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(ABSTRACT) 

The major purpose of this study was to determine the 

extent that school board policy dealing with police 

involvement in public high schools in the Commonwealth of 

Virginia matched policy and rules suggested by the NASSP. 

An additional purpose was to identify pertinent criteria to 

guide school divisions in the construction of policy 

pertaining to the police-school relationship. The study had 

two phases. Phase I included a questionnaire that was 

mailed to all public school superintendents. The 

superintendents were asked: (1) if there were police 

assigned to their high schools, (2) if police were utilized 

in dealing with specific situations in their high schools, 

and (3) if their school division had policy, rules and 

regulations governing the actions of the principals when 

they interact with the police in their buildings. The 

superintendents were also asked to provide copies of their 
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division’s policy and regulations. In Phase II of the 

study, principals and police officers from four high schools 

were interviewed to determine administrative practices when 

interacting with the police. The questionnaire results, 

returned copies of policy and regulations, and interviews 

were analyzed to determine the extent that each of the items 

matched suggested criteria presented in the NASSP Legal 

Memorandum, School Administrators and Law Enforcement 

Officials (Bartlett, 1994). This study found that twenty- 

four percent of the high schools in the state had full time 

police officers. Even if police were not assigned to 

specific schools, law enforcement activities took place in 

over half of the divisions in the Commonwealth. Eighty 

percent of the superintendents felt that it is important to 

have school board policy governing the police-school 

relationship. There was a wide range of school board policy 

dealing with the police-school relationship. All data 

collected were utilized to identify criteria to be 

considered when developing school board policy and 

regulations that reflect the needs and practices of 

Commonwealth of Virginia high school principals. 
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Chapter One 

Introduction 

Today, across the United States, students and teachers 

report increased fear of violence, drug use, and an increase 

in the number of students bringing weapons to school 

(Metropolitan Life Survey of the American Teacher, 1993). 

In a National School Boards Association Report, thirty-six 

percent of the school districts measured indicated that they 

were "fighting back" in response to youth violence by using 

security personnel in schools (Natale, 1994). 

The continuing increase of violence and fear in schools 

has resulted in an outcry among students, teachers, parents, 

principals and school board members (Nebgen, 1990). All 

types of strategies and programs are being implemented in an 

attempt to maintain safe and secure school environments 

(Weisenburger, 1995). Local law enforcement officers are 

more often playing an integral part in these activities 

(Portner, 1994). An example of one such effort is an 

interagency collaboration effort, the School Resource 

Officers (SRO) Program. The SRO program has placed “law 

enforcement officers in schools on a full time basis to 

provide a variety of services, such as the teaching of 

classes in law, life skills and drug and alcohol abuse, and 

to create a visible and positive image of the police in the



school environment (Browne, 1994). An indicator of how big 

the problem is in cities, is the fact that police providing 

security for New York City schools constitute the ninth- 

largest police force in the nation (Bracey, 1995). 

In the past the community and the police had been 

quite satisfied to allow the high school principal to 

handle “in-school crimes" utilizing the traditional public 

school deterrents of suspension and expulsion (Nedurian, 

1982). Until recently, the role of law enforcement officers 

in the public schools was limited to activities such as 

supervising athletic events, parking lot duty, and 

commencement activities (Fulton, 1984). 

For teachers to teach and students to learn, there must 

be a safe and inviting environment (Curcio and First, 1993). 

As police became a more common sight in public high schools, 

questions have followed regarding whether the principal or 

police should be in charge. Consequently, there is a need 

for improved relations with local police departments, 

juvenile courts and other agencies serving youth. 

Cooperative agreements are needed to help clarify roles and 

responsibilities and enhance coordination between police and 

schools (Rubel and Ames, 1986). Law enforcement officers 

feel that educators need guidelines for handling school 

violence with emphasis on the lead role of the police 

(Kipper, 1996).



In the Commonwealth of Virginia, police are involved in 

public schools in a wide variety of programs such, as: Drug 

Abuse Resistance Education (DARE), Police Public Educators, 

Peer Counselors Utilizing the Leadership of Students at Risk 

(PULSAR), Officer Friendly, School Resource Officer Programs 

or Community Liaison Officers, L.E. Explorers, and the 

McGruff School Program (Virginia Crime Prevention Resource 

Directory, 1989). 

