSIQ#6. How approachable are the police officers? Do you feel like you can ask general
questions about campus and police matters, i.e. tickets, court, traffic violations on or off
campus?
Police Department
FSIQ#7. How effective is the police department?
FSIQ#8. On what do you base the department effectiveness (experiences, observations,
or media)? Why?
FSIQ#9. If you were in distress would you call on the campus police department? Why?
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Focus Group Interview Questions
Interview Protocol Project: Indicators o f Faculty and Staff Perceptions o f Safety: A
Case Study
Time o f Interview:
Date:
Place:
Interviewer:
Interviewees:
Position o f Interviewees:
Institutions o f higher education are charged with providing safe and secure
environments. O f growing concern are increases in violent crimes occurring on college
campuses, which most recently include an April 2012 incident at Oikos University in
California. The purpose o f this study is to examine faculty and staff perceptions o f
campus threats and the extent that their perceptions o f safety are influenced by their
contact with campus police.
My name is Willie Woolfolk. I thank you for agreeing to participate in this
research study. As you know this interview will be conducted with anonymity and high
confidentiality. Let’s begin with a brief introduction of yourself and your role at this
institution.
FGQ #1 What is your safety perception o f this campus?
FSIQ#2. On what do you base this perception (experiences)?
FSIQ#3. How does campus police factor into how you feel about campus safety?
Contact with Police
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FSIQ#4. What is your interaction with campus police?
FSIQ#5. How would characterize your interaction with campus police (negative or
positive, elaborate)?
FSIQ#6. How approachable are the police officers? Do you feel like you can ask general
questions about campus and police matters, i.e. tickets, court, traffic violations on or o ff
campus?
Police Department
FSIQ#7. How effective is the police department?
FSIQ#8. On what do you base the department effectiveness (experiences, observations,
or media)? Why?
FSIQ#9. If you were in distress would you call on the campus police department? Why?
Do you have any further statements regarding campus safety and security that you would
like to add?
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