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In toclay's climate of concems about per-
sonal safety, gangs, dmgs, school violence,
workplrrce violence, and the perceived
decline in the moral fiber of America, no
one doubts the need for police protec-
tion. In 1997 the United States Depart-
ment of Justice, Bureau o[Justice Statis-
tics, reported there w'ere over 865,000
police officers employed by all levels of
govemment in rhe United Sutes. This
number is up 19.5% from 1982, which
had over 714,000 police officers in the
United States (Sorrrcebooh 1997,25), and
President Clinton has pledgecl to acld
100,000 police officers to the firont line
ageinst crime. But where did the iclee of
having police on college campuses come
from? \X4ry is it important to have armed,
swom police officers to patrol institutions
of higher education where free speech
and liber.rl ftinking are encoucrged \What

has happened on our nation's college crm-
puses that has created an environment
where swom police are necessary to pro-
tect the constirutional right of free speech
and the liberal thinking so often encour-
aged on America's college campuses?

lvlany people assume that colleges and
universities are places safe from crime and
violence. Rudolph found that college cam-
puses are not the safe environments they
are often thought to be. During the pe-
riod of 1800 to 1875, Rudolph reported
snrdent unrest on the campuses of lvliami
University, Amherst, Brown, the Univer-
siry of South Carolina, Harvard, Yale,
Dartmouth, Lafayette, Bowdoin, the City
College of New York, Dickenson, and
DePauw. In addition to these incidents of

student unrest Rudolph reported on vio-
lent incidents in which students ancl fac-
ulty were kjlled at Sorlth Carolina College,
the Universiry of Virginia, Oakland Col-
lege, Universicy of Georgia, lllinois Col-
lege, and the University of lvl issouri
(Ruciolph 1962, 97 -98),

Harvard Universiry experienced the
first recorded student uprising o[ the
United States in 1766 when the srudents
protested bad food. In 1818 Han'arcl hecl
another disrurbance consisting of a food
fight rhat broke a considerable amount of
glass and china. Harvard continr-red in its
problems with additional major student
rebell ions in 1830 ancl 1897. In 1823
Harvard Universiry expelled over half of
the senior cla.ss, and in 1834 the president
of Harvard University took the unprec-
edented action of demanding that ciry ar-r-
thorities convene a grand jury to indict sru-
dens involved in srudent riots. In 1&i2
there was a confrontation betlveen the stu-
dents o[Harvard and *ree hundred local
workmen, where daggem, poken and clubs
were used (Esposito and Stormer 1989, 26).

The students at the College o[ New

Jersey (Princeton) had their own major
riot in 1806 with slr additional rebellions
recorded From 1800 to 1830. In one of
these rebellions, which lasted several days,
three students were expelled when pis-
tol fire broke out and bricks were thrown.
In another of tire six incidents students
from the College of New Jersey seized
several buildings and defied college au-
thorities to remove them from the pre-
mises (Esposito and Stormer 1989,26).

Campr-rs unrest and student conflicts
were comrnonplace in the late 1800s. Sig-
nificant tuming points in tl-re development
of carnpus policing were the events at
Yale Universiry in 1894. Yale, l ike most
universities of the day, encompassed a
large segment of the tolvn. The intermlx-
ing o[the Universiry with the town often
led to conflicts beNveen the Universiry
and the town's residens. Yale Universiry
end New Haven, Connecticut w'ere no
different. Frequent confrontations oc-
curred berween the citizens of New Ha-
ven and the students of Yale Universiry.
Often these conflicts esc-aleted into bloody
confrontations berlveen the srudents and
the New'Haven Police Department. One
of the worst confronurtions occurred when
the citizens of New Haven believecl the
stuclents at the Yale University lvledical
School were exhr-rming bodies from the
Grove Street Cemetery. The cernetery w'as
located near dre heart of the Yale Univer-
siry and the town's citizens believed the
medical srudents were digging up the bod-
ies to use as cadavers (Powell, Pancler and
Nielsen L994, r.