The dramatic change in the level of police involvement 

in the American public schools began to emerge in the mid- 

1970’s as the level of violence in schools increased. 

(Rubel, 1986). As a result, secondary principals in the 

Commonwealth of Virginia find themselves in precarious 

professional and legal situations regarding their 

interactions with and utilization of law enforcement 

authorities. To a great extent, the public high schools’ 

logistical and legal ambiguity issues result from the 

multidimensional responsibilities that secondary school 

principals have in the maintenance of law and order within 

their school (Gee and Sperry, 1978). 

Traditionally, principals have had the responsibility 

of handling all school-related problems. This includes 

school infractions typically listed in a school division 

code of conduct under such headings as general misconduct, 

vandalism, and disruptive behavior. This type of student 
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action is usually handled without police assistance, 

utilizing school board policy and established 

administrative procedure (Gee and Sperry, 1978). Ambiguity 

exists, however, regarding the precise point at which a 

student infraction exceeds the boundaries of school 

regulation to become a violation of public law. In the 

absence of school board policy and established 

administrative or police procedures, a principal may find it 

necessary to make a disciplinary decision based on 

circumstances alone (Bachus, 1994). 

Gee and Sperry state that when dealing with obvious 

violations of public law, school principals have the 

obligation to cooperate with police in the same manner as 

all citizens. School officials are expected to keep the 

police informed of any alleged violations of law and are 

expected to assist police in the apprehension of violators. 

However, at the same time that principals are required to 

inform and assist the police regarding the alleged actions 

of their students, they must additionally stand in loco 

parentis, protecting the rights and welfare of those same 

students (Gee and Sperry, 1978). 

This multidimensional responsibility, with a perceived 

lack of established school board policy, presently leaves 

Virginia high school principals in a precarious position 

in situations dealing with the police (Stover, 1988). 
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Rubel identified the following three places where 

police and educators are likely to see differences occur: 

1) 

2) 

3) 

School district administrators are 

likely to have various degrees of 

understanding of the differences between 

"discipline" violations and "criminal" 

violations, 

School districts will have various 

degrees of working relations with local 

law enforcement agencies, and 

Police departments will possess varying 

degrees of sophistication when it comes 

to collecting data and analyzing data 

about crime in the city or in the school 

(Rubel, 1986). 

The National Association of Secondary School Principals 

(NASSP) has historically influenced many of the practices of 

secondary schools via its publications and conferences. The 

NASSP recognized a need for policy and rules governing the 

appropriate relationship between school administrators and 

law enforcement officers investigating criminal law 

violations in a model policy offered in a Legal Memoranda 

published in 1979. The NASSP provided subsequent revised 

model policy and rules in 1985 and 1994. 

The 1994 NASSP Model Statement of Policy reads: 
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It shall be the policy of the 
School District that a reasonably cooperative 
effort be maintained between the school 
administration and law enforcement agencies. 
Law enforcement officials may be summoned to 
conduct an investigation of alleged criminal 
conduct on the school premises or during a 
school-sponsored activity or to maintain the 
educational environment. They may also be 
summoned to maintain or restore order when the 
presence of such officers is necessary to 
prevent injury to persons or property. 
Administrators have the responsibility and 
authority to determine when the assistance of 
law enforcement officers is necessary within 
their respective jurisdictions. The school 
district’s administrators shall at all times 
act in a manner that protects and guarantees 
the rights of students and parents (Bartlett, 
1994). 

The 1994 NASSP Model Statement of Rules includes 

procedures for the following: 

I. Investigations Conducted in the Educational 
Environment 

A. Initiated by School Administrator 
1. Conducted by Administrator 
2. Conducted by Law Enforcement Officers 

B. Initiated by Law Enforcement Officers 
C. Questioning of Students During Investigation 

1. Violations of School Rules 
2. Violations of Criminal Law 

II. Taking a Student into Custody 
III. Disturbance of School Environment 
IV. Searches of Students, Lockers, and Inanimate 

Objects 
V. Students with Disabilities 

VI. Educational Records 
VII. School-Law Enforcement Liaison 

VIII. Coordination of Policies with Law Enforcement 
Officials 

IX. Staff Development (Bartlett, 1994).



Statement of Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to determine the extent 

that existing school board policy and practices pertaining 

to police interaction in high schools in the Commonwealth of 

Virginia public high schools matched NASSP suggested policy 

and rules. An additional purpose of this study was to 

identify pertinent criteria to guide school divisions in the 

construction of policy governing the school-police 

relationship. 

