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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
[bookmark: _Hlk149505978]A quiet fall day that started out like any other day quickly turned tragic as four students at the University of Idaho and three at the University of Virginia died in separate tragedies on a Sunday in November 2022 (Rodrigues & Goodman, 2022). Unfortunately, the rise in active shooter cases, including those in educational environments, and swift media response has continued to increase (Federal Bureau of Investigation et al., 2022; Reed, 2023). While campus safety concerns are not a new phenomenon, the physical and mental safety of faculty, staff, and students can affect how they work and learn (Bolante & Dykeman, 2017). Colleges and universities must remain flexible yet steadfast, by adapting to change while remaining faithful to their founding principles. Many critical issues challenge this notion, and campus safety is a prevalent issue facing institutions of higher education (IHEs; Allen & Lengfellner, 2016; Blumenstyk, 2015; Drysdale et al., 2010; Flannery et al., 2021; Hoisington, 2017; Paterson, 2020). Furthermore, campus violence is an extension of societal, or community violence; therefore, colleges are obligated to establish environments through primary prevention strategies that may shift culture to create more mature adults and ultimately affect campus safety (Birnbaum, 2013; Paterson, 2020; Roark, 1987). The relaxation of gun control  , increase in active shooter cases, and continued prevalence of other types of campus violence (e.g., sexual assault, stalking) as well as insider threats warrant ongoing and proactive mitigation strategies (Birnbaum, 2013; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021; Paterson, 2020; Wilson & Karus, 1983). Multidisciplinary teams bring diversity of perspective and subject-matter experts together for collaborative and creative problem-solving (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). Threat assessment teams (TATs) serve as an effective way for institutions of higher education (IHE)s to create a culture of care and fulfill institutional duty in times of distress to prevent crisis (Deisinger et al., 2008; Haynes, 2013; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021; Okada & Pollard, 2021).
Threat assessment fosters an institutional duty of care which can be conceptualized through foreseeability, proximity, and policy; in other words, identifying a person of concern, understanding their relationship to the IHE, and how to implement strategies within the bounds of policy and law (De Haven, 2009; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021; Whitting, 2005). Threat assessment models have expanded and have even been adapted for K-12 and postsecondary institutions (Cornell, 2010; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). Some states have legislation that requires the implementation of a TAT while other states, although not required, have adopted some form of threat assessment as a safety measure (Modzeleski & Randazzo, 2018). A wide range of violence prevention can be achieved through the work of TATs, such as threat assessment and case management (Cornell et al., 2021; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021; Paterson, 2020). Intervention strategies to mitigate risk are considered a best practice in caring for the campus community (Zdziarski et al., 2007). Further, Zdziarski and colleagues (2007) noted that “caring for the individual, providing support to those who can benefit from attention to their needs, and enhancing the human experience as educators and mentors underlie much of what we do in higher education” (p. 4). Behavioral intervention through TATs is often more cost effective than other measures, such as intricate building security or zero-tolerance policies (Cornell, 2010; 2020; Deisinger et al., 2008). However, with the rising number of active shooter incidents and growing mental health crises comes increasing pressure for TATs to successfully prevent tragedy (Federal Bureau of Investigation et al., 2022; Reed, 2023). TAT leadership must guide a high-performing team in collaboration with campus partners during prevention, intervention, and for some, postvention which can yield a wealth of challenges and even criticism. 
Leo Tolstoy began Anna Karenina by observing, “Happy families are all alike; every unhappy family is unhappy in its own way” (Tolstoy & Gibian, 1970, p. 1). Specialized teams have a similar purpose and standards for success, but the failures vary, even for threat assessment teams (Bolman & Deal, 2021; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). While there are threat assessment protocols that may be common to all, such as the composition of the teams or steps to collect information and data, higher education is a unique field with a variety of stakeholders and room for error (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). Katzenbach and Smith (1993) defined a high-performing team as, “…a small number of people with complementary skills, who are committed to a common purpose, set of performance goals and approach for which they hold themselves mutually accountable” (p. 112). At IHEs individuals serving on TATs often do so as a subject-matter expert and collaborate with others as a small part of their everyday work and regular role within the institution (Bennett & Bates, 2015). Although case management and threat assessment may be infrequent compared to other priorities for IHEs, they are critical steps for overall campus health and safety (Bolante & Dykeman, 2017). Variance in case volume, frequency, and even severity may affect team member engagement and the ability to measure overall success, often defined as the absence of a tragic event (Junod, 2014; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). Proxy measurements, such as surveys and general feedback, may provide additional insight regarding other ways engagement and success is defined (Modzeleski & Randazzo, 2018).
Statement of Problem
Each tragedy that occurs at IHEs brings new challenges and criticisms with an ever-increasing call for successful prevention efforts (Federal Bureau of Investigation et al., 2022). Well-functioning multidisciplinary teams are an effective approach to reaching shared goals (Bohnenkamp et al., 2023; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). Threat assessment teams (TATs) are multidisciplinary teams that mitigate risk and enhance safety to prevent crisis (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). TATs bring diversity of perspective and subject-matter experts together for collaborative and creative problem-solving (Deisinger et al., 2008; Jaeger et al., 1993; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). However, it is unclear how TATs at IHEs operationalize and define success in the absence of a tragic event (Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). While there is a common protocol for routine threat assessment, common successes are unclear.
Purpose of Study
[bookmark: _Hlk128827708]The purpose of this study was to examine the experiences of individuals who lead threat assessment teams (TATs) in higher education, specifically to understand how they operationalize and define success. Furthermore, I sought to learn how team leaders, not policy or standards, operationalize and define success, and understand what that looks like in practice to them. 
Basic Qualitative Research Study
[bookmark: _Hlk157942947]The methodology for this study was basic qualitative research which is the most common form of qualitative research found in education (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Merriam and Tisdell (2016) described qualitative research as a method to uncover and interpret meaning. The researcher is the primary instrument of data collection and analysis in this inductive and richly descriptive process (Creswell, 2014). I collected data through interviews and document analysis to uncover participant experiences. I analyzed the experiences of individuals that lead threat assessment teams (TATs) starting with thirteen Southeastern Conference (SEC) schools to better understand how TAT leaders operationalize and define success. The unit of analysis for this study was TAT leaders. I used a non-probability sampling method in this study. Non-probability sampling is the process of selecting participants from a non-random sample and preferred for qualitative research (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). This sampling method allowed me to select participants from TATs to better understand how leaders operationalize and define success from the perspective of those who lead (Creswell, 2014; Honigmann, 1982; LeCompte & Schensul, 2010). A type of non-probability sampling is criterion-based or purposeful sampling (Chein, 1981; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Patton, 2015). I  used the most common form of purposeful sampling known as snowball sampling (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). I first sought participants from TATs in the SEC as TATs are a recognized group within the SEC. As I interviewed key participants who met the criteria for my study, I asked each to refer me to other participants. With each referral the number of participants, or snowball, grew, and I accumulated information-rich cases (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Patton, 2015). I engaged in two forms of data collection – semi-structured interviews and document analysis (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). I collected thick, rich data and analyzed it so that it “makes sense” (Firestone, 1987, p. 19) to the reader. The interviews and documents provided data to answer the research question (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Ponterotto, 2006). I engaged in data collection until the point of saturation. Saturation was achieved when data collection became redundant and no new information was forthcoming (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Patton, 2015).
A basic qualitative study was ideal to conduct in-depth interviews, review documents, and analyze the experiences of those who lead TATs. Each tragedy that occurs at institutions of higher education (IHEs) brings new challenges and criticisms with an ever-increasing call for successful prevention efforts (Federal Bureau of Investigation et al., 2022). This research is important to understand how threat assessment team leaders operationalize and define success (Bolman & Deal, 2021; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). In Chapter 3, I discussed participants, data collection and analysis, as well as trustworthiness, ethical considerations, insider/outside issues, and my reflexivity.
Research Question
The following research question guided this study:
[bookmark: _Hlk98687738][bookmark: _Hlk128817955]RQ1: How do threat assessment team leaders operationalize and define success?
Theoretical Framework
Bolman and Deal’s (2021) organizational frames model is the theoretical framework that guided this study. Theory has been defined in a variety of ways to help researchers evaluate interconnected observations and make meaning about the relationships between them, in other words, to help us to understand why something is the way it is (Anfara & Mertz, 2015; Argyris & Schon, 1974; LeCompte & Preissle, 1993; Kerlinger, 1983; Silver, 1983; Thornton, 1993; Strauss, 1995). Our epistemology, or theory of knowledge, is how we make sense of the world (Crotty, 1998; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Instead, knowledge and understanding wasco-constructed by the participants and me through a basic qualitative study (Crotty, 1998; Flick, 2014; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Therefore, a constructivist epistemology was best fit for this research. To gain a deeper understanding throughout this basic qualitative study, I used Bolman and Deal’s (2021) four-frame model as the theoretical framework, or “lenses,” through which I conducted the study (Anfara & Mertz, 2015, p. 15; Crotty, 1998; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Yin, 2014). Identifying this theoretical framework at the outset of this study helped me develop the interview questions, analysis, and interpretation of the findings (Anfara & Mertz, 2015; Creswell, 2014, Crotty, 1998; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Roberts, 2010; Yin, 2014). The four-frame model served as the scaffolding for this study (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Roberts, 2010).
A theoretical framework is often influenced by the professional field, experiences, and personal beliefs of the researcher (Crotty, 1998; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). In addition to personal and professional influences, I chose this framework to help me make sense of and understand the data, but it also allowed me to see that which I might otherwise miss (Merriam & Tisdell 2016; Thornton, 1993). When applied to this study, the four frames revealed and concealed meaning (Anfara & Mertz, 2015). Further, the four-frame model can be applied to the complexities of higher education, the experiences of those in a leadership role on TATs, as well as the responses of TATs to a crisis. The framework helped me learn more about how team leaders operationalize and define success Bolman & Deal, 2021; Sypawka et al., 2010). The four frames (structural, human relations, political, symbolic) helped me to co-construct, interpret, and derive meaning from the data (Crotty, 1998; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). I discussed the four frames in more detail in Chapter 2. TATs are responsible for prevention, intervention, and postvention strategies to mitigate risk in a higher education setting (Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). Reframing, using the four-frame model, requires individuals to think from a multi-frame perspective to develop alternative strategies, which in the world of threat assessment, can be paramount (Bolman & Deal, 2021; Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). 
Significance of Study
	This research is important because understanding the experiences of those directly involved with TATs will yield insight into the functionality, failures, and successes of these teams. A review of the literature described the history and best practices for threat assessment in higher education (Deisinger et al., 2008; Fein et al., 2004; Meloy & Genzman, 2016; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). However, minimal research can be found from the perspective of those doing the work, especially as it relates to how leaders operationalize and define success. Study participants, their respective teams, and other IHEs could benefit from a shared understanding of how threat assessment team leaders operationalize and define success
Delimitations
Delimitations are boundaries set by the researcher (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Neutens & Rubinson, 2014). This study was delimited in several ways. First, all SEC institutions with a TAT, except for the University of Tennessee, Knoxville were initially invited to participate in this basic qualitative study regardless of whether a mass shooting or high-level incident has occurred on campus. The University of Oklahoma and University of Texas were slated to join the SEC July 1, 2024, increasing the membership to 16 schools. This study did not include Oklahoma and Texas (see Definition of Key Terms). Additional participants from other IHEs were obtained through snowball sampling and discussed in more detail in chapter 3. Second, I conducted all interviews virtually using an online platform, Zoom. Third, interview participants were required to serve on a TAT at the time of the interview and must have served a minimum of one year (or 12 months). The service minimum was intended to increase the likelihood that a participant was familiar with the institution and/or team protocols andhad been involved in casework. Fourth, interview participants from each TAT were required to serve in a chair, co-chair, or team leadership role. I invited team members to participate and provided the above criteria to prospective participants. The total number of interviews was based upon the number of eligible, willing participants and/or the point of saturation (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).
Definition of Key Terms and Member Roles
	In the section, I defined key terms and roles that inform the study. Threat assessment can be summarized as learning of a person who may pose a threat and gathering information about that person from multiple sources to assess risk and understand the threat. Threat management, also known as case management, follows threat assessment and includes developing and implementing an individualized plan to reduce any threat and mitigate risk (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffman, 2021). The purpose of threat assessment, and ultimately TATs, is to identify threats and prevent violence, such as a mass shooting. This may be achieved through case management as well as campus and community efforts with the support of TAT subject-matter experts (Albrecht, 2010; Cornell & Allen, 2011; Deisinger et al., 2008; Dunkle et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021; Pollard et al., 2012). 
[bookmark: _Hlk116039145]Southeastern Conference (SEC) – The SEC, established in 1933 “has provided leadership on the vital issues facing intercollegiate competition” (Southeastern Conference, 2021). There are currently fourteen-member schools in the SEC: University of Alabama, University of Arkansas, Auburn University, University of Florida, University of Georgia, University of Kentucky, Louisiana State University, University of Mississippi, Mississippi State University, University of Missouri, University of South Carolina, University of Tennessee, Texas A&M University, and Vanderbilt University. The University of Oklahoma and University of Texas were slated to join the SEC July 1, 2024, increasing the membership to 16 schools (Southeastern Conference, 2018; Southeastern Conference, 2021).

Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) – Protects the privacy of student education records; FERPA applies to all institutions that receive federal funds under any program administered by the U.S. Department of Education (USDHHS & USED, 2019).

Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA) – Enacted to “improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the health care system through the establishment of national standards and requirements for electronic health care transactions and to protect the privacy and security of individually identifiable health information” (USDHHS & USED, 2019, p. 5).

Violence – “…the intentional use of physical force or power, threatened or actual, against oneself, another person, or against a group or community, that either results in or has a high likelihood of resulting in injury, death, psychological harm, mal-development or deprivation” (The World Health Organization, 2002, p. 4). 

Targeted Violence – “…an incident of violence where a known or knowable attacker selects a particular target prior to their violent attack” (Drysdale et al., 2010, p. 19).

Threat – A statement of intent to inflict harm, such as direct or indirect threats. Threat can be further broken down into transient (lack of true intent to harm) or substantive (evidence supports an intent to harm; Fast, 2008).

Active Shooter – “An individual actively engaged in killing or attempting to kill people in a confined and populated area” (Blair & Schweit, 2014, p. 44).

Threat Assessment & Management Team (TAM Team) – “a multidisciplinary team that is responsible for the careful and contextual identification and evaluation of behaviors that raise concern and that may precede violent activity on campus” (Deisinger et al., 2008, p. 5) or a group of officials that convene to identify, evaluate, and address threats or potential threats to school security (U.S. Department of Education, 2016).

Each threat assessment team may be unique. However, the following are roles often associated with threat assessment for IHEs. 

Academic Affairs/Provost Role – “This team member acts as a liaison to/from the college or university’s academic units and centers and is responsible for interpreting academic policies and priorities” (Deisinger et al. 2008, p. 38).

Human Resources (HR) Role – “This team member has access to employee information and records and provides this information to the team in cases where a faculty or staff member has raised some concern. He/she is responsible for interpreting personnel policies, contractual issues that may affect decision-making, and generally acts as a liaison to/from HR. This individual keeps the team informed about important personnel developments, such as an anticipated termination of benefits or employment” (Deisinger et al., 2008, pp. 38–39).

Media Relations Role – “This individual is responsible for maintaining public information in major cases and relating it to the media when appropriate, and generally acts as a liaison to the media and the public. Even for internal cases, this member of the team can provide valuable advice regarding how information about policies and procedures should be shared with the college/university community, as well as how information should be disseminated to the campus community about the operation of the team. In addition, the media relations representative may be able to inform the team about potential threats, such as those stemming from controversial research being conducted on campus” (Deisinger et al., 2008, p. 39). 

Police/Security Role – “If the college or university has its own police or security force, a representative of that unit should be on the team. The police/security representative is responsible for conducting investigations and coordinating efforts with both internal and external law enforcement agencies. He/she coordinates emergency services and acts as a liaison for all law enforcement actions. An institution may also choose to involve representation from local law enforcement in addition to campus law enforcement or security services, or where there are no campus law enforcement or security services. In any case, the law enforcement or security department will be most effective when it maintains a strong focus on community policing and crime prevention” (Deisinger et al., 2008, p. 39).

Residence Life Role – “Depending upon how much of the college or university’s student population lives on campus in residential housing, it may be extremely helpful to have a residence life representative on the team. If a significant portion of the student body live on campus, then the representative will help the team with detecting new cases, since residence life personnel may be aware of students who may be engaging in suspicious or concerning behavior in the on-campus dormitories or apartments. This team member can also be extremely valuable once a case is already under investigation by the team because residence life personnel may be able to suggest which students know the person of concern and should be interviewed – and which should not. Similarly, the residence life representative may have the ability to monitor individuals who may pose a threat and are being managed by the team” (Deisinger et al., 2008, pp. 39–40). 

Student Affairs/Dean of Students Role – “This person is responsible for interpreting the student code of conduct and other student-related policies. This person also has access to student records and other information, provides this information to the team, and acts as a liaison with students’ parents and families. Other responsibilities include maintaining an up-to-date list of members of the TAM team and serving as the liaison to administrative decision-makers” (Deisinger et al., 2008, p. 40).

Mental Health Consultant Role – “This team member can provide helpful consultation regarding mental health issues and how they may impact upon a case. This person can come from the student counseling center, employee assistance program, or be an outside consultant. This person can also coordinate efforts with outside mental health agencies so that services are available to the individual who cannot be served adequately by campus services. No mental health professional that advises the team should be in a treating relationship with anyone who is a focus of threat assessment or management efforts. This would likely result in a significant conflict of interest” (Deisinger et al., 2008, p. 40).

Legal Counsel Role – “Legal counsel can provide guidance and advice regarding the development and operation of the team to best ensure compliance with relevant laws and policies. The legal representative can also discuss privacy and confidentiality issues, facilitate obtaining court injunctions and temporary restraining orders, and assist in preparing legal documents to deal with potentially dangerous situations” (Deisinger et al., 2008, p. 40).

Graduate and Professional Schools Role – “If the college or university has a graduate and/or professional schools, it is particularly important to have a representative of the graduate/professional schools on the team in addition to the undergraduate dean of students. Some teams find that a greater proportion of graduate students – compared with undergraduate students – is reported to the team. A representative from the graduate/professional school may be able to inform the team about dynamics that are unique to, or more pronounced for, graduate students – such as pressure to achieve academic goals, reliance on the approval of one or two faculty members for advancement (rather than on passing grades in coursework) and added dynamics such as cultural influences for [international] graduate students” (Deisinger et al., 2008, pp. 40–41). 

Specialty Member Role – “In addition to the regular members who comprise the team, it may also be helpful, on a case-by-case basis, to include a specialty member(s). This may include someone who knows the student or employee in question, so that he/she can provide an inside perspective and assist with the team’s assessment and management of the case. It may also include someone from a department on campus that can provide case-specific information. For example, a member of the Religious Life may be helpful for cases where religion may be important to the person; a member of the chemistry department may be helpful in cases where chemicals have been found in a student’s dorm room; or a member from the student gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transgender organization may be helpful in cases where hazing of a gay student is involved” (Deisinger et al., 2008, p. 41).

Organization of Study
[bookmark: _Hlk123820743]This dissertation examined the lived experiences of individuals who lead threat assessment teams (TATs) in higher education, specifically to understand how they operationalize and define success. In Chapter 2, I provide an in-depth review of the literature on threat assessment. Topics include school violence, legislative implications, a history of threat assessment, and contemporary threat assessment models. In Chapter 3, I discuss the methodology used to conduct the study. I provide a thorough review of the rationale for this basic qualitative research study. I discussed the research design, participants, trustworthiness, ethical considerations, insider/outsider status, and my reflexivity. In chapter 4, I provide an extensive review of the findings and present themes. Lastly, in chapter 5, I summarize the study, discuss implications, and make recommendations for future research.



CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The last three decades have seen an increase in active shooter incidents in educational settings, although the total number is relatively small (Federal Bureau of Investigation et al., 2022; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). However, the attention on school shootings is greater than that of other types of school violence and yields more challenges and criticisms (Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021; Mushcert, 2007; Reed, 2023). The campus environment varies by institution, but for many IHEs a “dense population, relatively low police presence, and open and welcoming nature” make them ripe for a targeted, violent attack (Sulkowski & Lazarus, 2011, p. 338). Policies and practices centered on violence prevention remain issues (Birnbaum, 2013; Cornell, 2020; Cornell et al., 2021). While random attacks are rare, many acts of violence in the classroom or workplace may be targeted due to one or more motives such as revenge, power, loyalty, terror, or profit (Federal Bureau of Investigation et al., 2022; Fox & DeLateur, 2013; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). 
	One problem for IHEs continues to be the ability to identify potential violence, threats, or those on a pathway to violence (Boyton, 2003; Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). TATs are a best practice in threat prevention and assessment (Cornell et al., 2021; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). One challenge for TATs is their reliance on faculty, staff, students, and the community at large to report concerning behavior (Cornell, et al., 2021). Reports on previous gun violence incidents have shown that students speak up, but not always in time (Northern Illinois Review Panel, 2008; Virginia Tech Review Panel, 2007). In addition, employees may report concerns about others, but in some cases, there may be fear associated with raising concerns to the administration or others (Sokolow et al., 2014). The work of gathering and responding to information in the form of threat assessment and case management can be daunting (Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). Those serving on TATs are often doing so as a small part of their full-time job, although some IHEs hire staff to conduct threat assessment and case management full-time (Cornell et al., 2021; Meloy & Hoffman, 2021; Schiemann & Van Brunt, 2018; Sokolow et al., 2014). With so much autonomy to set guidelines for threat assessment in higher education, having an engaged team and effective protocol is paramount (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). In this chapter, I provide an in-depth review of the literature on threat assessment. Topics reviewed include guns on campus, school violence, gun legislation, a history of threat assessment, and contemporary threat assessment models.
Guns on Campus

