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ABSTRA.CT

As a conceptually distinctive model of policittg, the modern campus police
department Ls developed against its historical backdrop, as a unique policing
modaliry separate fron the hegemonic, law-enforcement ortented, big-ci4t
police department, its progenitor. Much like sheriff's agencies qnd the
military police, campus police stffir a reduced status within the American
policing paradign, lorgely because of their numerous responsibilities
perceived as onl-v peripheral to the doninant latv enforcement ftorction of the
metropolitan police. Nonetheless, canpus police haye become important
ntembers of the growing nttntber of police organizatiortal models within the
mosaic of policittg agencies in the United States; they are also important
stakeholders in the contmunin*-oriented policing movement as a result of the
sociail't complex nature of tlrc modern colleglcte catnpus comntuniry.
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INTRODUCTION

11te policing of Altcrica's collcgiatc canrpuscs has becn given only scant
attcntion by crinrinal-jruticc scholars, dcspite the fact that campus police have
existed, iu one fom or another, since thc late-nileteenth century. Sloan
( 1992) posits that thc littlc that has beeu published rvas produced by campus-
police practitioners focusing on practical issucs. Perhaps most importantly,
thcse documents represent anecdotal inside perspectives rvritteu by non-
acadcmics providing descriptive histories tlrat do littlc more than clroniclc tfie
growth of campus policing across thc nation. lt is thc purposc of this article
to explain the grorvth of calnpus policing frorn sccurity dcpartments to fully
cmpowcrcd policc organizations.

Likc all othcr fornrs of policing in thc United Statcs, campus policfurg has
taken a back scat to its progcnitor, iltc large-urban policc departmcnt. And the
availablc l i tcrature on othcr fonns of policing also reflccts this dearth of
historical, empirical, and conceptual investigation. A fuller, more robust
understanding of the complcx mosaic that coustitutcs the American policing
luuction cannot bc gleaned unlcss rve look bcy<rn<l dre structue and operations
of thc mclropolitan police dcpartntcnt, rvhich has dominated our thinking
about policc for tle bctter part of thc past ccntury.

'fhis 
article traces thc cmergencc aud evolutiou of campus policing irr the

state of Illinois by: (l) exanr.i-ning the larger social history leading to campus
policing nationally, and (2) exanril irg the parallel legal and organizational
deveiopmcnt of trvo distinct models of campus policing in the State as
rcprcscntativc paltcnrs. That is, both public and private institutions of higher
leaming rvith full police authority, as opposcd to sccurity departments, are
dcvelopcd. Both nrodcls have fully-cmpowcred and cornmissioned police
olrtcers by virtuc of s[ate statutory provisions. Numerous legislative acts grant
the State's police authority to state urriversities; howcver, the various acts read
ncarly identically. The follorvimg statutc is represcnlative of the various
scparatc acts for the state (public) urfversities; it states:

Ir, leurbcrs of thc Policc Dcpadrnent shall be conscrvators of the
peatc and as such havs all powcrs possessed by policemen in cities,
and slreriffs, futcluding the potvcr to make arrcst on view or warrants
of violations of Statc slatutcs, Universi$ rulcs and rcgulations and
city or county ordinanccs, cxcept that they nray exercise suclr
powcrs only tvithil countics tvhcrcin [the] . , . University and any
of its branchcs or properties arc located whcu such is required for
thc protcction of University propcrtics and interests, and its students
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and persorurel, and oilrerwise, within such countics, when requested

by appropriatc Statc or local larv enforcement ofltcials' However,

such officcrs shall lravc no power to scrve and execute civil process

( I I .CS,  Ch.  110,  5 675120-45) .  ( ILCS Ch.  l l0 ,  Ar t .  805 $ 3-42. :
providcs virtually the satne language for public communiry
col lcges) .