Research Questions 

The research questions addressed in this study were: 

1. How many of the high schools in the 

Commonwealth of Virginia have police 

officers assigned to the school on a 

regular basis during the instructional day? 

How many of the school divisions in the 

Commonwealth of Virginia have existing 

school board policy, rules and regulations 

governing the police-school relationship? 

To what extent do existing policies and 

regulations governing the police-school 

relationship match the criteria outlined by 

the NASSP in 1994? 

To what extent do existing practices dealing 

with the police-school relationship in at 
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least four Commonwealth of Virginia high schools 

match the criteria listed in the 1994, NASSP 

Legal Memo? 

Need for the Study 

Police are already playing an active role in public 

schools in the Commonwealth of Virginia (Virginia Crime 

Prevention Resource Directory, 1989). However, law 

enforcement officer’s roles in the Commonwealth of Virginia 

secondary schools have greatly metamorphosed. In the past, 

a police officer’s main function on school property was 

parking lot duty at dances and athletic events (Fulton, 

1984). Now, those same officers’ assignments may be 

specific high schools, as opposed to only being called toa 

school to assist in serious criminal violations such as 

fights or drugs. Officers may be seen patrolling in 

schools on a daily basis serving as teacher, counselor and 

role-model for students. Police are also often used as a 

resource for school administrators and teachers (DARE 

Training Manual, 1991). 

In the Commonwealth of Virginia, many local school 

boards may not have established board policy that would 

define the police-school relationship. Legal issues and 

liability concerns could arise without prudent policy and 

procedures to guide and regulate activities of both the



police and the building principals (Stover, 1988) (Essex, 

1987). Police officers and principals need to fully 

understand the legal ramifications of activities such as a 

joint police-principal search of a student for a weapon, or 

a student arrest made on school property (Blauvelt, 1981). 

In a 1982 Virginia Crime Commission Report, 

interviewers reported finding that only three schools out of 

the twenty-six middle and high schools studied involved 

police and school officials. It is significant to note that 

this report lists in its recommendations that, 

"School principals establish structures for 
communicating with juvenile courts and police ona 
regular basis... The school needs to know what the 
police want from it and why." (Davis, Sydor and 
Wells, 1982) 

There is little evidence to indicate that the degree and 

quality of communication has improved among the schools, 

police and courts since the publishing of the 1982 Crime 

Commission Report. 

As presented by the Virginia Association of Secondary 

School Principals (VASSP) in their General Assembly Update, 

two new changes in Virginia School Law pose concerns for 

school officials interacting with law enforcement officers: 

1. Reporting of Incidents 

Code § 22.1-280.1 requires that certain 
"incidents" occurring on school property, a 
school bus, or at a school sponsored activity be 
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reported to the principal. In turn, the 
principal must report these "incidents" to the 
division superintendent. This law was amended 
to provide: (1) that the division superintendent 
"shall make this information available to the 
public," and (2) that "the principal shall 
report to the local law-enforcement agency any 
act enumerated in subsection of A [of 
22.1-280.1] which may constitute a criminal 
offense." (HB375, SB89, Code § 22.1-280.1), and 

2. Educational Records 

The law limiting access to a 
student’s educational records has been 
amended to permit access by "State or local 
law enforcement or correctional personnel, 
including a law enforcement officer..." 
(HB936, Code § 22.1-287). 

Reacting to these two new changes in Virginia School 

Law, the VASSP suggested that principals consult with their 

superintendents and legal counsel about the advisability of 

reporting to police all "incidents" rather than attempting 

to decide which incidents may or may not constitute a 

criminal offense. The VASSP also advised Virginia 

principals to consult their division superintendent and 

legal counsel about the potential conflict between Code 

§ 22.1-287 dealing with educational records and the federal 

Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act of 1974 (VASSP, 

1996). 

Definitions 

In Loco Parentis: This term means standing in the 

place of the parent; charged with the duties, rights and 
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responsibilities of a parent. The courts have recognized 

that a teacher in the day-to-day working with children must 

be given leeway in the absence of formal rule (Alexander and 

Alexander, 1985). 