The continuing debate on gun control surges with each act of violence in the U.S. (Birnbaum, 2013; Federal Bureau of Investigation et al., 2022; Olzak, 2023). Incidents on college campuses can escalate fear and safety concerns of faculty, staff, students, parents, and even surrounding local communities (Birnbaum, 2013; Paterson, 2020). Institutional response to an actual event or a mere growing concern is critical to the success and well-being of IHEs (Cornell et al., 2021). There are those who argue more guns will enhance safety while others implore less guns to be the safest solution (Birnbaum, 2013; Borum et al., 2010; Federal Bureau of Investigation et al., 2022; Olzak, 2023). Data on the presence or absence of guns does not alleviate the conflict between the two groups (Birnbaum, 2013; Education Commission for the State, 2022; Olzak, 2023). Guns on campus is not a new issue for IHEs (Education Commission for the State, 2022). Guns have always been on campus. However, the student body has changed since the initial establishment of colleges and universities which were designed to educate and develop young men of the colonial era (Thelin, 2011). As students changed so did the institutions. To understand the evolution of guns on campus, or weapons in general, it is necessary to understand the history of higher education. 
During the colonial era, the tutor or faculty, often assumed the role of disciplinarian. This caused tension among students and instructors (Thelin, 2011). Faculty were harassed and beaten by students at the University of Virginia during the Jeffersonian Era. Thomas Jefferson wanted to place greater responsibility in the hands of the students. A student rebellion began and fighting ensued. Students were expelled and eventually one professor was shot and killed (Wagoner, 1985). At that time, guns were present on campus, even when prohibited. This illustrates what was expected by policy, yet not enforced in practice and ultimately deemed acceptable until the 1820s. Even though guns were prohibited, students seemed to have guns and other weapons at their disposal. This may have been for a variety of reasons. Hunting was a pastime for many students. In addition, men aged 16 and over were generally expected to be prepared for militia duty at any moment. This implied that although guns were prohibited students should have access to them (Militia Statute, 1716).
There are historical milestones that mark turning points for guns on campus, the relationship of the college and student, and the perception of students as adults. The first is the 1804 Hamilton-Burr duel. The Hamilton-Burr duel is a milestone in history because it marked the beginning of the end of dueling. Dueling was an accepted practice prior to 1804, but there is limited literature about duels on the college campus, or anywhere, after this event (Thelin, 2011). This event is significant to the evolution of guns on college campuses by igniting the downfall of the duel (Particulars of the Late Duel, 1804). Second, the rise and fall of the philosophy of “in loco parentis” or “in place of the parent” still impacts IHEs today (Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). Colleges must balance the amount of regulation and protection it provides while simultaneously being subject to negligence and other liability (Blumenstyk, 2015; Henning, 2007; Meloy & Hoffman, 2021; Olzak, 2023; Olzak, 2023; Thomas, 1991). The right to carry a concealed weapon on campus and the interplay with violence prevention efforts, such as threat assessment, should be considered by TATs (Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). 
[bookmark: _Hlk83553564]Another turning point for IHEs was the 1944 GI Bill which helped returning World War II veterans access postsecondary education (Thomas, 1991). This changed the demographics of traditional students as did the constitutional amendment to lower the voting age from 21 to 18 in 1971 (Covington & Burling, 1971). Changes such as colleges no longer serving in place of the parent as it once did, and the student perceived as an adult set the stage for a shift in violence prevention at IHEs and eventual a call for TATs and behavioral intervention (Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). In the 1960s and 1970s, shootings at IHEs including the University of Texas, Kent State University, and Jackson State ignited fear and highlighted issues related to student rights and safety (Langman, 2015; Lewis & Hensley, 1998; McGee & Platt, 2015). 
Since the 1980s, colleges and universities have witnessed an increase in tragedies on campus, reaching an all-time high in 2021 (Blair & Schweit, 2014; Federal Bureau of Investigation et al., 2021). The 2007 Virginia Tech shooting was a catalyst for IHEs and organized emergency management with a call for greater prevention strategies (Virginia Tech Review Panel, 2007). That, paired with shootings at other IHEs such as the 2008 Northern Illinois University and 2015 Umpqua Community College shootings, both marked turning points for more anti-gun campaigns (Barker & Yoder, 2012; Keneally, 2019). These events resulted in a combined death toll of 15 people and were significant tragedies at IHEs, further increasing the call for solutions (Keneally, 2019). Data reveals guns allowed on public campuses has increased since 2011 and the gun culture in the United States typically has two perspectives, more guns equal more safety, and less guns equal more safety (Birnbaum, 2013; Education Commission for the State, 2022; Federal Bureau of Investigation et al., 2022; Somers & Valentine, 2020). There has been much debate over campus carry laws with many IHEs concerned about the controversial idea of guns in the classroom and campus safety (Olzak, 2023; Somers & Valentine, 2020). Contemporary responses to violent attacks on campus include the Clery Act (reporting of campus crime), the need for concealed weapons permits, and criminal profiling (Janosik & Plummer, 2005; Somers & Valentine, 2020; Sulkowski & Lazarus, 2011). Sanburn (2015) offered controversial, yet potentially effective ideas to prevent a shooting, such as refraining from using the shooters’ name(s) in media and communications, mandating mental health treatment for those who pose a risk, implementing security systems, passing legislation to prevent individuals from obtaining weapons, and holding gun manufacturers accountable. TATs should be knowledgeable of requirements or strategies related to violence prevention. Crime reporting and allowing weapons on campus as means to increase campus safety are supported by limited data, however, there is more support in the literature for threat prevention and assessment strategies (Cornell et al., 2021; Deisinger at al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021; Sulkowski & Lazarus, 2011). 
The debate on gun control is far from over. However, it does illustrate the widespread desire for enhanced safety protocols at IHEs. In the diverse, complex, and legal environment of higher education, threat prevention and assessment and the policies that guide them are critical to the health, safety, and well-being of campus communities (Cornell et al., 2021; Heilbrun, 2009; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). In the next section I review a history of targeted-violence, specifically mass shootings in schools, which paved the way for prevention, intervention, and postvention efforts related to targeted violence in IHEs.
Mass Shootings in Schools
[bookmark: _Hlk152164080][bookmark: _Hlk152165221]In this section, I provide a brief overview of mass shootings in schools. A school shooting by a student in 1853 served as an early example of violence in schools (Amada, 2007). However, more documented gun violence began in the 1900s. In 1955, a fraternity member confronted others with a rifle because of hazing at Swarthmore College (Amada, 2007). A decade later, at the University of Texas at Austin, a shooting occurred on campus and was the first mass shooting to receive national media attention. Charles Whitman, a student, randomly shot people from the campus clock tower resulting in 16 deaths and 31 people wounded (Colloff, 2006; Langman, 2015). Concurrently, political unrest was taking place on campuses as Vietnam Era protests and Civil Rights-related riots sparked debate around gun regulations and control (Amada, 2007; Colloff, 2006; Langman, 2015). The protests, riots, and fallout in 1970 at Kent State (Ohio) University and Jackson State (Mississippi) University raised concerns about student’s rights, campus safety, and the institution’s duty of care (Broadhurst, 2010; Lewis & Hensley, 1998; McGee & Platt, 2015; Olzak, 2023). Approximately two decades later, school shootings not only continued, but escalated. The United States experienced a surge of school shootings throughout the 1990s in places such as Moses Lake, WA; Bethel, AK; Pearl, MS; Paducah, KY; Jonesboro, AR; and Springfield, OR (Modzeleski & Randazzo, 2018). The 1990s culminated in a shooting at Columbine High School in Littleton, Colorado where 13 deaths occurred (Modzeleski & Randazzo, 2018). The increase in active shooter incidents in the 1990s, punctuated with the mass tragedy at Columbine, ignited security concerns and a call for threat assessment in K-12 schools (Curran et al., 2020; Modzeleski & Randazzo, 2018). IHEs would begin to incorporate threat assessment and TATs a few years later. 	
	There are several school shootings that furthered the need for increased violence prevention efforts and TATs. The 1999 Columbine High School (Columbine, Colorado) school shooting and attempted bombing forever changed violence prevention in schools. At the time it was the deadliest high school shooting in U.S. history with 15 fatalities and more than 20 wounded (Hume & Perreault, 2022). However, it was the 2007 Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University (Blacksburg, Virginia) shooting that heightened safety concerns in IHEs, serving as a catalyst for the establishment of IHE TATs (Modzeleski & Randazzo, 2018). Virginia Tech is the deadliest mass school shooting in U.S. history to date with 32 fatalities and 17 wounded (Blair & Schweit, 2014;). Since the 2007 Virginia Tech tragedy, other incidents have further propelled the need for TATs. Sandy Hook Elementary School in Newtown, Connecticut marked another tragedy in 2012 with 26 fatalities (Sukhera & Schwartz, 2023). In 2018, an expelled student at Marjory Stoneman Douglas High School in Parkland, Florida opened fire on campus resulting in 17 fatalities and 17 wounded, surpassing Columbine as the deadliest high school shooting (Hume & Perreault, 2022). The incidents in Newtown, Connecticut and Parkland, Florida further escalated the debate on gun control and safety (Hume & Perreault, 2022). Since Columbine, there have been numerous shootings in educational settings with 11 categorized as mass shootings based on four or more fatalities. The list below includes mass shooting in educational settings from 1999 –2021. 
· Virginia Tech – April 16, 2007 
· Sandy Hook Elementary School – December 14, 2012 
· Marjory Stoneman Douglas High School – February 14, 2018 
· Santa Fe High School – May 18, 2018 
· Umpqua Community College – October 1, 2015 
· Red Lake Senior High School – March 21, 2005 
· Oikos University – April 2, 2012 
· West Nickel Mines School – October 2, 2006 
· Northern Illinois University – Feb. 14, 2008 
· Santa Monica College – June 7, 2013 
· Marysville Pilchuck High School – October 24, 2014 
· Rigby Middle School – May 6, 2021 
· Oxford High School – November 30, 2021 (Federal Bureau of Investigation et al., 
2022; Keneally, 2019)

[bookmark: _Hlk84594282][bookmark: _Hlk150249377]	In 2014 the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) conducted a study of active shooter incidents, a specific type of shooting situation that law enforcement and the public may encounter. The federal definition of an active shooter is “an individual actively engaged in killing or attempting to kill people in a confined and populated area” (Blair & Schweit, 2014, p. 5). The FBI study expanded the definition to include the possibility of multiple shooters and omits the term confined since not all incidents occur indoors (Blair & Schweit, 2014). The study of active shooter incidents in the United States between 2000–2013 examined 160 incidents. Incidents occurring in commerce and educational environments total 70%, with educational environments at 24.4% and commerce 45.6%. Of the 24.4%, IHEs account for only 7.5% or 12 of the 160 incidents studied at that time (Blair & Schweit, 2014). The FBI repeated this study in 2021 and examined active shooter incidents through 2021 (Federal Bureau of Investigation et al., 2022). The most recent FBI study confirmed an upward trend for the period 2017–2021 with a 52.5% increase in active shooter incidents from 2020-2021 (Federal Bureau of Investigation et al., 2022). The 2021 study shows that two of the 61 active shooter incidents occurred in an education environment (Federal Bureau of Investigation et al., 2022). The influx of active shooter incidents, despite only having two in an educational setting, has resulted in perceptions that schools have become an unsafe place, ripe for violence (Federal Bureau of Investigation et al., 2022; Kohut, 2000; Midlarsky & Klain, 2005). However, empirical data shows, compared to home, commerce, and other environments, schools are among the safest places (Blair & Schweit, 2014; Federal Bureau of Investigation et al., 2022; Muschert, 2007; Reed, 2023). While that may provide some comfort, it does not eliminate challenges and criticisms for IHEs and TATs (Reed, 2023). 
The rise of violent incidents on campus, in addition to other natural (e.g., hurricanes) and man-made (e.g., cyber-attacks) disasters, reinforces the need for emergency management systems (Kim, 2012). Kim et al. (2012) outlined a framework for effective emergency management and boasts that human element and technology factors aid in successful emergency management. In addition, the nationwide increase in active shooter cases in the U.S. highlights the need to increase education, training, and prevention efforts (Blair & Schweit, 2014; Federal Bureau of Investigation et al., 2022). A study of the Virginia Tech communications during and after the crisis revealed areas for improvement in terms of crisis management and communication with victim families (Barker & Yoder, 2012). While TATs may have been implemented due to active shooter incidents, TATs today provide vital support and intervention through case management and threat assessment for a wide-variety of needs (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021; Randazzo & Cameron, 2012).
Other Types of Violence
	The introduction of threat assessment at IHEs helps to mitigate workplace and community violence (Van Hasselt & Bourke, 2018). While school shootings have received the most attention, there are various types of violence often creating fear and concern for students, parents, and employees (Bockler et al., 2013; Pollard et al., 2012; Turanovic & Siennick, (2022). Stalking, domestic and dating violence, sexual assault, hazing, as well as drug and alcohol induced violence are examples of other types of violence on contemporary college campuses (Drysdale et al., 2010; Paterson, 2020). IHEs, while often thought of as a place to learn, are also a place of employment. 
	A multitude of factors can impact the well-being of students, faculty, and staff. Moreover, campuses by design are open environments with educational and social gathering spaces that increase the opportunity for violence in general (Heilbrun et al., 2009). Stress and violence in the workplace as well as the classroom can be mitigated through policy, procedure, threat assessment teams and other support programs such as an employee assistance programs or student support services (Hunt et al., 2012; Flannery et al., 2021). Behavioral intervention is more common on college campuses with employees hired to specifically provide services ranging from mental health care and support for threat assessment (Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021; Schiemann & Van Brunt, 2018; Sokolow et al., 2014). However, TATs have members who serve in these roles in addition to their regular duties (Bolante & Dykeman, 2017). Decades of research on school violence incidents support threat assessment and behavioral intervention as a best practice model to mitigate risk in IHEs (Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021; Pollack et al., 2008; Sokolow et al., 2014). Furthermore, TATs should operate with an understanding of the laws and policies that may impact the work of threat assessment and case management to mitigate risk. In the next section, I provide an overview of legislation and relevant laws.
Legislative Implications for Threat Assessment Teams