In the aftermath of this confrontation
the Universiry's administration and the
New Haven ciry fathers began looking at
ways to improve the relationship be-
rlveen the two. It was decided that rwo
New Haven police officers would be as-
signed to Yale Universiry to serve as liai-
sons between the Police Department and
the srudents. Powell (1994) reported that
many police officers perceived this re-
quest as being equivalent to asking for
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volunteers to be tluown to the lions. There
were few volunteers; however, rw'o po-
lice officers were chosen, \Tilliam \Weiser

andJames Donnelly. Each moming es the
fq.'o officers walked through the stone
gates of Yale Universiw and across its
green lawns many officers wondered if
the rwo volunteers would ever be seen
again. Much to the surprise of many, tl're
rwo officers retumed each night.

Initially the officers were seen as nege-
tive factors by the faculry and studcnts.
Campus administrators disliked the rwo
officers leaving the campus each night
and being able to relate the daily activi-
ties of Yale Universiry* to the New Haven
Police Department and the ciry fathers.
As time passed the rwo officers slowlv
began to win acceptance by the students
and the Universiry administrators. Powell
(1994) reported that in Villiam Weiser's
1914 book, Yale Memories, 'Weiser stated:

As our acquaintance and friendships
with the boys were consnntly on
the increase, it came to our knowl-
edge that our success hacl excited
envy in many quarters. The posi-
tion that we made for ourseives by
hard work, constant service, civil-
ity, kindness and patience, so at-
tracted others that we had trouble
of a different nature to fight. Mern-
bers of the regular force, now that
the srudents did not openly resent
our presence, desired to take our
places on the campus, and were
rvatching for an opportuniry to tum
things their way. Pressure had been
brought to beer upon the cornnris-
sioners to transfer-Jim and myself,
and appoint others in our places.

Finally in September 1894, the Yale
Univemity administration decided it would
be prudent to hire the rrvo officers as
employees of Yale Universiry. With that
action Yale Universiry created a police
department that is widely accepted as the
first Universify Police Department in the
United Stetes. Weiserwas appointed Chief
of Police and their power of arrest was
granted through the New Haven Police
Department (Powell, Pander and Nielsen
1994, 4).

Veiser and Donnelly maintained a
theme of service, protection, and estab-

lishing a good relationship with srudents
and all segrnents of the campus commu-
niry (Powell, Pander and Nielsen 1994,
4). Their theory of and approach to po-
licing was unique for the time. Tirose de-
partments that did exist were linle more
than a version of dre watch system al-
ready in existence. Many police depart-
ments in large cities were not formally
created until the iate 1800s. The police
positions were based on politicai appoint-
ment rather than qualifications, and pa-
trol areas were very expansive, if thev
existed at all (Valker 1,999,23-25).

Police departments of the late 1800s
follow'ed the work of SirRoben Peel, who
created the first modem police force in
lnndon, England ::rr1829. Three new strat-
egies were introduced by Sir Robert Peel
into American policing. They were: (1)

the mission of the new police was crime
prevention; (2) preventative patrol; and
(]) a defined organizational suucture ba-sed
on the militarv model (Valker 1999,2I).
According to Porvell, Veiser posited the
proper role for a campus police depart-
ment, which still holds true for today's
campus police. The following passages
are exemples of Veiser's expectations.

Our cluties [are] to Drotect the stu-
dents, their property, and all col-
lege properry froni injury'.
'We uere in constant communica-
tion with tire Dean as well as with
the police (New Haven) so it was
hard for the boys to believe that
anyone but us reported them. No
argument prevailed against t l-ris
opinion, and it gave us a repuLltion
among tire undergraduate body
which it had raken years of constant,
honest endeavor to overcome.

As we were constantly on d-re look-
out for oppomrnities to show the
student our good will, we began to
be tolerated.

Gradually things began to change.
'We 

v"ere often called upon for ad-
vice in times of trouble, and many
a homesick boy, or one with the
problem of ways and means star-
ing him in the face, has left our of-
fice with a lighter heart and a new
grip on life.