Parens Patriae: doctrine which gave the state, as the 

father to all persons, the inherent prerogative to provide 

for the commonwealth and individual welfare (Alexander and 

Alexander, 1985). 

Police - Law Enforcement Officer(s) (LEO): for the 

purpose of this study, the term police was defined as a 

person(s) having Police Power as described below, as 

opposed to security guards. 

Police Power: the inherent or plenary legislative 

power to enact laws for the health, comfort and prosperity 

of the state. Police power is the right of the sovereign to 

govern (Alexander and Alexander, 1985). Police departments 

also possess an extra power, "arrest". It is critical to 

recognize that police never relinquish their 

responsibilities dealing with police power. If unarmed and 

not in uniform, or not even on duty, police maintain their 

primary responsibility to use their police powers as 

mandated by the Code of Virginia, § 15.1-133.1. 
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Limitations of the Study 

Specific limitations to this study were as follows: 

1. The superintendents’ responses to the 

questionnaire in Phase I of the study were 

assumed to be an accurate account of the 

status of board policy, rules and regulations 

dealing with police involvement in each local 

school division. 

2. In the qualitative portion of the study, 

Phase II, the interviews yielded rich data but 

were not generalizable. The interviews were 

assumed to be an accurate account of the daily 

practices of principals and police in public 

high schools. 

3. Policy analysis was limited by the number of 

superintendents that returned copies of their 

divisions’ policies and regulations for review. 

Thirty-four superintendents (30.4% of the 

superintendents that responded) provided such 

data. 

Organization of the Study 

This study on the provisions for police in schools in 

district school board policy and regulations in the 

Commonwealth of Virginia is divided into five chapters. 
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Chapter 1 contains: the introduction; statement of 

purpose; research questions; need for study; definition 

of terms; limitations of the study; and organization of the 

study. 

Chapter 2 contains a review of the literature relevant 

to the historical development and judicial perspective of 

the utilization of police in public schools. 

Chapter 3 includes: a description of the two phases of 

research methodology; instrumentation; a definition of the 

population; and method of analysis. 

Chapter 4 describes: the data and findings of the 

survey and interviews; interview summaries; and analysis of 

nonrespondents. 

Chapter 5 contains the conclusions and recommendations 

of the study. 
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Chapter Two 

Review of the Literature 

It does not take a literature review to 
realize that the relationship between school 
officials and police professionals has changed 
over the decades (Rubel, 1986, p. 2). 

Rubel’s quote is significant in that the rising level 

of violence in public schools has resulted in an abundance 

of studies, media coverage and suggested innovative safety 

programs. Anyone who reads the newspaper or watches 

television knows that many secondary schools now have a 

police presence in their buildings on a daily basis. Ina 

New York Times newspaper article titled, Board Offers Police 

Broad Power Over Safety in Schools, New York Mayor Rudolph 

W. Giuliani requested that additional police be assigned to 

public schools (Steinberg, 1996). The literature dealing 

with police and violence in high schools is extensive. On 

both sides of the issue, having police patrol inside schools 

has raised strong feelings (Peck and Babiec, 1995). 

However, to date, very little literature exists that deals 

with the evolution of the relationship between school 

officials and law enforcement officers and any subsequent 

policy development. 
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Historical Development 

It is possible to evaluate an innovation only by 

comparisons with its predecessors (Light and Pillemar, 

1984). Therefore, this review of literature traces the 

historical development of the school-police relationship, 

identifying the significant events and case law that brought 

about the metamorphosis. 

The history of the development of the roles that police 

have played in schools prior to the mid-1980’s is 

represented in Figure 1, History of the Police in Schools, 

(Police in the Schools Series, 1990). 

An example of the rapid metamorphosis of the 

police-school relationship can be found in a noted author’s 

writings dealing with this subject. In his book published 

in 1980, Violence and Crime in the Schools, Director of the 

National Alliance for Safe Schools Robert Rubel made no 

reference regarding the roles of police in public schools 

(Baker and Rubel, 1980). Six years later, Rubel reported 

that prior to 1985 police were generally utilized by local 

school administrators only to respond to specific crises: a 

fight that went too far, vandalism, a weekend burglary. 

However, from the mid-1970’s to 1985 Rubel reported that 

there was a steady refining of police school-roles. This 

was a time of trial and error, experiments, and new 
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SCHOOLS YEAR 

No public schools exist. 1789 
There is little formal schooling. 
What exists is by reason, at law, 
of contracts, between parents and 
the non-certified teacher. 