'fhc statute providilg public police authority for the numerous private colleges
and univcrs i t ics ( ILCS Ch.  110,  Ar t .  1020 $ 0.01)  reads:

Menrbers of the carnpus policc dcpartment shall have the powers of
rnunicipal pcace officers and county shcriffs, including the power to
rrrake arrests undcr the circumstances prescribed in Section 107'2 of
tlc C-ode of Crinrinal Proccdure of 1963, as amettded ULCS Ch. 725

Art. 5 $ 107-2J, for violations of state statutes, municipal or county

ordinances, providcd, ltowever, that such powers may be exerciscd
only on collcgc or univcrsity properfy, for the protection ofshrdents,
errrployees, visitors and their property, and the property of the

collegc or university, uuless otltcru'isc authorized by a county or

municipality. Canrpus policc shall have lto authority to serve civil

l)rocess.

CANTI,US POLICING: AN I{ISTORICAL O\.ERVIE\Y

N i ne t ecn t I t- C en t u ry D evc I op n t ents

lJcfore Yale University hired its hrst two Nerv Havcn Police Departrnent
<lfficcrs to patrol its canrpus in 1894, more rudimentary forms of campus
policilrg had bccn employcd to control student conduct and protect the campus
comnrunity against ftrc, crirne, and disorder (I'owell, 1994). The most notable

early attcnrpt iu thc United States rvas urstituted at the University of Virginia

and centcrcd on a fonrr of self-policing tluough student self-government.
'l'honras 

Jcffcrson, thc University's founder, had hoped that this approach

would take root and bc mors conducive to leaming and research than other

nrorc fonnal nrc(hods of social control. Dcspite Jeffcrsou's best intentions,

duri-ng ilrc 1830s a rvave of student violence led to the death of a professor and

thc injury of trunrcrous students; anncd deputies wcre brought on campus by

tlre local sherifl to qucll the disturbamce (Brubacher & Willis, 1976).
Follorving thc Virgfuria incidcnt, aud othcrs like it, faculty rvcre heavily
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engaged in "policing" the collcge cantptls, prior to the Civil War. According

to Brubacher and Will is (1976: 50), "t lt is was a period rvhetr coustatrt rvarfare

raged bctweert faculty and students, tvlten college govenlmellt at best was

nothing but a paternal dcspotisut. . . " I l istoriarts posit that the reasorl behind

the tension behvecn studellts and facultl 'was i l le unfriendly relations that had

been sparvncd as a result of thc clcrgylrlen-profcssors' rolc as "detectives,

sheriffs, and prosccuting attonrcys."
Clearly, th.is tension could not contiuue if coilegiate institutiorts rvere to

successfully carry out their combined Itlission of teaching, research and service

rvhile atternpting to attract capable strrdents and retaitring qualif icd faculty.

llus, the problcnts of studcnt ntiscontlrtct becatnc prtmarily thc responsitrility

of the tlean of students, disertgaging sotrtewltat thc faculty frorn this odious

task. Eventually, college admi[istrators shifted the policing antl campus

sccurity function (ahlough not the prosecutorial nor jtrdicial function) to eithcr

the buildings atrd grorurds departnrent or the physical plarlt (Proceedings of the

Iloard of 
'fmstees 1897 in llistory of the University of lllinois Police

Deparhnent, rr.d.). At t|is juncture t|e "rvatchnratr" systctl of canrpus secllrlty

eprerged, and the rvatchnran's responsibil i t ies irlvolved both custodial and

social control f itnctions (Sloan, 1992). So closely lvere the custodial a1d

security functions l inked, that in 1896, the presiclent of the University of

Il l inois argued that University janitors should rvear unifonrx and ltave arrcst

authority (Proceeclings of the Board of Tntstces 1897 irr I l islory o.f t lrc

Unit,ersity of Illinois Police Deparlnrent, n.d.).