These are some of the wavs in
which we have gained the confi-
dence of the boys. Gradually the
cloud of suspicion lifted and finally
we basked in the sunshine of the
Universiq.; we belong on the canl-
pus; we are friendly with the sru-
dens; and we stand ready at all
times to render to everybody such
favors or assistance as may be ln
our po\l'efs.

\Weiser and Donnelly practiced more
than preventative pltrol, they expanded
upon the model established by the NIet-
ropolitan Police in London. Thev soueht
out  end establ ished posi t ive contects
within their entire communiry, Yale Uni-
versiry, and providecl service to the sru-
dents and aU those who came on the cam-
pus. 'Weiser's 

definition of "render to ev-
erybocly such favors or assishnce es mey
be in our power" may be dramatically
different from our definition today, but
there can be little doubt that Veiser and
Donnelly establisl-red an early form of
community policing. They were not
merely enforcers of the law, they were
one with their cornmuniry and enhanced
communication with all persons on the
campus to the mutual benefit of the Uni-
versiry, students, faculry, staff, and the
conrrnuniry drat surrouncls Yale.

As the tv!'entieth century dawned
many universities began to have night
watchmen patroiling their campus. Tl-rese
wa tchmen  were  o f t en  pa r t  o f  t he
university's physical plant or the building
and grounds department. The prirnary
concern of the night watchmen was to
act as a flre-watch, lock and unlock doors,
tend boilers, and other duties associated
with maintenance of the univeniry physi-
cal structures. Any problems *nt occuned
on the campus were handled by the lo
el poiice department (Powell, Pander and
Nielsen 1994, ,. Gelber reported that
these inten'entions by local police were
the cause of ill feelings and in some siru-
ations the colleges and universities hired
private detectives to investigate serious
cases of theft or misconduct (Gelber 1972,
24). /+s time passed the night watchmen
were given additional responsibilities in-
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cluding the enforcement oI student con-
duct codes and controliing behaviors of
the students for minor violations of uni-
versiry rules. Because these night watch-
men were on the grounds during nights
and weekends (when faculry were ab-
sent) the responsibiliry for student code
enforcement was transferred to the night
rvatchmen. Powell (I99q reponed that
many times these "campus cops," as they
were called, did not or would not repon
the violations to the dean of stLldents.

By 1930, over a million students were
anending colleges and universities in *re
United Stetes. reprcsenting 70'o o[ the
college age population. College adminis-
trators were becoming increasingly con-
cemed with the decline in the mor.rl stan-
dards of sociery. The introcluction of the
automobile was also beginning to affect
college campuses (Gelber 1972, 25). In
addition to the obvious concems of traf-
fic and parking problems, srudents were
takins their courting rituals from tl.re front
porch to the back seat of automobiles
(Esposito ancl Stormer 1989,27).

The onset o[ political activism in the
1930s by the students also began to af-
fect college cxmpLlses. Thousands of snr-
dents began to demonstrate against war,
and large rallies were held on college cam-
puses across the nation. Esposito and
Stormer (1989) reported that demonstra-
tions directiy or inclirectly related to this
new political ac[ivism occurred at Harvard,

Johrn Hopkirs, Columbia, Hunter College,
Syracuse, Oklahoma, Duke, UCLA and
Berkeley.

As the 1950s emerged, many college
administrations began to feel some form
of police presence was needed on the
various campuses. The end of World Var
II created a drastic change on college crm-
puses, with many veterans taking advan-
tage of the GI Bill, which made tJre popu-
lation of college campuses soar.ln 1946
the enrollment at colleges and universi-
ties in the United States was up 57o/o over
the enrollment in 1939. Fifty percent of
the srudents were veterans and 78%o were
male, with public institutions abiorbing
750/o of these srudents. "Not only were
there many of them, they were different.
Theywere seasoned veterans, adults who
challenged collegiate social traditions and

who required administration to relate dif-
ferently to thern." (Esposito and Stormer
1989,27). Gelber suggests that the post-
World V'ar II days saw a divestment of
the watchman-janitor style of policing to
a formai organizational police structure
(Gelber  I9 i2,28) .