[bookmark: _Hlk84881786][bookmark: _Hlk152164408]	Allen et al. (2008) described threat assessment as a problem-solving approach rather than methods such as zero tolerance (i.e., suspension or expulsion). Regardless of approach, the institutional response to early warning signs of violence for students can be viewed as a professional obligation and a legal duty (De Haven, 2009; Meloy & Hoffman, 2021). Threat assessment in the workplace can also help identify employees who may be on a pathway to violence (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021; Randazzo & Cameron, 2012). Whether the person of concern is a student or employee, IHEs are challenged to find a fair and objective balance between individual rights and campus safety (Eells & Rockland-Miller, 2011; Marshall & Clark, 2023; Paterson, 2020). TATs strive to mitigate risk early by identifying troubled students and employees (Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). TATs should consider legal risk and nondiscriminatory best practices when developing a plan (Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). Teams can evaluate a threat by collecting information to better understand the risk and ultimately implement actions for intervention and prevention (Harwood, 2011; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). TATs at IHEs may be confronted with difficult cases where community members may have a mental illness, personal stress, active disciplinary action, or are experiencing suicidal ideation (Eells & Rockland-Miller, 2011; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). Threat assessment teams must operate within the bounds of reason and limited resources for students, faculty, and staff (Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). 
	In the early 1900s colleges often served in loco parentis or in the place of the parent when caring for students (Henning, 2007; Lake, 2013). Lake (2013) discussed the balance of standing in place of the parent and the law,
[Colleges] . . . stand in loco parentis concerning the physical and moral welfare and mental training of the pupils, and . . . to that end [may make] any rule or regulation for the government or betterment of their pupils that a parent could for the same purpose unless unlawful or contrary to public policy. (p. 23) 
However, the legal climate in IHEs began to change with the 1960s Civil Rights Movement. It was during this time that IHEs could no longer act in loco parentis to students in terms of discipline and other matters (Lake, 2013). The U.S. Federal Court decision in the 1961 Dixon v. Alabama State Board of Education case obligated IHEs to provide due process for students and increased legal accountability (Lake, 2009). The end of in loco parentis caused courts to impose a duty of reasonable care upon college administrators, resulting in questions of foreseeability and duty to care being scrutinized to a greater degree (Blanchard, 2007). Courts began to hold IHEs more responsible for campus safety, this included statements of self-harm and harm to others (Pavela, 2009). Legal counsel typically serves in an advisory capacity to TATs to enhance understanding of legal implications when sharing sensitive information amongst the team and with campus partners (Deisinger et al., 2008).
	Information sharing is critical to the mission and success of TATs but must be done with a spirit of care and compliance. The Executive Summary (2008) describes the duty of TATs as an act of caring examples that include sharing information with appropriate members of the campus community on a need-to-know basis or with a student’s family. Faculty and staff acting in good faith and in compliance with law and policy, should tend to share more when it comes to campus safety (The Executive Summary, 2008). To further assist, confidentiality issues related to the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) and Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA) must be considered during case management and/or threat assessment (Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021; Nolan & Moncure, 2012). Other legislation such as the Jeanne Cleary Act and disability laws are also a consideration.
Federal Education Rights to Privacy Act of 1974
	The Federal Education Rights to Privacy Act (FERPA) “protects the privacy of a student’s educational records” and prohibits disclosure with an exception for those who have a “legitimate need to know” (Deisinger et al., 2008, p. 90). In 2008, the U.S. Supreme Court approved FERPA amendments that included school safety (Rinehart-Thompson, 2009). An expansion of the term education records under FERPA eventually included records of special education students and those impacted by the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (USDHHS & USED, 2019). This expanded definition relieved some scrutiny as to how IHEs assessed the need to share information and empowered them to use their best judgement related to health and safety concerns (USDHHS & USED, 2019). Therefore, to balance safety and privacy, information sharing with those that have a legitimate need to know include emergency situations as well as urgent concerns related to campus safety (Deisinger et al., 2008). TAT members such as legal counsel and mental health professionals may have a legitimate need to know information that best informs the development of prevention, intervention, or postvention plans.  Therefore, there may be rare, but necessary instances where IHEs release information without the student’s consent (Harwood, 2011; McDonald, 2008). FERPA protects student records but does not extend to communications and observations that team members may need to share (Deisinger et al., 2008). Lastly, FERPA does not pertain to law enforcement and IHEs may defer to their police/security member or respective law enforcement agency for guidance (Deisinger et al., 2008).
Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1966
	The Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA) was established in 1996 and addressed several healthcare issues; relevant to this study is the security and privacy of healthcare records also defined as protected health information (USDHHS, 2013). HIPAA protections cover health and mental health records (Deisinger et al., 2008; Lake, 2013). Counseling centers at IHEs may have health and mental health records protected by FERPA instead of HIPAA; legal counsel may advise each IHE accordingly (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). Health professionals adhere to high confidentiality standards, appropriately so, to create a safe space for service and resources (Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021; Schuchman, 2007). However, that does not prevent TATs from sharing information with healthcare professionals, at minimum, receipt of this information could enable the healthcare professional to acknowledge whether the information raises concern enough for a duty to warn others (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffman, 2021). 
Other Legislation to Consider
	Behaviors, including but not limited to, stalking, domestic violence, dating violence, and sexual assault exist at IHEs (Hunt et al.,2012; Janosik & Plummer, 2005; Paterson, 2020). Safety can be a factor when evaluating which college or university to attend (Paterson, 2020). Reporting requirements provide an avenue to learn more, and legislation such as the Clery Act reveal campus crime statistics and security information that may prove helpful (U.S. Department of Education, 2016). Congress enacted the Crime Awareness and Campus Security Act of 1990 (Title II of Public Law 101-542), which amended the Higher Education Act of 1965 (HEA) and required IHEs receiving financial assistance under the 1965 HEA to disclose crime statistics (U.S. Department of Education, 2016). There have been several amendments (1992, 1998, 2000, 2008) with the 1998 amendment renamed the Jeanne Clery Disclosure of Campus Security Policy and Campus Crime Statistics Act in memory of a student who was slain in her residence hall room in 1986. It is generally referred to as the Clery Act and is in section 485(f) of the HEA (U.S. Department of Education, 2016).
In addition to the Clery Act, there is other legislation that may impact the work of TATs. The U.S. Office of Civil Rights continues to provide guidance under Title IX with a prevalent theme of reasonable care. Established in 1972, Title IX was an amendment to the 1965 Higher Education Act and continues to guide IHEs in creating a safe learning and working environment free from gender violence (Bryant, 2021). Mandatory reporting and proactive outreach and support efforts are just a few provisions under Title IX. TATs may include, or partner with, the campus Title IX coordinator as needed to strategize about case management (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffman, 2021). 
	Other relevant legislation includes the 1994 Violence Against Women Act (VAWA), 2013 Campus Sexual Violence Elimination Act, Dear Colleague Letters, and disability laws (Bryant, 2021). IHEs that receive federal funds may be subject to laws such as section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act, Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act, parts of Title III of the Americans with Disabilities Act, and the Fair Housing Act (Nolan & Moncure, 2012). Disability laws prohibit discrimination on the basis of ability (Department of Justice, 2010). Disability laws include mental health impairments and may require an institution to provide reasonable accommodations to a student (Department of Justice, 2010; Dunkle et al., 2008). The laws are separate, but related, in their effort to clarify and enhance campus safety, supports, compliance, and reporting. Threat assessment can reduce the likelihood that situations will escalate through prevention, intervention, and support (Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). TATs are responsible for knowing the laws and exemptions, whereas the legal counsel role on teams can provide guidance on these matters (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). Protocols and practices should include a spirit of care as well as compliance to achieve best practices for a safer campus community (Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). 
Policies for Violence Prevention and Threat Assessment at IHEs

	Bennett and Bates (2015) identified six areas of emphasis for campus policy and procedures for violence prevention. These include: 1) legislative authority; 2) use of multidisciplinary teams; 3) procedures and a rubric; 4) reporting culture (threats and low-level concerns); 5) team training and resources; and 6) developing partnerships through policies and procedures. Legislation, teams, models, culture, and training are discussed in detail in other sections of this proposal. I now explore support for policies and procedures related to violence prevention.
	Measures to ensure safety include emergency management practices, organizational culture, and the policies that drive them (Blair & Schweit, 2014). The problem many institutions encourage are balancing the safety, rights, and responsibilities of all parties (Eells & Rockland-Miller, 2011; Marshall & Clark, 2023). As a direct result of active shooter tragedies, only a few states have implemented laws to mandate threat assessment teams in K-12 and postsecondary school systems. These states include Virginia, Illinois, Connecticut, and Florida (Bennett & Bates, 2015; Office of Safe Schools, 2020). Unfortunately, each state experienced a tragedy before enacting requirements. However, even without a tragedy or subsequent laws, most IHEs have followed suit with policies and/or implementation of some form of a TAT to mitigate risk and enhance safety (Bolante & Dykeman, 2015; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). 
History of Threat Assessment and Threat Assessment Teams