1940s and 1950s

fhe "rvatclunan/custodial" approaclt to policing the college calnpus

bccame the clorninale rnotlel for decades in the Unitcd Slates, trntil tlte ntid- to

late-1940s. During the 1950s artd beyond, bccattse of t lte unprecedented

grorvth in student eurollrrtent and tlte subsequently increased physical size of

the campus, the transition to scparatc security departntetrts frt l ln a parent

dcpartn.rerrt within thc college began in eartest. Much of this sudden grorvth

rvas a result of the influx of veteralls rctultring frotn both Worltl War II and the

Koreatt Conflict, undcr goverruncnt subsidy.
The first attelni)ls at policing i lre canrpuses in Il l inois rvere accontplislted

tluough either hiring off-duty sheriffs deputies, rntrrricipal police officcrs or

by hiring security ltcrsonucl rvith police authority under the aegis of the

sheriffs office. 
'fhis 

arrangemellt cxisted unti l the middle of the trverlt ieth

cellllry. Illinois State tJniversity, for exanrple, rrsed this arrangelnetrt until the

Journol of Crime and Justice 59

early 1960s (Gehrand, 2000). I l l inois larv authorized public universit ies to
creatcd police deparlrnents trncler the authority of the various universit ies'
govenr iug boards in  l96 l  ( l l l ino is  Revised Statutes,  Ch.  144,  $ 28) .

Given the cnonnous grorvth that rvas reprcsentative of the 1950s, college
adnrinistrators recognizcil the nced for a morc formal police presence on
canrpus. 

' l} is 
recognitiou lcd to the hiring of "dircctors" of campus securify,

most of whortr had been fonncr nruuicipal police oflices. Directors of campus
security in turn began separating thcir security forccs fronr the physical plant
arrd replicatctl rnany of thc institutional fonnalities associatcd with municipal-
lcvel policing (Sloan, 1992 antl Bordner and Petersen, 1983).

Ilefore the latc-1940s, college campuses rvere populated by traditional
college-age students. 

'fhat 
is, thcy rvere betrveen the ages ofseventeen and

trvcnty-one. Ilorvever, by thc cnd of World War II and the Korean War, huge
numbers of nontraditional students found their rvay onto Anrerica's college
caurpuses. 

'Ihis 
occuned for trvo reasons. I;irst, sorne retumi-ng veterans rvho

had intended to attend college before and during the great rvar, found their
plaus iuternrpted by cornpulsory nri l i tary service. Second, many who had
never hoped to attend college were llow able to do so as a result ofnew federal
legislation. 

' l 'he 
so-called G.I. Bil l , otficially knorvn as 0re Veteran's

Readjushnent Acl of 1944 (Public Larv 346, created for veterans of World War
II) arrd later the G.I. Bill of 1952 (Public Law 550, creatcd for Korean War
veterans) dispensetl the largest scholarship grant in American history, and
involved the federal govenrment tangentially in the business of higher
education. I l i l l ions of federal dollars rvcre pourcd into higher education for
the uation's rclurning veterans (l)rubacher and Will is, 1976).

'fhe 
irrrpact of this exponential grorvth of nontraditional students on the

natiou's collcge carnpus€s lcd to numerous problems previously unanticipated
and rvholly unaddressed by college/university administrators. Clearly, these
rvere not childr en to bc rvatched over by a patemalistic college adminishation.
They rvere rnostly young nlcn rvho had rvihessed real life, and in explicitly
graphiclvays, prior to attcnding college. Unlike traditional college students,
ruany rctunrlrg vcterans canre from fantilies rvhere a college education lnd not
even bcen a drearn, and most had no family tradition for apprcciating or
acclinrating t<r a collcge environnrent rvith its more relured haditions and
custonrs. I{athcr, they represented the "great unwashed" to those steeped in the
rvays of lhe acadenry and poscd spccial problems in tcrms of controll ing
student behavior.

As a result, the ancient doctriue of in loco parenlis, that had guided
collcge adnrinistrators for scores ofdecades, no longer represented the bright-
line rule in <lisciplinary cases, and college adnrinistrators lracl to readjust their
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thinlcing regarding rvhat behaviors were acceptable for adults on campus
(DLronv. Alabann, I96l,Del Camren, l99l and Conrath, 1976).

1960 and 1970s

Further contpounding the rapidly changing face of campus life was the

student unrest of the 1960s. Student sit-ins, peace demonshations, nonviolent
confrontations, the unlarvful restraint of administrators, rioting, anti-rvar
dcmonshations, and assaultive beltaviors became nearly everyday events that

begged for some sort of police intervention (Flolmes, 1969). Wlrat became the

!,alvanizi11g event that caphrred national attention regarding the policing of on-
campus disturbances by off-campus police and the military, occurred at Kent

Statc University on May 4, 1970 (Kelner and Munves, 1980). Iivenh.rally, four

students were shot dorvn and killcd by Ohio National Guardsmen (Eszterhas,

1970). Pointing to the bad fit betwcen the military and student activism was

the United States Attorney General's report wltich callcd the shootings ". . .