Nlany colleges and universities began
to hire retired police officers to be re-
sponsible flor dre police functions on cam-
pus (Sloan 1992,8r. Unfom-rnately meny
of these retired or former police officers
had no administrative training or experi-
ence and often the campus police de-
partments were merely a reflection of the
departmens the oflficers had left. In their
fledgling state, these new campus police
departments remained uncler the sllper-
vision of the physical plant or grouncls
department, with little or no specific bud-
get for police operations. "Although the
1950s saw changes in both the adminis-
trxtion and organization of campus po-
lice departments, on the whole, the cl'rar-
acteristics and dr-rties o[ the officers re-
m:rined relatively surble. For the most p!rn,
officers were men who had either retired
from other occupations or were fomrer
police officers. Their duties remained pri-
merily ctrstodial . ., campus securiry
was lirnited to detection, apprehension,
and reporting, rather than to making an
arrest" (Sloan 7992, 86-7).

The "era of srudent dissent" (Bess and
Horton 1988, 3i) began in the 1960s and
continued into the 1970s wifi widespread
student protests, building takeovers, sit-
ins, and riots on the nation's college cam-
puses. IVIany campuses had inadequate
and poorly prepared securicy departments
that could not control the student upris-
ings. Vhen local police were called in to
assist with the disturbances they re-
spondecl with mass arres[s and the use of
force. Many times these tactics by local
police created tremendous problems for
campus administrators. The local police,
state police, and national guard were not
receptive to the needs and desires of the
administrations of the college or univer-
sif. The response by the police tended
to escalate the violence and perperuated
the cause of the rioters (Powell, Pander
and Nielsen 1994,6). Sociefy as a whole
ouestioned America's action in the Vier

nam War, and many in sociery agreed with
the protesters, sympathizing with rheir
cause.'Vhen police responded violently
to these demonstrations, public opinion
began to swey toward the students and
ag:rinst tl-re police. \When the disn-rrbances
were over the local police and National
Guard rerumed to their own communi-
ties and abandoned tire campus, leaving
college administrators to pick up rhe
pieces. College and universiry adminis-
trators across the nation began to see lr
real need for their own experienced, quali-
fied, and trained police department.s ro
hanclle problems on the campus (Bess

and Horton 1988, 3i). The need for a
police department that was familiar with
the campus environment and receptive
to the needs and desires o[ the universiry
communiry was becoming essential to
n.raintaining the qualiw of life on cam-
pu.s.

The courts also becarne involved in
the changing role of campLls police on
America'.s college campuses. Prior to the
1960s, American colleges and universi-
ties were operating under the principle
of in loco parentis, or "in place of a par-
ent" (Blctck's lau DictionaryT9 t'9).Pnor
to 1,96I, coileges and universities relied
oo Gott u. Beras College, decided by the
court in 1913. The court ruled in Gott
that it was within the power of college
officials to enact rules goveming srudenrs
to the same extent as parents coulcl
(Young and Gehring 1988, 1-18). The
Gott decision saicl that just like parents,
college administrators could dictate tc>
their srudents conditions in which physi-
cal and moral welfare ancl mental training
were concemed. Although the Gon deci-
sion clealt with a private institution, the
court stated that a more critical view
worlld be taken of rules in a public insti-
rution (Young and Gehring 1988, 1-18).

The confrontations berlveen students
ancl the political climate of the 1960s
forced the court to review the Gott deci-
sion. With the movement toward indi-
vidr-ral rights by the courts in the 1960s,
the Supreme Court was asked to review
the legal foundation allowing colleges and
universities to limit constitutionally pro-
tected rights of due process. The court