Emergency management is necessary for when and if a disaster occurs (Cornell et al., 2021). The preparedness of colleges and universities is critical to campus safety and success (Cornell, 2010). The costs associated with being unprepared during and after a disaster could cripple an institution, marking the beginning of a long, daunting recovery (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). Threat assessment may help avoid a disaster with early detection and intervention efforts (Cornell at al., 2021). Campus safety is a consistent issue facing IHEs (Allen & Lengfellner, 2016; Drysdale et al., 2010; Hoisington, 2017). The physical and mental safety of faculty, staff and students can affect how they work and learn (Bolante & Dykeman, 2017). Threat assessment teams are a way to address safety concerns early and often (Cornell, 2010; Deisinger et al., 2008). 
	Randazzo and Cameron (2012) consider threat assessment a time-tested tool, as well as a behavior-based and prevention-focused model. Threat assessment is a scientific discipline (Meloy & Genzman, 2016) that has historically been used for violence prevention in a variety of settings (Reddy et al., 2001). However, its presence has been growing within K-12 schools and IHEs for the last two decades with the 1999 shooting at Columbine (Colorado) High School serving as a catalyst (Curran et al., 2020; Modzeleski & Randazzo, 2018). Threat assessment is needed to enhance campus safety, minimize threats early, and ultimately mitigate the consequences of a tragedy (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). The rise of active shooter incidents across the United States, specifically those at postsecondary institutions, in conjunction with the ongoing debate on gun control, pushes threat prevention and assessment higher on the priority list for IHEs (Blair & Schweit, 2014; Curran et al., 2020; Education Commission for the State, 2022; Stuart-Cassel et al., 2011). Other crimes and violent incidents are more common within a campus community than an active shooter or homicide case (Deisinger et al., 2008; Paterson, 2020). According to Randazzo and Cameron (2012) threat prevention and assessment strategies for students, faculty, and staff may mitigate risk and allow IHEs to intervene as necessary. 
While IHEs have seen an increase in campus TAT the last 15 years, the issue of school violence has existed much longer (Modzeleski & Randazzo, 2018). There are historical milestones that laid a foundation for the establishment of TATs in IHEs. The United States government recognized the need to address school violence. In 1998, Attorney General Janet Reno and Secretary of Education Richard W. Riley issued a letter to U.S. schools for a “comprehensive violence prevention plan” (O’Toole, 1999, p. 5). Moreover, the Safe School Initiative (SSI) was created by the U.S. Secret Service and the U.S. Department of Education in 1999 and incorporated methods used by the secret service to manage threats and violence toward the president of the United States and others (Modzeleski & Randazzo, 2018; Vossekuil et al., 2004). The SSI studied planning and other pre-attack behaviors and evaluated whether pre-attack behaviors could be identified to prevent future attacks (Pollack et al., 2008). As a result of the SSI, it was learned that many perpetrators had displayed warning signs or in some way informed others. This elevated education efforts for students and employees to report concerns. In addition, the federal model of threat assessment was developed based upon empirical findings of the SSI (Alathari, 2018). Threat assessment and prevention efforts focused on a person of concern’s pathway to violence, in other words, a trajectory to engage in violent acts, such as a mass shooting (Deisinger et al., 2008). It is important to note that threat assessment is not violence risk assessment which is a process used by trained mental health professionals to evaluate the likelihood that a particular person may engage in general violence (Modzeleski & Randazzo, 2018; Reddy et al., 2001). Threat assessment should also not be confused with profiling, or comparing an individual to a profile or composite, to predict violence (Modzeleski & Randazzo, 2018; Reddy et al., 2001). Threat assessment is based on behavior and facts to bolster violence prevention (Fein et al., 2004; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021; Meloy et al., 2011; Vossekuil et al., 2004). The U.S. Secret Service and U.S. Department of Education partnered with K-12 schools to develop threat assessment programs and provide training based on the federal guide to threat assessment (Fein et al., 2004; Modzeleski & Randazzo, 2018). According to a s Campus Safety Magazine survey on the 10th anniversary of the Columbine shooting, nearly half of all surveyed school personnel indicated their schools had implemented a threat assessment team or program to enhance safety” (Modzeleski & Randazzo, 2018). An increase in shootings at IHEs spurred the implementation of TATs at IHEs, with the 2007 Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University shooting in Blacksburg, Virginia serving as a turning point (Barker & Yoder, 2012; Binder, 2015). Other incidents such as the 2015 Umpqua Community College shooting near Roseburg, Oregon, further established the need for TATs (Binder, 2015). The next section explores the importance of multidisciplinary teams. 
Importance of Multidisciplinary Teams 
	Many subject-matter experts, researchers, and professional organizations have endorsed the use of multidisciplinary teams to manage threat assessment and prevention efforts (Cornell & Allen, 2011; Deisinger et al., 2008; Dunkle et al. 2008; Eells & Rockland-Miller, 2011; Hemphill & LaBanc, 2010; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021; Sokolow et al., 2009). Often, reports of violence at IHEs support the implementation of TATs in one form or another (Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021; O’Neil et al., 2008). 
	Multidisciplinary teams bring diversity of perspective and subject-matter experts together for collaborative and creative problem-solving (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). General roles for TATs are defined in Chapter 1. The size of the team often depends on the size and resources of the institution. TATs members should demonstrate a commitment to safety and well-being, confidentiality, fairness, policy and law, and follow-through; recognize the complexity and diversity of each case; and possess the knowledge, skills, and abilities necessary for crisis management (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). Best practices implore the use of legal counsel throughout case management and threat assessment (Deisinger et al., 2008; Nolan & Moncure, 2012). While all members of a threat assessment team fulfill a critical role, the mental health professional is valuable for behavioral assessment (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). Legal risk is reduced if a trained and qualified mental health professional such as a psychologist or social worker serves on the team (Finkel, 2016). The literature emphasizes the expertise that each member brings to the team, but often highlights the behavioral assessment contributions of mental health professionals (Randazzo & Cameron, 2012; Pollard et al., 2015). A TAT can provide a familiar resource to distressed faculty, staff, and students. The following section explores threat assessment models.
Threat Assessment Models
Various threat assessment models have been created to mitigate risk and potentially identify persons of concern (Binder, 2015; Cornell, 2010; Deisinger et al., 2008; Dunkle et al., 2008; Keller et al., 2011; Sokolow et al., 2014). Many student-focused teams have a representative from human resources who can access employee records and advise on policy and employer responsibility in the event a faculty or staff member is involved in a case (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). 
Entities such as the U.S. Secret Service and other governmental agencies utilize behavioral intervention teams and strategies, as do many IHEs “to ensure that the campus community has a lower threshold of understanding for what kinds of things should be reported” (Bennett & Bates, 2015, p. 7). Dewey Cornell, a professor of education at the University of Virginia, developed early threat assessment strategies for K-12 institutions such as Guidelines for Responding to Student Threats of Violence (Cornell, 2010). Cornell later developed, in partnership with other researchers, a simple threat assessment model intended to reflect the landscape of the college campus and allow for more creative problem-solving and case management for IHEs (Cornell, 2010). Most models recommend some form of a case management system and multidisciplinary team for best practices in effective prevention, intervention, and postvention (Keller et al., 2011; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021; Sokolow et al., 2014).
	In 2009 the National Behavioral Intervention Team Association (NaBITA) was formed. NaBITA is a behavioral intervention association that provides guidance to teams in postsecondary settings (Sokolow et al., 2014; Van Brunt et al., 2018). The NaBITA model is a risk rubric used to triage initial mental health concerns and potential threats that can be applied broadly to IHEs (Sokolow et al., 2019; Van Brunt et al., 2018). A 2018 NaBITA survey yielded 416 responses from community colleges, four-year institutions, and for-profit institutions. Results indicated 97% of respondents had some form of a student-focused team with multidisciplinary members from various campus offices (Schiemann & Van Brunt, 2018). Seventy-two percent of respondents confirmed using a rubric or protocol to consistently assess risk across cases and determine next steps (Schiemann & Van Brunt, 2018). 
	Models exist for behavioral intervention and threat assessment teams. IHEs typically adopt the model that best suits their college or university needs. Regardless of model, consistent attributes include a team of subject-matter experts, record keeping, communication, partnership, and creative problem-solving. Most models adhere to a formula of identifying a person of concern, gathering information, making an assessment/plan, and executing the plan (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). The role of the mental health expert may yield the greatest insight for a troubled student or employee (Cacialli, 2019). Next, I provide a review of prevention, intervention, and postvention strategies in the next section. 
Prevention 
Tragedies may be unavoidable, but prevention is important to promote knowledge about campus safety and what to do during an emergency. Prevention efforts strive to enhance education and outreach (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). However, they are not perfect; one pitfall is the failure of TATs to follow through in part, or at all, on case management plans (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffman, 2021; Pollard et al., 2012). Once a person of concern has been identified, the team should collect more information and develop a plan (Deisinger et al., 2008). If no immediate threat is identified the person may be placed under case management. Case management can include numerous informal strategies to connect a person of concern with resources and supports (e.g., referral to the counseling center or an employee assistance program with intermittent follow up by a team member; Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). TATs should also work to build prevention efforts into the campus culture and clarify what behaviors and/or incidents should be reported and to whom (Deisinger et al., 2008). Creating an environment of care and support can be achieved through internal marketing and communication channels to faculty, staff, and students. TATs and their programs can serve as a campus resource. Lastly, assessment for prevention, as well as intervention and postvention, are a challenge as it is often the absence of a tragedy that indicates success (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffman, 2021; Van Brunt, 2012). Surveying the campus community can gauge knowledge and understanding about a culture of care, outreach, and available support.
Intervention
	Intervention is a critical action step in case management. TATs have several options to connect a person of concern with campus and local resources for support or to uphold safety. Examples may include connecting a student with the student counseling center, suspension, or expulsion. Faculty and staff of concern may require a mandatory employee assistance program referral, fitness for duty examination, or administrative leave with or without pay (Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). Threat assessment alone may not be enough for adequate intervention to protect the campus community (Borum et al., 2010; Sokolow et al., 2014). Many teams will assess both the threat and engage with the person of concern for a more comprehensive approach (Sokolow et al., 2014). If a threat is identified, the TAT will determine a priority rating or level of concern and collect more information to develop a plan (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). This helps the team determine when/if an attack might occur and whether the individual has the means to carry out an attack (Meloy & Hoffman, 2021; O’Toole, 1999). 
Postvention 
	Postvention efforts are rare since they follow a tragic incident and not all IHEs experience major threats, such as an active shooter (Cornell et al., 2021; Meloy & Hoffman, 2021; Pollard et al., 2012). TAT Members may coordinate healing efforts such as campus bereavement in the aftermath of a tragedy (Cornell et al., 2021; Meloy & Hoffman, 2021; McCusker & Witherow, 2012). A study of Virginia Tech’s communications during and after the crisis revealed areas for improvement in terms of crisis management and communication with victim families (Barker & Yoder, 2012). Much can be learned from postvention efforts to better inform early prevention and intervention. In the aftermath of tragedies, panel reviews and other efforts have attempted to identify similarities between incidents and opportunities for prevention measures (Meloy & Hoffman, 2021; Northern Illinois Review Panel, 2008; Virginia Tech Review Panel, 2007).
Challenges and Limitations of Threat Assessment Teams 
There are several challenges facing TATs. First, is a lack of research on employee-focused teams as the literature contains information on student-focused teams in relation to violent crimes and prevention strategies but does not address faculty and staff prevention measures in as much detail. TATs are also bound by law and must balance policy, practice, and a duty of care for students (Meloy & Hoffman, 2021). Smaller IHEs may struggle to find professionals on staff with the expertise and experience necessary to successfully serve on TATs. Larger IHEs with more case volume must be wary of burnout and case fatigue for their team members. Ethical and trauma-related issues for individual team members or the team at-large may also be prevalent due to the difficult subject matter of each case (Cornell et al., 2021; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). Studies have shown there is no one profile or set of characteristics for a person of concern or clear indicator of a pathway to violence; instead IHEs must look for behaviors, patterns, and other evidence to best assess threat potential (Randazzo & Cameron, 2012). Lastly, and perhaps the biggest challenge, is identifying a person of concern (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). TATs must rely on the campus community to speak up and speak out when they see or hear something of concern. In most cases, referrals to TATs are not typically cases where a threat exists (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffman, 2021; Sokolow et al, 2014). Trust of the informant(s), and the team itself, is paramount (Bolman & Deal, 2021). Therefore, teams must regularly review best practices for prevention, intervention, and postvention (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). A culture of care may inspire campus community members to contact the TAT, or related program, to discuss concerns and/or seek resources and supports. IHEs cannot react to what they do not know about. Education about when and who to contact with concerns is essential for the overall success of the TAM team. 
Other Factors Impacting Threat Assessment Teams