.unnecessary, unwarranted, and inexcusable" (Davies, 1973: 9).
College administrators wcre faced with two options: (l) calling in off-

campus police agencies and or the military/militia which had already proven

untenable at Ohio's Kent State, or (2) creating a more formal police presence
rvithin the acadetnic community, i.e., a campus police department with full
police (state) authority to address tltese problems. A major movement toward
the intcmal developmcnt of a separate police department wi0rin tlre college or
university bureaucracy began. Adrninistrators felt that this approach rvas

the better approach since they would have college employees, i.e., campus
police o{ficers, who would be nrore scnsitive (and hopefully more discreet)
rvhcn dealing rvith faculty, staff, and students.

Noting the shortcomings of tnunicipal police nationrvide to adequately
quell disturbances off campus, many college administrators opted to

"professionalize" their deparlrnents of campus sectrrity by creating full-fledged
police departments, sanctioned by state law. As mentioned earlier, by 1963,

the Illinois General Assembly passed legislation giving public universities in
the State futl poiicc authority as state offtcers. According to the statuts, police

offrcers in the employ of state universities held all the authority of city
policemen and deputy sheriffs, save tlte aulhority to serve civil process
(ll l inois Revised Statutes, 1963).

I,vents involving local police nationwide added fuel to the campus police
movement. A tclling indictmcnt of the nation's urban police in dealing with
tlrc escalating social disorder of the 1960s is found in Chapter I I of the ReporT

Journal of Crime and Justice 61

of the National Adt,isorl, Commissiotr on Ciy,il Disorders ( 1968). It succinctly
describcs the rvholesale failure of urban-American policing by depicting the
police officer as a syrnbol of a repressive system of social conhol in which
minority citizens hacl no voice, and rvhere violent means were employed by
police to gain cornpliance without legal authority or community approval.

1980s and Beyond

Alcohol has long been recognized as a special problem for college-age
students and has beeu a constant and endemic problem associated with college
life. campus policing authorities have dealt rvith, and continue to deal with,
this cluonic problent on campuses across the nation. However, during the
1960s, dmgs became a defacto part of campus life for a large and growing
numbcr of studcnts. This condition certainly did not abate during lhe decades
that followcd. Drugs had become such an endemic problem on the American
college campus. that it effectcd even the campus police deparbnents. In fact,
by the nrid-1990s, 46 percent of campus police agencies nationwide had
institutcd mandatory employee drug testing programs for their oflicers (Reaves
and Goldberg, 1995).

Drug education, prevention, suppression, interdiction, and arrest became
a formal part of the responsibilities of campus policc deparbnents over a nearly
forty-year period (Reavcs & Goldberg, 1995). Adding to the numerous
problenrs facing the college police deparhnent was the persistent crime
problcrn, rvhich had not excluded the scemingly protected sanctuary of the
college campus. w)rilc canrpus crime rates are highest for larceny offenses,
violent crimes occur only too frequently. Violent crime data suggest that the
greater danger lies off campus and that campus crime rates are affected by the
crime ratcs of the immediately surrounding communily -- not lhe inverse (Fox
& Hel l rnan,  1985).