Contirnted on page 22
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was specifically asked to review in Dixon
ts. Alalnmaif a pubiic institution of higher
education could violate the consirudonal
protection of due process in disciplinary
matters within the universiry. Young and
Gehring stated, "[t]he confrontations dur-
ing the '60s, however, primarily con-
cemed matters of instirutional discipline
and began with Dixon us. Alabama.'Iltis
decision confirmed that srudens at tax-
supported instirutions must be provided
with procedural due process rights be-
fore they can be expelled or suspended
from the institutions. Many of us in higher
education were caught short during the
late '60s having little knowledge of the
consdrutional rights of srudens in higher
education" (Young and Gehring 1988, iii).
In the Dkon case several srudents at Ala-
bama State College participated in a sit-
in at a lunch grill. Disciplinary action was
taken against the students; some were
expelled and some suspended. The ac-
tions against the srudents were taken

without consideration to their due pro-
cess rights. Specifically they were not
given notice of the narure oF the charges
against them and no hearing w3s con-
ducted prior to disciplinary action being
taken. The srLrdents rumed to the United
States District Court and appealed the
decision of the school to expel them. The
District Court upheld the dismissals and
the srudents appealed the lower court's
decision to the United States Court of
Appeals, Fifth Circuit. The Court of Ap-
peals found that the students had a right
to due process in tax-supponed instiru-
tions. The court stated:

In the disciplining of college sru-
dens there are no considerations
of immediate danger to the public,
or of peril to the national securiry,
which should prevent the Board
from exercising at least the funda-
mental principles of faimess by giv-
ing the accused studenls notice of
the charges and an oppornrniry to

be heard in their own defense . . .
The State cannot condition a privi-
lege upon the renunciation of the
constinrdonal right of procedural due
process. (Young and Gehring 1988,
13-6)

The ruling by the Court of Appeals was
appealed to the United States Supreme
Court; however, the high court refused
to hear the case and let the ruling of the
Appellate Court stand. This landmark de-
cision established that all students at public
instirutions have a right to due process
procedures in disciplinary actions. "The
srudents who had been 'wards' of the
univers i ty  became'student  c i t izens"
(Esposito and Stormer 1989, 28). Gelber
stated that the "[e]rosion of the absolute
right of entry began with the landmark
(1961.) Dlxon case, which stated that the
right to attend school may not be condi-
tioned on a waiver of due process"
(Gelber 7972,41). This ruling, along with

Continued on page 2J
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the "legalistic 60's" (young and Gehring
1988, 111) essenrially eliminated *re doc-
trine of in loco parentis from America's
colleges and universities. Powell also sug-
gests this ruling removed the school-par-
ent role oF the college or universiry and
eroded the control of the university on
the srudents, which ultimately led ro the
student unrest and protests of the 1970s
(Powell, Pander and Nielsen 1994,I0).

With the end of the 1960s many col-
lege student-s were using their constitu-
tionally protected right of free speech and
assembly to demonstrate and speak their
minds on the social issues of the day. This
often created an open, and sometimes
violent, confrontation berween sruclents
and members o[the controlling establish-
ment. "lt became clear that campus law
enforcement, geared to the needs of the
instirution was preferable to extemal law
enforcement, geared to the socieral and
political needs of the area" (Esposito and
Stormer 1989, 27). Disturbances at South
Carolina (1968), Kent State andJackson
State (1970) and in New'Orleans 1971)
where srudents were killed by police end
National Guard troops cleady demon-
strated tlrat outside agencies were unsym-
patJretic to the srudents (Esposito and
Stormer 1989,2D.

These incidents were not the only
examples of siruations where local po-
lice were hadequately prepared to deal
with campus situations. Local police were
also unfamiliar with the campr.rs phvsical
environment, also a disadvantage in rimes
of crisis or emergency. One example of
this problematic siruadon is demonstreted
by the evenc at the Universiry of Texas
in Austin.

On August 1,1966, Charles rVhitman

enterecl the Universiry of Texas at Austin's
Main Buiiding Tower and, perched from
that vantage point, opened fire on the
campus wi th a h igh-powered r i f le .
'Whitman 

appeared to have been a model
young person growing u5-an Eagle
Scout, aitar boy at his church and a good
pianist. Vhitman joined the Marine Corps
after graduating from a Catholic high
school in 1959. He received a college
scholarship from the Nary, but it was with-
drawn after \vvtritrun's poor academic per-
formance at the Universiry of Texas. It

was in the lvlarine Corps that he became
proFicient with an lvl-14 rifle. Whitman is
reported to have begun physically assault-
ing his wife Kathy during this time. In

July 7966, $/hitman was well thought of
and active in his communiry. That per-
ception changed on August 1, 1966, when
.i{trirman entered rhe lvlain Building of the
Universiry of Texas posing as a delivery
man. He then took the elevator to the
27th floor and killed a receptionist and
some visitors who were in the open-air
tower (August 1, 1966 lreb site, 1996).
During the devastation that followed, sev-
enteen people were killed and thirry-Five
others injured. later his wife and mother
were found dead in their apartments. A
note from Vhitman was found explain-
ing that he wanted to spare them the em-
barrassment of what he was going to do.