Perceptions of campus safety vary among students, faculty, and staff. Employees at three Australian Universities were asked to complete a safety culture survey. Despite a low response rate, the study concluded staff perceive safety as work-in-progress with room for improvement (Lyons, 2016). In comparison, a survey of students, faculty, and staff at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University perceived mental health to be the most significant factor in the April 2007 tragedy (Fallahi et al., 2009). Moreover, survey opinions on safety, parenting, violent media, and gun control also saw differences among genders (Fallahi et al., 2009; McIntyre et al., 2011). 
Chekwa et al. (2013) conducted a smaller study that again reinforces the idea that students do not feel safe on campus and suggests they are not familiar with the legislation designed to protect them, such as the Clery Act, nor campus safety resources. The purpose of the Clery Act is to enforce the consistent reporting of crime on campus to enhance educational and safety awareness efforts (Janosik & Plummer, 2005). While studies about crime reporting efforts, such as the Clery Act, are generally positive, there are concerns regarding the likelihood that students will read the data and change their behavior because of it (Janosik & Plummer, 2005). Lastly, campus culture may have the biggest impact. TATs may be leaders in fostering a culture of care through outreach and education efforts (Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021).
Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion and Threat Assessment Teams
	IHEs are more diverse than ever with student enrollment bringing a variety of backgrounds and experiences to campus (Bakioglu et al., 2022; Silverman, 2008). The college campus is where students come to prepare for the world they are about to inherit and do so in a safe environment (Blumenstyk, 2015; Flannery et al., 2021). The work of TATs is best accomplished through diversity of perspective via multidisciplinary teams (Deisinger et al., 2008; Dunkle et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). Specialty members could also be invited to case management discussions where appropriate to relay information as subject-matter experts and better assess a case. For example, “a member of Religious Life may be helpful for cases where religion may be important for the person… [of concern or] …a member of the student, gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transgender communities may be helpful in cases where the hazing of a gay student is involved” (Deisinger et al, 2008, p. 41). TATs may be a primary point of contact for students and employees in distress related to hate crimes. In a 2020 study conducted by Wang and colleagues, 958 hate crimes were reported on college campuses, 437 incidents of destruction, damage, and vandalism, and 385 incidents of intimidation, and 83 instances of simple assault. Racial, religious, and sexual orientation themes were frequently associated with the 958 hate crimes. Other controversial topics such as concealed campus carry has IHEs considering the implications for freedom of speech and the impact on communities of color (Somers & Valentine, 2020). 
Theoretical Framework
Threats come in many forms, including but not limited to, self-harm, gun violence, lone actor terrorism, cyberthreats, insider threats, and more (Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). These incidents can quickly escalate to a crisis. How organizations, including TATs, respond to crisis can have a huge effect on both the organization and leaders as “crisis is an acid test for leadership” (Bolman & Deal, 2021, p. 313). Innovative responses to crisis stem from utilizing the four-frame model and applying the frames as appropriate; no frame fits every situation (Bolman & Deal, 2021; Roberts, 2010). The four frames – structural, human resource, political, and symbolic – can serve as the lenses through which TATs conduct threat assessment and case management to navigate threats in innovative and effective ways (Bolman & Deal, 2021; Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). There are advantages and disadvantages for each frame (Bolman & Deal, 2021). The following is an overview of each of the four frames and how they may apply to leading through crisis. 
Structural Frame
	Organizational structure and accountability are a priority for success in the structural frame (Bolman & Deal, 2021). The structural lens is rooted in scientific management and sociology as influenced by Taylor (1911) and Weber (1947). Frederick W. Taylor founded the “scientific management” (Bolman & Deal, 2021, p. 51) approach where tasks are divided into defined duties with clear expectations to enhance efficiencies. Sociologist, Max Weber, pioneered “monocratic bureaucracy” (Bolman & Deal, 2021, p. 51) as an effective way to maximize efficiencies. Weber’s original model described the following concepts, which inform the structural frame: fixed divisions of labor, hierarchies of offices, sets of rules governing performance, separation of personal from official property and rights, the use of technical qualifications (not family ties or friendship) for selecting and promoting personnel, employment as primary occupation, and long-term career (Bolman & Deal, 2021; Weber, 1947). Taylor’s (1911) approach and Weber’s (1947) model, serve as the inspiration for Bolman and Deal’s (2021) six assumptions of the structural frame. 
1. Organizations exist to achieve established goals and objectives and devise strategies to reach those goals. 
2. Organizations increase efficiency and enhance performance through specialization and appropriate division of labor. 
3. Suitable forms of coordination and control ensure that diverse efforts of individuals and units mesh. 
4. Organizations work best when rationality prevails over personal agendas and extraneous pressures.
5. Effective structure fits an organization’s current circumstances (including its strategy, technology, workforce, and environment). 
6. When performance suffers from structural flaws, the preferred remedy is problem solving and restructuring. (Bolman & Deal, 2021, p. 50)
Considered social architects, leaders and/or teams who use the structural frame seek to establish and enforce structures and rules to meet clear goals (Bolman & Deal, 2021). TATs that are lead through the structural frame see the value of a clear protocol, defined roles, and a solid understanding of how such rules and roles operate in tandem during a threat or crisis. Rational thinking and problem solving grounded in policies and procedures are hallmarks of a TAT operating within the structural frame (Bolman & Deal, 2021; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). TATs that fail to utilize the structural frame may waste time, energy, and resources during critical responses (Bolman & Deal, 2021). However, sole reliance on this frame risks losing sight of human, political, and cultural variables necessary in response to a threat. Unlike the structural frames’ reliance on rules, the human resource frame focuses on the people who comprise the organization.
Human Resource Frame
	The human resource frame was influenced by several theorists including Abraham Maslow (1954), Douglas McGregor (1960), Chris Argyris (1957, 1964), and Frederick Herzberg (1966). Bolman and Deal’s (2021) human resource frame was developed from the work of Mary Parker Follet (1918) and Elton Mayo (1933, 1945). Follet and Mayo argued that the talent and loyalty of people are vital to an organization’s sustainability and the idea of working simply for a paycheck is lackluster. Their work was critical for the organizational shift from processes and productivity to people and relationships; thus, the human resource lens views the people that comprise an organization, or team, as an extended family (Bolman & Deal, 2021). The following are the core assumptions of the human resource frame that connects people and organizations: 
1. Organizations exist to serve human needs rather than the converse. 
2. People and organizations need each other. Organizations need ideas, energy, and talent; people need careers, salaries, and opportunities. 
3. When the fit between individual and system is poor, one or both suffer. Individuals are exploited or exploit the organization – or both become victims. 
4. A good fit benefits both. Individuals find meaningful and satisfying work, and organizations get the talent and energy they need to succeed. (Bolman & Deal, 2021, p. 121–122)
One disadvantage of this frame is the potential for an unrealistic assumption that everyone in the organization has the same goal. TATs that lean too heavily into the needs and wants of the people may miss the difficult realities of conflict and scarcity (Bolman & Deal, 2021). TATs that use the human resource frame value the individual by balancing the needs of the individual and the organization, or IHE. In contrast, the political frame strives to secure resources necessary for success. 
Political Frame
	The political frame is based on the work of Richard Cyert and James March (1963) which views organizations as coalitions made up of individuals who negotiate, or bargain, to find the resources necessary for success (Bolman & Deal, 2021). Leaders who use the political frame rely on networking and negotiating between interest groups for scarce resources. TATs who use this frame are aware of limited resources, hidden agendas, and the need to make tough decisions in a crisis (Bolman & Deal, 2021; Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). The following five propositions that summarize the political view of organizations as roiling arenas that host ongoing contests arising from individual and group interests: 
1. Organizations are coalitions of different individuals and interest groups.
2. Coalition members have enduring differences in values, beliefs, information, interests, resources, and perceptions of reality. 
3. Most important decisions involve allocating scarce resources – deciding who gets what.
4. Scarce resources and enduring differences put conflict at the center of the day-to-day dynamics and make power the most important asset.
5. Goals and decisions emerge from bargaining and negotiation among competing stakeholders jockeying for their respective interests. (Bolman & Deal, 2021, p. 191)
The political frame captures what other frames can miss which may prove vital during a crisis (Bolman & Deal, 2021). Having subject matter experts on a TAT will diversify perspectives and may enhance use of the political frame (Bolman & Deal, 2021; Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). Disadvantages of this frame include the possibility of perpetuating conflict as well as losing sight of rational discourse and the common good (Bolman & Deal, 2021). TAT responses based on this frame can be negatively perceived, whereas the symbolic frame can help teams enhance positivity and inspire a shared vision. 
Symbolic Frame
The symbolic frame is derived from organization theory, sociology, political science, magic, and neurolinguistic programming (Bolman & Deal, 2021). Zott and Huy (2007) describe a symbol as “…something that stands for or suggests something else; it conveys socially constructed meanings beyond its intrinsic or obvious functional use” (p. 72). Symbols can help people make meaning, hold onto hope, or believe in something greater (Bolman & Deal, 2021). The symbolic frame distills ideas from diverse sources into five suppositions: 
1. What is most important is not what happens but what it means.
2. Activity and meaning are loosely coupled; events and actions have multiple interpretations as people experience situations differently.
3. Facing uncertainty and ambiguity, symbols arise to help people resolve confusion, find direction, and anchor hope and faith.
4. Events and processes are often more important for what they express or signal than for their intent or outcomes. Their emblematic form weaves a tapestry of secular myths, heroes and heroines, rituals, ceremonies, and stories to help people find purpose and passion. 
5. Culture forms the superglue that bonds an organization, unites people, and helps an enterprise to accomplish desired ends. (Bolman & Deal, 2021, p. 254)
TAT members who believe they are part of something greater than themselves may feel inspired, energized, and take pride in their work (Bolman & Deal, 2021). In times of crisis symbols can empower collaboration toward a common belief or shared goal, and even console the people within an organization making it an effective tool for TATs (Bolman & Deal, 2021; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). Often considered artists, authentic leaders who utilize the symbolic frame can foster an energy and enthusiasm around a common goal, such as in a response to a threat (Bolman & Deal, 2021; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021).
All four frames may serve as alternate approaches to case management and impact existing team protocols, engagement, and success. I will explore how the four frames inform the work of TATs, specifically from the perspective of those leading a TAT. Leaders and teams who adapt their leadership style and view situations from a multi-frame perspective tend to be more successful (Bolman & Deal, 2021; McArdle, 2013; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021; Monahan & Shah, 2011; Pierce, 2012).
Summary
Whether a school shooting took place in the 1800s or in the 21st century, the call for a response from the campus community toward improvement remains constant. Throughout history campus safety has continued to evolve. Mass shootings, other types of violence, and behavioral concerns at IHEs have paved the way for the development and growth  of TATs (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). Further, workplace and community violence prevention inform the work of TATs in higher education in many ways. Institutional obligations to safety, other types of violence, legislative implications, and the importance of multidisciplinary teams are all critical considerations for the work of these teams. While only a few states mandate threat assessment, most have committed to doing the work to provide support and resources for their faculty, staff, and students in distress (Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). These teams are important for prevention but may also play a role during intervention and post-disaster communications. Threat assessment will not eliminate disasters but may serve as a critical step toward overall campus safety (Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). In the diverse, complex, and legal environment of higher education, threat assessment is essential to the health, safety, and well-being of every campus community. Students and college campuses have changed over the years, and the challenge of finding the balance between protection, regulation, and rights continues (Education Commission of the States, 2022; Eells & Rockland-Miller, 2011; Meloy & Hoffman, 2021; Turanovic & Siennick, 2022). Understanding the lived experiences of those leading threat assessment will help uncover how they operationalize and define success . 


CHAPTER 3
I conducted a basic qualitative research study to examine the experiences of individuals who lead threat assessment teams (TATs) in higher education, specifically to understand how they operationalize and define success. Furthermore, I sought to learn how team leaders, not policy or standards, operationalize and define success, and understand what that looks like in practice to them.  To accomplish this goal, the following research question guided this study:
RQ: How do threat assessment team leaders operationalize and define success? 	In this chapter I discussed my methodology for this basic qualitative research study. Specifically, I discussed the research design, participants, trustworthiness, ethical considerations, insider/outsider status, and my reflexivity.
Methodology
The methodology for this study was basic qualitative research which is the most common form of qualitative research found in education (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Merriam and Tisdell (2016) described qualitative research as a method to uncover and interpret meaning. The researcher is the primary instrument of data collection and analysis in this inductive and richly descriptive process (Creswell, 2014). I collected data through interviews and document analysis to uncover participant experiences. I analyzed the experiences of individuals that lead threat assessment teams (TATs) starting with thirteen Southeastern Conference (SEC) schools to better understand how TAT leaders operationalize and define success. The unit of analysis for this study was TAT leaders. I used a non-probability sampling method in this study. Non-probability sampling is the process of selecting participants from a non-random sample and preferred for qualitative research (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). This sampling method allowed me to select participants from TATs to better understand how leaders operationalize and define success from the perspective of those who lead (Creswell, 2014; Honigmann, 1982; LeCompte & Schensul, 2010). A type of non-probability sampling is criterion-based or purposeful sampling (Chein, 1981; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Patton, 2015). I  used the most common form of purposeful sampling known as snowball sampling (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). I first sought participants from TATs in the SEC as TATs are a recognized group within the SEC. As I interviewed key participants who met the criteria for my study, I asked each to refer me to other participants. With each referral the number of participants, or snowball, grew, and I accumulated information-rich cases (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Patton, 2015). I engaged in two forms of data collection – semi-structured interviews and document analysis (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). I collected thick, rich data and analyzed it so that it “makes sense” (Firestone, 1987, p. 19) to the reader. The interviews and documents provided data to answer the research question (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Ponterotto, 2006). I engaged in data collection until the point of saturation. Saturation was achieved when data collection became redundant and no new information was forthcoming (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Patton, 2015).
A basic qualitative study was ideal to conduct in-depth interviews, review documents, and analyze the experiences of those who lead TATs. Each tragedy that occurs at institutions of higher education (IHEs) brings new challenges and criticisms with an ever-increasing call for successful prevention efforts (Federal Bureau of Investigation et al., 2022). This research is important to understand how threat assessment team leaders operationalize and define success (Bolman & Deal, 2021; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021).Context
The SEC, established in 1933 “has provided leadership on the vital issues facing intercollegiate competition” (Southeastern Conference, 2021). There are currently fourteen-member schools in the SEC: University of Alabama, University of Arkansas, Auburn University, University of Florida, University of Georgia, University of Kentucky, Louisiana State University, University of Mississippi, Mississippi State University, University of Missouri, University of South Carolina, University of Tennessee, Texas A&M University, and Vanderbilt University. The University of Oklahoma and University of Texas were slated to join the SEC July 1, 2024, increasing the membership to 16 schools (Southeastern Conference, 2018; Southeastern Conference, 2021). The University of Tennessee is not included in this study. UTK is my alma mater and employer. The unit of analysis for this study was TAT leaders (Creswell, 2014; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Stake, 1988). Using the snowball sampling method, I included TAT leaders from IHEs beyond the SEC. Examining data from participants from as many IHEs as possible from the perspective of the TAT leader helped to cultivate greater variation across cases and strengthen trustworthiness of the findings (Creswell, 2014; Miles et al., 2014). For the purposes of this research, a basic qualitative study is ideal to conduct in-depth interviews and analyze the experiences of those who lead TATs. 