Special Legal lssues anrl Concerns

while crime has plagued canrpuses for as long as higher education has
existed, it has virtually transformed the relationship of the institution to the
student in reccnt tiures. During the 1960s to date, burgeoning student
populations have more than triplcd the number of individuals pursuing higher
education in thc United Statcs from about four million to over fourteen million
(Fishcr & Sloan, 1995). This incrcase in numbcrs antl changing social
attitudes, concerns, and values have worked synergistically to create
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expectations regarding the higher educational institution's responsibil i ty

concerning student exposure to the ravages of crime. Until 1979, Amcricau

case larv was contplctely devoid of any appellate coutt nrling ltoldirtg a college

or university liable for tlamagcs incurred by a student who had been injured

as a result of on-campus cnme (Fisher & Sloan, 1995). Since 1979, itt Duarte

v. State (1979) ard Petersort t,. Sur Francisco Conrnunity College District

(1984) state appellatc courls have increasingly held irrstitutions l iable when

tJrcy fail to give students timely rvarnings regarding ktlorvn risks of crimilal

victinrization.
'I'hc 

conccrns of students zurd thcir parcnts regarding the presence of

crlne on caurpuses began rvith a movetncnt toward the clisclosure of crimc

statistics by irstitutions oilr ighcr learning. In a 1989 editorial that appcarcd

n USA TODAY, colleges were askcd to litcrally "open Otcir books" on campus

crime statistics. I ly 1990 eiglrt states had passed legislation rcquiring collcges

lo rnake crirne slatistics public information, and i1 Novetnbcr of that year,

Congrcss supcrscded state lcgislation by passin g tltc Student Right-to-Know

and Canpus Searits' Act (1990). 
'l'his 

act further iltcrcased tlte rvotkload of

carrlpus police agencics, as data collcction required by the Act bccante largely

their responsibil i ty. This federal larv not only reqrtires the collection and

disscmination of campus crirne statistics (the duty to warn), it also requircs tlte

provision of adequate security protection for students (Fisher and Sloan,

1995). Public institrrt ious are largcly immunized, horvever, against l iabil i ty

from tlose rvho are u'rongfllly injured as a restllt of a "failure to protect" tly

tlreir police under the Public Du\' Doctrin e. This court-g€neratcd doctrine

dates from 1896, and posits that, unless a "special rclationship" can be

established, there is no duty to protect (South v. ivforyland, 1896 and Del

Carnten, 1991, sec also Deshane),v. ll/inneltago County Dcpt. of Social

Sen'ice:s, t 989 ancl Klobrtchor v. I'wrlue University, /990)' ('lhis doctrine has

no i-trrpact on private colleges with sccurity dcparhncnts). 
'flre public duty

doctrine is controll ing for state institutious and private schools with police

dcparlrnents that opcrate uuder tlte authority of t lts statc. 
' fhis 

doctrine, l ike

its progenitor t loctrinc of sovereign innnuity is l ikely to be nibblcd arvay at

in tlc years that l ie ahead, nraking post-sccondary public institutions

increasingly l iablc in civil adjtrdications.
Student-victim suits can be placctl in four general categories of claimed

duties: (l) a duty to rvant about known risks, (2) a tlrrty to provide adequate

protection, (3) a duty lo screetr for thc purpose of protecting students and

employces fronr dangers, and (4) a drrty to cotrtrol student conduct. 
' I-herc

appcars to be a disccrnablc pattcrlr of courts bcing ntorc receptive to plaintiffs

arguments under tlte abovc claintcd dutics $an ever bcforc (Del Canrren,
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l99l). l 'he irnplications for canrpus policing are self-evident.
Conrpounclirrg tlre problelns rcgarding cantpus crime and the

rcsponsibil i ty of the post-sccoDdary educational inslitution to protect its
strrdents is thc dcfinit ion of rvhat legalty constitutes the campus. ' lhis 

is of
special coucent for urban campuscs. According to the International Campus
I-arv Ilrrforccrnent Association (IACLE L, 1992) the issue is not a well settled
area of larv. Although, the U.S. Departrnent of Education does interpret the
Crinre Avot'eness ond Campus ,Securi4, Acl as excluding streets from the
definit ion of "on canrpus" (I icnrandez and Lizotte, 1995). Future case law wil l
no doubt give clarity to this issue. Thus, during the late 1960s and early 1970s
Arnerica's collegc carnpuses rvitnessed tlre birth of rvhat Sloan (1992) refers
to as thc "ntoclcrn carnpus police deparlnlent." Campus administrators, during
this pcriod, attcmpted to upgradc the image of the campus officer, who had
been castigatcd as old, ovcnveight, and prirnarily interested in issuing parking
lickets (Wcbb, 1975 and Sloan, 1992). The 1980s u'itnessed campus police
agencies: (l) bccorning incrcasirgly autonomous, (2) developing a notable
similarity to urbau police tlcpartnrents in terms of tleir adrninishation,
struchrre, ancl opcrations, (3) clevating educational and training standards for
persouuel, (4) rleveloping a dedicated carcer path for employees, and (5)
beconring an indispensablc part of the fabric of Arnerican post-secondary
educat ion (Sloan,  1992 and Peak,  1993).