In August 1966, rhe campus was pro-
tected by only a handfut of unarmed and
untrained securiry officers. As police from
the City of Austin Police Department at-
tempted to approach Whitman they
were pushed back by his rifle [ire. It was
not until a campus securiry officer, famil-
iar with the campr-rs system of tunnels
and underground access routes, led Aus-
tin police to the tower rooftop, and the
camage was ended with a ban'age of gun-
fire from the police (30th enniversary
speech [August 1998]).

There is little doubt that this incident,
combined with other incidents in the
Un.iversiry of Texas system, led the 60th
Texas Legislaftlre to enact Senate BiLL162,
which authorized institurions to employ
and commission peace officers for their
member institutions. Roy Baldridge, Di-
rector of the Universiry of Texas System
Police, was wi*r the Austin Police Depart-
ment on that memorable day in 1966. In
his 30th Anniversary of the Universiry of
Texas Police system speech, he com-
mented on the impact of this incident,
combinedwith knowledge of the tremen-
dous gronth of the Universiry of Texas
system, that led the legislarure to create
a universiry police system. In the follow-
ing years the Universiry of Texas system
took advantage of this new legislation and
created peace officers for their irntinrtions,
and on February 1, 1968, the first class of
peace oflficers graduated from the Uni-

versicy of Texas Police Academy. Today
there are 372 officers within the Univer-
siry of Texas system, covering their fif-
teen member institutions and 235,000
students, faculty, and staff (30th Anniver-
surry Speech [August 1998]).

Although the events stemming from
Charles \fhitman's reign of terror were
devastating, another incident on lvlay 4,
19i0, at Kent State Universiq' in Ohio
will forever mark the incredible violence
berpveen the srudents of the time and rhe
govemment establishment. Kent State,
like many odrer colleges and universities,
was r-ictim to student demonstrations on
campus. The Vietnam War, racial issues,
and civil rights issues along with a myriad
o[ social concems led m'.rny students on
college campuses to protests, sit-ins, urke-
overc o[ campus adrninistration buildings,
or protests marches. On i\lay'i, 1970, sru-
dents gathered on the Kent State Univer-
s i ty  campus to demonstrate against
America's involvement in the Vietnam
'Var. The campLrs police along with local
police had been unable to connin an April
30 demonstration, and the mayor oFKent
requested that the govemor of Ohio mo-
bilize the National Guard, and the Guard
was dispatched to Kent State. On Satur-
day May I, 1970, Are Guard arrived at
Kent State and in the next 36 hours sev-
eral small conflicts took place. On NIon-
day lvlay 4, the Ohio National Guard
opened fire on the srudens. V'hen the
shooting *'as over four srudents were
dead and nine wounded (Bills 1988, 16-
17) . This incident will forever live as a
pivotal point in the history of the United
States and of universiry policing.

Powell described the effects on uni-
veniry policing that followed *re incidens
at Kent State:

Suddenly an urgent cry arose from
presidents and other top college
and universify administrators for
p rofessional securiry departments
able to relate to the campus envi-
rorunent and prevent and control
srudent problems. The overall phi-
losophy, leamed from sometimes

- 
bitter experience, was that the in-
stitution must control these sifua-
tions on campus with its own per-

Contirutecl on page 24
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sonnel rather than call in outside
police agencies . . . Campus secu-
riry during the late 1960s and early
1970s had to evolve to meet stu-
dents problems. Therefore, it em-
phasized a low-key but highly pro-
flessional approach, using well-
trained officers who were either
enrolled in college degree programs
or who had a i readv achieved
degreees.