Participants      
The unit of analysis, or cases, for this study was TAT leaders. I used a non-probability sampling method in this study. Non-probability sampling is a method of selecting participants from a non-random sample and is preferred for qualitative research (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). This sampling method allowed me to select participants from the TATs to better understand how leaders operationalize and define success from the perspective of those who lead (Creswell, 2014; Honigmann, 1982; LeCompte & Schensul, 2010; Stake, 1988). A type of non-probability sampling is criterion-based or purposeful sampling (Chein, 1981; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Patton, 2015). I used the most common form of criterion-based, purposeful sampling known as snowball sampling (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). I first sought participants from TATs in the SEC as TATs are a recognized group within the SEC. As I interviewed key participants who met the criteria for my study, I asked each to refer me to other participants. With each referral the number of participants, or snowball, grew, and I accumulated information-rich cases (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Patton, 2015).
Criteria for study participation included prospective participants currently leading a TAT and having served on the team in some capacity for at least one year or 12 consecutive months. Serving on the team for at least one year increased the likelihood that an individual had a foundational understanding of team-specific protocols, has worked on a case, and/or has engaged in some level of training for that specific team and institution. The sample size was dependent upon  on the number of TAT leaders willing and able to participate. 
Gatekeepers are “individuals at the site who provide access to the site and allow or permit the research to be done” (Creswell, 2014, p. 188). As a researcher and a human resources professional in higher education, I have threat assessment contacts at each SEC school. These contacts may serve as gatekeepers to participants, as well as any documentation for review, such as any institution-specific protocols. This research involved human subjects and therefore was submitted to the institutional review board (IRB) for approval; IRB review is intended to provide protection against human rights violations (Creswell, 2014). Upon IRB approval, an email was sent to gatekeepers to inform them of the study, develop a prospective participant list, and to request participation starting with thirteen SEC schools. Participants were required to sign informed consent forms via a brief demographic questionnaire before engaging in the study. I assigned pseudonyms to each participant and institution to assist with anonymity. I included a participant table with pseudonyms and relevant demographic data in the appendix. Demographic data included age, race, ethnicity, years at current institution, years serving on a TAT or in the field of threat assessment, and institution size. 
Data Collection
I engaged in two forms of data collection – semi-structured interviews and document analysis (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Thick, rich data was collected and analyzed in detail so that it “makes sense” (Firestone, 1987, p. 19) to the reader. The interviews and documents provided data to answer the research question (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Ponterotto, 2006). I engaged in data collection until the point of saturation. Saturation is achieved when data collection becomes redundant and no new information is forthcoming (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Patton, 2015).
Interviews
Interviews are a conversation with a purpose to help answer the research question (Creswell, 2014; Dexter, 1970; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Semi-structured interviews helped me to better understand the participants’ experiences and perspectives leading a TAT and how they make meaning from those experiences (Seidman, 2013). Interviews can capture data that cannot be observed such as feelings and how participants interpret the world around them (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Patton (2015) said that interviews help to find what we cannot directly observe and ultimately “allow us to enter into the other person’s perspective” (p. 426).
I conducted semi-structured interviews with each interview lasting approximately 60-75 minutes. I recorded and conducted all interviews synchronously via a virtual video platform (e.g., Zoom). Strengths of virtual interviews include the elimination of geographic constraints and ease of video recording; weaknesses include technical (equipment/connection) difficulties and confidentiality concerns (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Salmons, 2015). Advancements in virtual platforms and an increase of their use since the global pandemic now allow researchers to readily interview participants with ease and security (Swerzenski, 2021). Semi-structured interviews best served this study as they allowed for open-ended questions and more flexibility during the interview process (Creswell, 2014). I utilized a constructivist epistemology by co-constructing the data through asking good questions, minimizing my bias, and member checking (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Roulston, 2010). Quality interview questions can yield rich, meaningful data (Creswell, 2014; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). I developed questions that evoke experience, behaviors, opinions, values, feelings, and knowledge as well as sensory questions about what participants saw, heard, etc. (Patton, 2015). I included demographic questions to advance my understanding of the participants and their experiences (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Patton, 2015).  I also employed probing questions as needed during interviews to further explore a question, response, or topic (Seidman, 2013). As the researcher, and a peer in the field of threat assessment, I kept  my bias in check and avoided leading, yes/no, and why questions; knowing my background in higher education and threat assessment may cause participants to feel pressured to respond in a particular way or feel interrogated (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). There was also the possibility that participants would under or overshare knowing my role on a TAT. 
A pilot of the interview protocol was conducted with individuals serving on IHE TATs who may not meet the criteria for study (e.g., they have not served on the current team for a minimum of one year) and others who may have previously served on a TAT. Pilot interviews allowed me to practice interviewing as well as test and refine my interview questions (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Patton, 2015). A pilot of my interview protocol helped ensure quality questions. I was also mindful of how I framed probing questions. I regularly communicate with faculty and staff on difficult subject matter given my role in human resources and on the TAT via investigation interviews, case review, and daily communications. Therefore, I have practice navigating interviews and asking probing or exploratory questions. 
Lastly, descriptive, reflective field notes were taken during and immediately after interviews to check my bias and further familiarize myself with the data. This was important in my efforts to center the participants’ voices. Doing so also added to the integrity of the study (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).
Document Analysis
I engaged in document analysis of “written, visual, digital, and physical material relevant to the study” (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, p. 4). This  included documents such as written policies, protocols, any material relevant to TATs, or other public records. If an institution had a formal policy or website dedicated to threat assessment and prevention the documents were accessible online. Another avenue to gain access to team documents was through the aforementioned gatekeepers. The documents and records provided historical context and process details the interviews may not. I analyzed the documents when available, to gain a foundational knowledge for each team’s process prior to conducting interviews and coding data. 
Data Analysis
For this study, data collection and analysis was concurrent (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). A basic qualitative research study was ideal to conduct in-depth interviews, review documents, and analyze the lived experiences of those who lead TATs. The constant comparative method is an inductive and comparative method commonly used in qualitative research to identify similarities, differences, and patterns within the data to generate findings (Charmaz, 2014; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Therefore, my analysis began with the first document and continually evolved throughout the entire study. This was done through careful data organization and management, coding, and identifying the emergent themes. 
Data Organization
The process of data analysis is “the classification and interpretation of linguistic (or visual) material to make statements about implicit and explicit dimensions and structures of meaning-making in the material and what is represented in it” (Flick, 2014, p. 5). For analysis to be ongoing and meaningful, the data must be organized from the beginning. First, I read the documents provided by each institution. While comparing those documents, I made notes in the margins, highlighting similarities and circling any notable differences. I made field notes from any observations during interviews and reviewed them after each interview. 
After document analysis, I transcribed and analyzed each interview before proceeding to the next. I reviewed each transcript multiple times to become familiar with the data and compared my notes to the notes from the completed interviews. This practice informed future interviews and helped cultivate themes, gaps, and other findings for analysis and member checking (Bogdan & Biklen, 2011; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Yin, 2014). I collected and analyzed enough data to draw necessary conclusions and stopped at the point of saturation, when further data collection didnot produce value-added insights (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).  
Coding 
I used a coding process to organize the data and easily retrieve specific data (Saldaña, 2016; Strauss, 1987). Coding is the process of synthesizing data into segments of information to make meaning (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Before I began coding, I considered the story I am trying to tell and created codes using words and colors that helped answer my research question; these were a priori codes or pre-set codes (Gibbs, 2018; Lofland & Lofland, 1995; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Taylor & Bogdan, 1998). I created the a priori codes based on the research question, interview questions, and theoretical framework. The theoretical framework for this study was Bolman and Deal’s (2021) organizational four-frame model; the frames that served as codes are structural, human resources, symbolic, and political. The a priori codes served as categories or ideas, although other codes emerged as data was collected and analyzed, such as engagement or training categories (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Codes were compiled into a separate master code spreadsheet for reference as I reviewed each case transcript and document(s) (Creswell, 2014; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). I also maintained a clean copy of all transcripts and documents. 
I used open coding to code the data. Open coding means that I am open to anything that could emerge from the data and will group similar open codes for more analytical coding and meaning making (Charmaz, 2014; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Open coding ensured I was open to categories or ideas as they emerged in addition to any a priori codes. To keep the open codes manageable, I grouped codes into larger categories, or themes, when appropriate with axial coding (Charmaz, 2014; Jones et al., 2014). All coded data was placed in a new document called a case record and included the original codes, line numbers, pseudonyms, etc. for reference (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). This assisted with meaning-making and synthesizing the findings in an organized and inductive way (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Patton, 2015; Yin, 2014). The number of categories emerged from the data analysis process; however, the goal was to synthesize the data to reflect a smaller number of relevant themes for the findings (Creswell, 2014). I inductively organized my data through coding and deductively interpreted my findings using my theoretical framework (Chinn, 2013; Creswell, 2014).
Trustworthiness 
Qualitative research achieves trustworthiness through thoughtful research design and establishing credibility (Given, 2016; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). I developed trustworthiness through journaling, triangulation, member checking, rich description, and peer debriefing. Trustworthiness was further established via ethical considerations (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). I kept a reflective daily journal throughout this study. I took notes to capture my reflections as the researcher, emerging themes, ideas, edits, and modifications to the methods (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). The reflective journal also helped me reflect in real-time and make meaning of what I read and/or heard (Silverman, 2016). The journal notes assisted with triangulation. 
Triangulation is used to enhance the credibility and trustworthiness of a study. I analyzed interview transcripts, observation notes, and documents to generate consistent findings and reduce my bias (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Yin, 2014). The use of multiple data collection methods has been described as multiple methods triangulation (Denzin, 1978). Comparing and analyzing the interview transcripts with documents ensured the findings were not based on a single method or source and confirmed information shared during interviews (Patton, 2015). 
I also engaged in member checking to develop trustworthiness and enhance the authenticity of my transcripts and interpretation (Creswell, 2014; Lincoln & Guba 1985; Maxwell, 2013; Merriam & Grenier, 2019). I sent a copy of the interview transcripts and my preliminary findings and themes, to participants to confirm their responses were accurately captured. This was done at various stages of the research process to ensure accurate data collection and interpretation (Creswell, 2014). This decreased the chances I misinterpreted what was shared and allowed for fact-checking and updating of data by the participants (Maxwell, 2013; Nobel & Heale, 2019). I also adequately engaged in data collection until the point of saturation and conducted a review for discrepant data to support alternate explanations (Patton, 2015).
I provided rich description which facilitates transferability (Creswell, 2014; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Transferability is “the extent to which the findings of a qualitative study can be generalized or transferred to other situations” (Merriam and Tisdell, 2016, p. 265). I attempted to collect sufficient, rich, descriptive data to generalize, or apply the findings more broadly (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).
The reliability, or dependability, of qualitative research means the study findings are consistent with the data collected (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). I used peer debriefing, another form of triangulation, to develop trustworthiness (Creswell, 2014). I met periodically with my dissertation chair to review my work and discuss the data analysis process, as well as the findings. Peer review with my dissertation committee is another way I ensured a knowledgeable review to enhance trustworthiness. Throughout this study I maintained an awareness of my individual experiences as they could affect the data analysis and interpretations of others’ lived experiences. 
Finally, I kept a reflexive journal to establish an audit trail. An audit trail in qualitative research provides details about data collection, interpretation, and how decisions are made (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). I used the audit trail to maintain my notes and “log” how I arrived at my findings (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, p. 252). An audit trail may help others replicate the study and helped me demonstrate how I arrived at the findings in the most effective way (Dey, 1993; Nobel & Heale, 2019; Richards, 2015).
Ethical Considerations
	Ethical considerations by the researcher foster the integrity of a study (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). The trustworthiness of a study can be connected to the trustworthiness of the researcher (Patton, 2015). For documents I obtained public, institutional documents such as policy or documents submitted by gatekeepers or interview participants such as TAT protocol and other forms. The assumptionwas that much of the documentation was either publicly posted or willingly submitted for research purposes; thus, minimizing ethical issues such as authenticity or accuracy of the document. As a precaution, documents and data was stored in multiple places (i.e., on a laptop and jump drive). Sources will be saved in a reference manager system (i.e., Mendeley) and stored on a secure, cloud to be easily synchronized and retrieved. 
IRB approval, informed consent, and the use of pseudonyms safeguarded against ethical issues for this study which involves human subjects. Throughout this study I provided clear research objectives, transcripts, and preliminary findings to participants. By doing so, I built rapport, trust, and even checked my work. These efforts addressed the rights, needs, and privacy of voluntary participants (Creswell, 2014). Further, I remained aware of my own role, biases, and how that might impact relationships of the people, not simply subjects, of this study (Tracy, 2013). While interviewing participants about their lived experiences serving on TATs, I used good manners and ethics (Stake, 2005). Threat assessment and prevention can be challenging and emotional. This study required me to ask participants probing questions about sensitive topics related to their work (Spradley, 1980). Therefore, I acknowledged that my insider/outsider issues and reflexivity are also important to note for the integrity of this study.
Insider/Outsider Status and Reflexivity
The integrity of any study can be affected by the relationship the researcher has with the participants (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). For me, this included the possible impact of insider/outsider issues, my leadership role on a TAT, my professional experiences with threat assessment, and personal experiences with gun violence. My reflexivity helped me acknowledge my status, perspective, biases, and any assumptions that may affect the study or me as the researcher (Maxwell, 2013).
My role as a current leader of a TAT makes me an “insider” in terms of threat assessment and case management within threat assessment in the SEC (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). However, I am an outsider to specific institutions or teams. I used my leadership role on a TAT and professional experiences with threat assessment to examine and interpret the data. This lens also informed data collection and analysis (Creswell, 2014; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). I have served on a TAT for much of my career and by extension view threat assessment as valuable work for the safety and well-being of a campus community. I was mindful of this potential bias during interviews and read transcripts multiple times so the participants’ voices exceeded mine. While insider status and my role can build rapport with other threat assessment professionals (study participants), it may also affect their responses to questions. I was clear about my research objectives throughout the study to minimize questions and maximize transparency. I wanted to honor the nature of qualitative research and do research with people, not on people (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). 
Reflexivity is how the researcher and the research process affect each other (Probst & Berenson, 2014). One purpose of threat assessment is to mitigate risk and prevent tragedy such as an active shooter. Questions about the work of the teams could evoke emotions from participants who may have personally experienced trauma or distress in the workplace or otherwise. Outside of work, I have been threatened with a weapon where an attacker aimed and fired a firearm at me. Participants may not know that I have direct experience with gun violence. While it was not a driving factor for my interest in this study, I was aware it could affect my reactions to participant responses. Therefore, I was mindful of this possibility entering each interview. By acknowledging my status, experiences, and opinions throughout the study I took a better analytical approach to developing the findings. 
Summary 
[bookmark: _Hlk149662821]In Chapter 3, I presented the research question that guided this study. I also discussed the rationale for this basic qualitative research study. I outlined the research design, participants, trustworthiness, ethical considerations, insider/outsider status, and my reflexivity. Data collection and analysis explored how TAT leaders operationalize and define success. 
Conclusion
Threat assessment and prevention in higher education is imperative to the health, safety, and well-being of every campus community (Bennett & Bates, 2015; Deisinger et al., 2008; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021; Randazzo & Cameron, 2012). This research is important to understand the lived experiences of those leading threat assessment in higher education as they have first-hand knowledge of receiving and responding to threat(s). In this study, I sought to understand how those who lead threat assessment team operationalize and define success. Understanding the experiences of those leading the work may explain engagement, inform protocol, impact communications, or provide an enhanced understanding of why team responses are a success or failure. Threat assessment involves several steps including case management, but the human element is essential for those steps to successfully coalesce (Bolman & Deal, 2021; Meloy & Hoffmann, 2021). 
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Appendix A: IRB Approval

Appendix B: Recruitment Emails

Recruitment E-mail One

Subject: PhD Candidate Seeking Research Participants for a Threat Assessment Study | Your Participation Is Requested

Body of Email:

Greetings,
	
My name is Julie Roe, and I am a doctoral candidate at the University of Tennessee, Knoxville in the Higher Education Administration Program. I am also the Human Resources Employee Relations Manager and team lead for faculty and staff threat assessment. 