CAI\{PUS POLICE TODAY

Canrpus policc agencies across the uation have begun to shift their focus
frorn the traditional crinrc-fightfurg role to a morc scrvice-oriented approach.
Althorrgh, it can be argued tlrat t lr is scrvice-oriented approach was an
inseparable part of carly, albcit i l formal carnpus policing techniques at yale
University (1894) and containcd the seeds of communily-oriented policing
(COl') (Gelranrl, 2000), COP rvas not yet recognizcd as a formal mode of
policurg. In fact, rvhat rvas expcrienced at Yale eventually gave way to the
nrorc fonnal profcssiorral-style model of policing, rvhich rvas i l i ts nascent
slages of development durilrg thc ycars that follorved the turn of the ninctecnth
century.

Nonethclcss, the prcseut shift is in keeping with the national hcnd torvard
COI' by policc agencics at virtually all levels (Lanier, 1994). This shift of
philosophy and conconritant strategics u,i l l  involvc a grcat€r accountabil i ly to
thc nrcrnllers of the carrrpus community. It rvil l  also demand better cducated
and lcss brrrcaucratically-orientcd executives. Lastly, it rvil l  neccssarily
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require a softening of thc paramilitaristic slructurc so long associated with the

municipavprofessional nrodel of policing upon which campus policing has

historically rested (l,eak, 1993). While the canlptts conrmunity appears to be

a fcrti le environmcnt irr rvhich to fi ld COP, it is not rvithout its peculiar

problelns.
'l-hc source of lcgitirnate police authority is rnutually exclusive under the

traditionaUprofessional and the corrrnrunity-oriented policing models.

Therefore, in theory, COP is better srtited to provitlc policing in a campus

environment. Conversely, ulder the traditionaVprofessional model, policing

is a fonnal extension of the criminal-justice system, and in theory is fonnally

and legally accountable to the systcnl. By way of cotrtrast, commtrnity-

oriented campus policing is au extension of the canlptts cotnmunity with its

luornrafive value systcm and attendant organizational stntclure. Nonetheless,

one thorny theoretical problern with COP has bcen and continues to be the

difficulty rvith which we operationalize and delure what constitutes a

conrmunity (Mansour and Sloan, 1992 and Meenatran, 1972). Further

compounding the COI, issuc arc the problems encountered when attempting

to measure its efficacy. Alpert and Moore (1993: 109) have noted that:

"community policing rcrnains a concept and philosophy i-u search of a process,

rvithout proper rvays to document or cvaluate its efforts."

CAN{PUS POLICE AS A I\,IODEL

This brief historical overvierv of policing tlte Itatiotl 's (and rnore

specifically Illinois') ilrstitutions of higher learning points out that cantpus

policing has been based aLttost cxclusively on the mulicipal-policing model.

Early appointees to the positiott of director of cantpus secttrity thernselves

came nostly from the ranks of nrunicipal police departntents, and had

attemptecl to replicate what they rvere funiliar rvitlt at thc local-govemment

levcl. lt was natural for thcse directors to follow tltc profcssionalization

movement already afoot in public policing since ilre turn of tlte nineteenth

ccntury. hilrercnt in the professiona[zation rnovement was the removal of the

police department from any direct supervision of a parent municipal

department (deparhnent of public safety or the like) and the direct interference

by Iocal polit icians. Not surprisingly, directors of campus sccruiry

departments pushcd for dtc removal of thcir security departments from the

organizational atlactuncnts associatcd with the departments of buildings and

grounds, the plrysical platrt, or thc dean of studenls as rvell as the influences
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of lr igh-levcl arlrninistrators of t lre edrrcational institution. This rvas a pale
reflection of thc trend that had been underway in policing in non-collegiate
contcxts across thc nation for t lccades.