By the 1970s, heads of uni"'ersity se-
curiry departments, with proven skills in
this unique sryle of policing, were in high
demand. Colleges and universit ies often
competed for these proven, degree-hold-
ing securirl'directors. The directors, who
previouslv reported to tl-re heads of the
physical plant or grounds department
were now being placed under the super-
vision of the president or a vice presi-
dent of the universiry. Salaries and fringe
benefirs were brought more in line with
faculry and administrators' salaries and
benefits. The working environment of the
securiry forces improved during this pe-
riod as their offices were brought out of
the basemenrc and placed in new facili-
t ies with modem equipment (Powell,

Pander and Nielsen 1994,7).
The securiry departments, being re-

sponsive to the needs and desires of the
university and its srudents, dressed their
officers in a softer sryle of clothing, blaz-
ers and slacks, used unmarked squad cars,
and changed their title from police of-
ficer to public safery officer. All of these
improvemens portrayed a softer image to
the sn:dents and were intended to enhance
communications with the universiry com-
muni6' (Powell, Panderand Nielsen 1994,
7-8).

As the 1970s drew to a close so did
the era of student dissent. The focus of
the new public safery departmens shifted
from campus unrest and demonstrations
to the issue oi crime on campus. ?"lnte
magazne published an article n 1973 that
highlighted this change in focus from stu-
dent demonstr:ltions to assaults, armed
robberies and rapes. A fifty percent in-
crease in crime over a fvvo-year period
was reported by the executive secretary
of the Intemational Association of College
and University Security Directors flJfalker,

1976, 37). Powell (1994) also noted that
campus policing had a new focus: esca-
lating crime, threats to personal safery,
and terrorism.

The courts began to hold instirutions
of higher education increasingly respon-
sible for protective services as students
and their parents began demanding ad-
equate securiry for the campus. l.awsuits
were on the rise, and as one university
president put it, "l feei responsible for
the safery and well-being of my univer-
siry cit.v, and the people who srudy, work,
and reside here" (Powell, Pander and
Nielsen, 1994,8). "Campus law enforce-
ment will be called upon in the furure for
gre'.rter accountabiliry. Parents are de-
manding safer campuses and v!'ant to
know about the campus law enforcement
program. The public wili expect each
campus administration to provide nell-
trained officers, professional manage-
ment, and effective service. Law enforce-
ment administrators will be called upon
to as.sist their department and make the
adjustment necessary to accommodate
public expectation" (Mcauliffe 1990, 72).

The couns agreed, a universiry is re-
sponsible for the safery and securiry of
its campus. Courts have repeatedly held
that there are legal duties upon a college
or universify to provide a reasonably safe
and secure environment. If the univer-
sity fails to perform an action that a pru-
dent person would have performed, the
universify is liable. The negligent act may
be intentional, unintentional but with the
universiry at faulr, or with fault on the
university's part (Bickel 1988, 8- 1). As
colleges and universities are held to a
higher standard of care, it is only reason-
able to depend upon qualified proFession-
als in key areas to protect the students,
faculty, staff, and guests from harm. It only
followed that pruclent universiry admin-
istrators shielded the universiry from civil '

litigation by having qualified, trained pro-
fessionals in its police departments.

The courts were not the only ones
holding colleges and universities to a
higher standard of care. In 1990 the U.S.
Congress passed the Jeanne Clery Dis-
closure of Campus Security Poiicy and
Campus Crime Statistics Act. The legisla-
tion was a direct result of the percep-

tions that colleges and universities were
not properly reporting crimes occurring
on campus, and parents wanted to know
security measures on campus. Prior to tlLis
time, barring any court action, there were
no consequences for colleges and univer-
sities not correctly reponing crimes and
securiry measures on their campuses.

lvlany colleges and universities in the
United States did not participate in the
Uniform Crime Reporting system oper-
ated by the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion. If crime statistics were available there
$'ere no standardized reporting proce-
dures. The Congress ried federal financial
aici money to its legislation requiring the
recording and dissemination of informa-
tion. Therefore, if a college or universiry
violated the provision of the act it could
lose all federal financiai aid.