The first public school is 1852 
founded in Massachusetts; looking 
for a legal theory, the Courts 
adopt "IN LOCO PARENTIS" 

Juvenile delinquents come under 1899 

probation, a new concept 
developed in Boston, and first 
applied to juveniles in 1906. 

1946 

POLICE 

No police Departments exist. 
The mood of the public is 
against armed militia. Only 

bailiffs can arrest. 

New York forms a police 
department in 1845 with 
the distinguishing 
characteristic of ARREST 
POWER. 
Police are seldom called 
to schools. When they 
are, they are "PARENS 
PATRIAE" 

Illinois adopts the first 
juvenile justice statute 

and by 1905 more than half 
the nation has followed 

suit. By 1923 only two 
states treat juveniles as 

adults. 

Johnny comes marching home and babies appear 

in droves. Moms have been introduced to the 
work place as a necessity of war and the 
phenomenon of the two-career marriage blossoms. 

In_re Gault seems to change 

the relationship of teachers 
to children. Cases begin to 

appear chiding educators for 
infringing on civil rights and 

thus Limiting in loco parentis. 

1967 

CUSTODY LAW begins to evolve 1971 
as the method of handling the 

"“peopleship of students." 
Custody law is basically a 

property concept. 

N.J. v. T.L.0. sets the tone 

for a spate of federal and 
state courts decisions making 

the test of authority over 
juveniles one of reasonable- 

ness under the balancing test 

of the fourth amendment. 

1985 

Pigure 1. History of Police in the Schools 

Parens patriae ends as abuses 

increase. A series of 
cases result in the current 
doctrine: POLICE MUST 
RESPECT THE CIVIL RIGHTS OF 

JUVENILES; BUT JUVENILES HAVE 
FEWER RIGHTS THAN ADULTS. 

To afford greater 

protection to the schools, 
federal courts use the 
decision in T.L.0O. to allow 
schools to delegate 

authority to police. 
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approaches. This era saw the beginning of interagency 

coordination and cooperation ranging from the local to the 

national level (Rubel, 1986). 

The degree of change that has occurred in the police 

school-relationship since the mid-1980’s is significant. 

Situations that require law enforcement involvement in 

public high schools are more frequently becoming a 

frightening reality for secondary school administrators. 

A tongue-in-cheek typical situation, A Letter to the 

President Requesting Help, is provided in Appendix 1 

(Blauvelt, 1981). 

Some school boards and their administrators have 

begun securing police, often armed, to patrol their schools 

full time during the school day in an effort to provide a 

safe and secure environment. They state that brutal reality 

has left them no choice (Bushweller, 1993). 

The arrival of police on public school property posed 

many logistical questions that had previously never been 

discussed. Controversial issues arose, such as: 1) Who 

would be in charge?, 2) How would police power be used on 

campus?, and 3) Could police officers make an arrest on 

school grounds? (Moriarity and Fitzgerald, 1989). 

In implementing cooperation between the school and the 

police, the two distinct organizations appear to have 

rationale and objectives that conflict. The differing 
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constitutional standards that must be adhered to, and 

whether adult or juvenile prosecution of the offender may 

follow are considerations to be kept in mind (Nedurian, 

1982). Nedurian describes the organizations’ objectives as 

the following: 

The objectives of the school are 
to educate, to minimize distractions from 
teaching, to recognize and address behavior 
problems, and to permit expressive speech, 
which can often be disruptive. 

The objectives of the police are to 
keep the peace and to promptly investigate 
and prosecute crime (Nedurian, 1982). 

Some state legislatures have gone as far as mandating 

safe schools. California’s "Safe School Amendment" grants 

students and staff an inalienable right to attend campuses 

that are safe, secure, and crime-free (Essex, 1987). 

To a great degree, this researcher’s study is based on 

data and issues presented in a June, 1994, NASSP Legal 

Memorandum entitled, School Administrators and Law 

Enforcement Officials. This memorandum contained a revision 

of previous models of policy and suggested rules governing 

the relationship between school administrators and law 

enforcement officials proposed by the NASSP and the Iowa 

Department of Education. 

The memorandum provided information dealing with four 

issues and explained the need for the most current revision. 
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