Other Police A,lodcls of hnltortance

Dcspitc the hcavy influences of municipal-levcVprofessional-modcl
policing on carlrpus police, many of the reqrrisite responsibil i t ies inherent in
policing a collcgiate campus are l lot in keeping rvith the value system and
<lcfining nrission of the traditional nrunicipal-lcvel policing, i.c., larv
enforcerncnt. I; irst, the incscapable security function of campus policing
stands in opposition to thc law enforcenlcnt orientation and "professionalism"
of urban nrrrnicipal-levcl policing. This has thc sarne effect on the image of
canlpus police, rvithin the greatcr policing comnlunity, as one lurds rvith the
Anny Nli l i tary Policc, rvho also servc an activc security function withiu the
arnrcd lolccs (Falconc and Srnith,200l). According to Falcone and Wells
(1995) sherif ls'dcputics also suffer a lorvcr prestige rvithin the policing
con'mrunity because of thcir rrrultifaccted duties, including the security of the
court. rvitucss. arxl dcfendants. That is. rvithin the mosaic of Amcrican
policing, sccurity functions are sccn as antithetical to both the larv cnforcement
focus and profcssionalization cfforts oIAmcrican policing.

Second, canrpus policing's cnrphasis on discrctc COP-style policing
necessaril), dc-onphasizcs the larv enforcement orientation found in urban
policing, rvith its profcssional-modcl approach to social control. Although,
paradoxically, canrl)r,rs pcrlicing's cnvironruent and orientation are more
inclinecl to curbrace both the values and cfficacy of COP than their urban
countcrparts.

CONCI,USION AND DISCUSSION

Carnpus policing has cvolvcd tluough a nunrber of itcrations since its
early and lnuuble bcginnings. Each evolutionary development was
prccipitated b)'social events, issues, and trends extenlal to the university but
rvhich had enormous inrpact on the collcgiate campus. Campus security and
later police dcpartnreuts, in response to those societal conundrums, adapted
and adjusted accorcliugly. Not surprisingly, rvhat has emerged is a policing
nrodel t lrat has adapted to its new tasks and responsibil i t ies by shedding much
oI its f<rrrrrcr sccurity-bascd irnage and developing into a modcrn full-f ledged
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police department. Although it has become a full-fledged newcomer to the

police communify, it has distinguished ilself as a separate form of police

organization intendcd to serve the cornplex needs of thc collegiate community.

Although it couducts law enforcement activities, it is more community

based than it progenitor, the urban police department. In [act, it was the

inability of tuban police (as rvell as thc military/militia) to adequately police

campus turmoil ultimately that led to the developrnent of full-police authorify

for carnpus police deparhnents. Thus, although calllptls policilrg can trace its

lineage to urban policing, it has evolvetl to becotne a separate and discentable

ltodel of policing that is more service oriented than its municipal counterpart.

Because cantpus police are charged with a ntlmber o[ activit ies and

responsibilities not necessarily associatcd with the law etrforcement focus of

urban policc, they are accorded less status rvithin thc paradignr of Alncrican

policing. This is similar to the reduced status found among other non-

metropolitan police agencies like the shcriff and the military police, who also

have security functions inherent in their organizational missions. Nonetheless,

campus policc are an inlportant element irt the larger mosaic of policing in the

United States, and must bc studied in order to more fully appreciate the

complex apparatus tlte cornprises tlte American policing function'
'lte inrplications for the future of carnpus policing are ertomlous as a

greater and grcater portion of the Arnerican public anends institutions of

higher learning. With the expansion of knowledge in our cver burgeoning

technocratic culture and the need to pursuc higher levels of education

escalates, the college canrpus rvill contfutue to require incrcasingly

sophisticated fomts of policing. Tlris has daunting irnplications not only for

tfic incrcases in the physical size of canrpus and cxpanding sttrdent etlrolltnents

but for thc policing of thc "trniversity rvithout walls" of the future.
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