Section 485(D of the Higher Educa-
tion Act specifically states: "Each eligible
instirution panicipating in any program
under this tit le shall on August 1,1991 ,
begin to collect the fbllowing information
with respect to cantpus crime statistics
and campus security policies of that insti-
rution, and beginning September l,7992,
and each year thereafter, prepare, pub-
lish, and distribute, through appropriate
publication or maiiings, to all current stu-
dents and ernployees, and to any appli-
cant for enrollnrent or employment upon
reqLrest, an annual securiry report con-
ELining at least the following information
with respect to the campus securir.v poli-
cies and campus crime statistics of that
institution" (Campus Security Act, 20
U.S.C.  Sec.  1092(D).

The legislation q/ent on to identify the
areas of campus policies for reporting
criminal acts or other emergencies, state-
ments of poiicies on securiry and access
to campus facilities, a statement of cur-
rent policies conceming the law enforce-

*:ment agency of the instirudon, informa-
tional programs, and sutistics on certain
offenses.

This legislation is undoubtedly one of
the most influential factors in universiry
policing in the last decade of the rwenti-
eth century. The legislation shos's Con-
gress' concem for crime and safery on
America's college campuses. U.S. Repre-
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sentative Augustus Hawkins of Califomia,
a member of the Committee on Educa-
tion and Iabor, stated his concems this
way:

There was a time when a college
campus was considered to be a
sanctLlary, a place where teaching,
leaming, and social exchange took
place in an environment *rat posed
minimal danger to the personal
safery of the campus communiry.
However, as with sociery in gen-
era[, crime on campus has escalated
from an infrequent occurence to a
subiect o[ maior concem For the
higher education commu niry.

This places college and univemity cam-
puses in a unique siruadon. If they fail to
comply with the provisions of the Clery
legislation, the instirution stands to lose
millions of dollars in federal funding. In
addition, as previously stated, universities
and colleges are held to a higher stan-
dard of care in being reasonably prudent
in preventing criminal acts. Therefore,
colleges and universities face a double-
edged sword-if they fail to perform cer-
tain duties directed toward the protec-
tion of the public, and from the courts in
civil action. Many states, such as Illinois,
have specific legislation that protects cit-
ies and counties from litigation for not en-
forcing certain laws unless the action is
willful and wanton (745ILCS 2-202 and
725 ILCS 2-Z0r.In addition, as ciry and
county police agencies are not landlords
for the ciry or counry, they do not have a
specific established duty in the protection
of persons in the ciry or county, as the duty
placed upon a college or university.

College cempuses are no longer clois-
tered communities where free speech and
intellecrual thought are encouraged by
everyone on the campus. campuses are
now open, thriving communities within
themselves. Most college campuses en-
courage involvement from the surround-
ing communiry, with few walls separat-
ing the campus from the town. "College
and universicy campuses became prime
targets from criminals who realized that a
campus population was made up of
mostly young people who have little con-
cem for securiry or crime and administra-
tors whose main interest was education.

not protection or enforcement of the law.
Therefore, many undesirables invaded

college campuses to steal, rob, deal in

drugs,  and commit  sexual  assaul ts"
(Powell, Pander and Nielsen, 7994, D.

Universiry policing has evolved from
proctors in dormitories, to night watch-

men opening and closing doors along with

student code enforcement, to swom po-

lice officers patrolling the campuses of
America. "Powell defines the proper role
and function of a campus securiry depart-
ment as 'difficult because the operation
must be programmed to meet the neeG
and general attinrdes of ttre campus it will

serve.' However, the campus deparrment
must direct irs efforts primarily at preven-

tion and service to be successful" (Bess

and Horton 1988, 35). Much like their
counterparts in the municipal setting,
universiry police departments must meet
the needs of their conununities. In the
context of the historical development of
universiry policing, the very beginning o[
policing on college campuses was a primi-
tive form of communiry policing, while
municipal poiice agencies are just now
embracing the concept of being one with
the community and facilitators of change.
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