I am writing to ask if you would be willing to participate in a study regarding the experiences of individuals who lead threat assessment teams (TATs) in higher education, specifically to understand how they operationalize and define success. Eligible participants must currently serve as a TAT leader and have served on the team in some capacity for at least one year or 12 non-consecutive months.  

If you choose to participate in this study, I will ask that you join me via Zoom for a 60–75-minute interview. I will record the interview session so data can be transcribed and analyzed for research purposes only.

Participating in this study is completely voluntary. If you would like to participate in the study or if you have any questions about the study, please e-mail me at jmonday@utk.edu or call me at (865) 776-3554. I also kindly ask that you consider forwarding this information to any persons who may be eligible and interested in participating in this study.

For more information, I have attached the informed consent and interview questions for your review. 

Thank you for your consideration. I am looking forward to hearing from you. 

Kindest regards, 
Julie Roe

Recruitment E-mail Two

Subject: PhD Candidate Seeking Research Participants for a Threat Assessment Study | Your Participation Is Requested – Reminder 

Body of Email:

Greetings,
	
I am writing to follow-up on the email I sent you on [X DATE] about a request I made to include you in a study regarding the experiences of individuals who lead threat assessment teams (TATs) in higher education, specifically to understand how they operationalize and define success. Eligible participants must currently serve as a TAT leader and have served on the team in some capacity for at least one year or 12 non-consecutive months.  

I would very much appreciate your participation in this study as a higher education professional in threat assessment. If you choose to participate in this study, I will ask that you join me via Zoom for a 60–75-minute interview. I will record the interview session so data can be transcribed and analyzed for research purposes only.

Participating in this study is completely voluntary. If you would like to participate in the study or if you have any questions about the study, please e-mail me at jmonday@utk.edu or call me at (865) 776-3554. I also kindly ask that you consider forwarding this information to any persons who may be eligible and interested in participating in this study.

For more information, I have attached the informed consent and interview questions for your review. 

I am looking forward to hearing from you. 

Kindest regards, 
Julie Roe

Recruitment E-mail Three

Subject: PhD Candidate Seeking Research Participants for a Threat Assessment Study | Your Participation Is Requested – Final Request

Body of Email:

Greetings,
	
I am writing a final time regarding the email requests I sent you on [X DATE and X DATE] to include you in a study about the experiences of individuals who lead threat assessment teams (TATs) in higher education, specifically to understand how they operationalize and define success. Eligible participants must currently serve as a TAT leader and have served on the team in some capacity for at least one year or 12 non-consecutive months.  

I would very much appreciate your participation in this study as a higher education professional in threat assessment. If you choose to participate in this study, I will ask that you join me via Zoom for a 60–75-minute interview. I will record the interview session so data can be transcribed and analyzed for research purposes only.

Participating in this study is completely voluntary. If you would like to participate in the study or if you have any questions about the study, please e-mail me at jmonday@utk.edu or call me at (865) 776-3554. I also kindly ask that you consider forwarding this information to any persons who may be eligible and interested in participating in this study.

For more information, I have attached the informed consent and interview questions for your review. 

I am looking forward to hearing from you. 

Kindest regards, 
Julie Roe

Response Email to Interested Participants

Subject: Participant Survey for a Threat Assessment Study | Your Response Is Requested

Body of Email:

Greetings,
	
[bookmark: _Hlk156731050]Thank you for expressing interest in this study about the experiences of individuals who lead threat assessment teams (TATs) in higher education, specifically to understand how they operationalize and define success. 

Please click the link below and complete the participant survey. This survey includes eligibility screening questions, informed consent, a reminder of resources, and optional demographic questions. Once the survey is complete, I will contact you to schedule an interview. As a reminder, interviews will be conducted via Zoom and last approximately 60–75 minutes. I will record the interview session so data can be transcribed and analyzed for research purposes only.

In addition to interviews, I will review relevant threat assessment documents from participants in advance of each interview. Examples include, but are not limited to, institutional threat assessment policies, procedures, protocols, and/or models used. If you would like to share any documents for this study, please respond to this email and include any relevant attachments.

Participant Survey Link: INSERT LINK

Participating in this study is completely voluntary and your responses will remain anonymous. If you have any questions about the study, please e-mail me at jmonday@utk.edu or call me at (865) 776-3554. Thank you again for your interest and participation. 

Kindest regards, 
Julie Roe


Appendix C: Social Media Request

Social Media Post (LinkedIn and Facebook)

Greetings – My name is Julie Roe, and I am a doctoral candidate at the University of Tennessee, Knoxville. I am seeking participants for a study regarding the experiences of individuals who lead threat assessment teams (TATs) in higher education, specifically to understand how they operationalize and define success. Eligible participants must currently serve as a TAT leader and have served on the team in some capacity for at least one year or 12 consecutive months. Participating in this study is completely voluntary. If you would like to participate in the study or if you have any questions about the study, please e-mail me at jmonday@utk.edu. I also kindly ask that you consider forwarding this information to any persons who may be eligible and interested in participating in this study. Thank you!



Appendix D: Participation Survey & Informed Consent

Participation Survey with Informed Consent

Thank you for initiating the participant survey. The purpose of this study is to examine the experiences of individuals who lead threat assessment teams (TATs) in higher education, specifically to understand how they operationalize and define success. The following research question will guide this study: How do threat assessment team leaders operationalize and define success? 
This survey must be completed prior to the interview and includes eligibility screening questions, informed consent, a reminder of resources, and optional demographic questions. Once the survey is complete, I will contact you to schedule an interview. 

In addition to interviews, I will review available threat assessment documents from participants in advance of each interview. Examples include, but are not limited to, institutional threat assessment policies, procedures, protocols, and/or models used. If you would like to share any documents for this study, please email them to me at jmonday@utk.edu. 

Eligibility Screening Questions

· Are you a current higher education professional (employee)? 
[select yes or no]
· Are you in a leadership role on a TAT (examples: chair, co-chair, coordinator, or other team leadership role)? 
[select yes or no]
· Have you served on the current TAT (in any role) for at least 1 year (12 months, non-consecutive)? 
[select yes or no]
If answered yes to all the screening questions, proceed to informed consent for Research Participation.
Informed Consent for Research Participation

Research Study Title: A Basic Qualitative Study of the Experiences of Those Who Lead Threat Assessment Teams in Higher Education
Researcher(s): 	Julie Roe, University of Tennessee, Knoxville
Dr. Dorian McCoy, University of Tennessee, Knoxville 

Why am I being asked to be in this research study?
We are asking you to participate in this research study because you are a professional in higher education currently serving on a threat assessment team in a leadership role. 

What is this research study about?
[bookmark: _Hlk154004030][bookmark: _Hlk154004444]The purpose of this study is to examine the experiences of individuals who lead threat assessment teams (TATs) in higher education, specifically to understand how TAT leaders operationalize and define success.

How long will I be in the research study?
If you agree to be in the study, your participation will last for approximately 60-75 minutes in a virtual interview with a potential for an additional 10-45 minutes for member checking (or verification of transcripts and preliminary data). Total 60-120 minutes. 

What will happen if I say “Yes, I want to be in this research study”?
Prior to the interview, participants will be asked to complete a brief survey that will be administered via Qualtrics. The survey includes eligibility screening questions, informed consent, a reminder of resources, and optional demographic questions. We will invite participants to reach out if they would like well-being resources in their local area. By completing the form and selecting “I consent to participate,” interview participants grant their consent to participate in the research study and advance to the next section of the survey.

We will ask you to participate in a 60 – 75-minute interview with the student investigator. The interview will take place via a virtual platform (i.e. Zoom). Participants will meet with the student investigator, and the student investigator will use that time to ask the participant approximately 12 questions about their experience leading threat assessment teams (TATs) in higher education, specifically to understand how TAT leaders operationalize and define success.

What happens if I say “No, I do not want to be in this research study”?
Being in this study is up to you. You can say no now or leave the study later. Either way, your decision won’t affect you professionally.

What happens if I say “Yes” but change my mind later?
Even if you decide to be in the study now, you can change your mind and stop at any time. If you decide to stop before the study is completed, you can contact the PI or student investigator with your decision. The PI or student investigator will ensure that data from your participation is promptly disregarded and deleted, to ensure compliance.

Are there any possible risks to me?
It is possible that someone could find out you were in this study or see your study information, but we believe this risk is small because of the procedures we use to protect your information. These procedures are described later in this form.

Other potential risks for participation include psychological, mental, and emotional factors. For example, reliving experiences from a threat assessment case, crisis, or similar personal trauma may incite anxiety or depression, and mental stresses that may cause fatigue, sadness, crying, or otherwise. 

Reminder of Resources:
We wish to remind all participants of the National 988 Crisis Lifeline as well as your local Employee Assistance Program. If you would like assistance finding additional local support, please let us know. 

Are there any benefits to being in this research study?
We do not expect you to benefit from being in this study. However, your participation may help us to learn more about the lived experiences of those leading a threat assessment team (TAT) in higher education, specifically to understand how TAT leaders operationalize and define success. We hope the knowledge gained from this study will benefit others in the future.

Who can see or use the information collected for this research study?
We will protect the confidentiality of your information by altering all names and replacing them with pseudo names, both in the interview transcriptions and the study report. The researchers will be the only individuals with access to your consent forms, audio-recorded interviews, and the transcriptions.

If information from this study is published or presented at scientific meetings, your name and other personal information will not be used.

We will make every effort to prevent anyone who is not on the research team from knowing that you gave us information or what information came from you. Although it is unlikely, there are times when others may need to see the information we collect about you. These include:

• People at the University of Tennessee, Knoxville who oversee research to make sure it is conducted properly.
• Government agencies (such as the Office for Human Research Protections in the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services), and others responsible for watching over the safety, effectiveness, and conduct of the research.
• If a law or court requires us to share the information, we would have to follow that law or final court ruling.

What will happen to my information after this study is over?
We may share your research data with other researchers without asking for your consent again, but it will not contain information that could directly identify you.

Will I be paid for being in this research study?
You will not be paid for your participation in this study.

Will it cost me anything to be in this research study?
It will not cost you anything to be in this study.

What else do I need to know?
We will initially reach out to 13 institutions to find participants for this study. We will use the snowball sampling method and collect additional participants via referral until the point of saturation or such time there are no more willing participants. We will only interview those that meet the criteria set forth in this study. The information you and other participants will provide is essential to understanding the lived experiences of those leading threat assessment teams. Because of the potential small number of participants in this study, it is possible that someone could identify you based on the information we collected from you.

Who can answer my questions about this research study?
If you have questions or concerns about this study, or have experienced a research related problem or injury, contact the researchers:

Julie A. Roe
jmonday@utk.edu
(865) 776-3554

Dr. Dorian McCoy (Associate Professor and College of Education, Health and Human Sciences Director of Access & Engagement)
dmccoy5@utk.edu
(865) 974-6140

STATEMENT OF CONSENT: I have read this electronic form, and the research study has been explained to me. I have been given the chance to ask questions and my questions have been answered. If I have more questions, I have been told who to contact. By selecting “I consent to participate in this research study,” I agree to be in this study. I understand I will receive a copy of this survey document after completion. 

__ I consent to participate in this research study. 

Researcher Signature (to be completed at time of informed consent) 

I have explained the study to the participant and answered all questions. I believe that the participant understands the information described in this consent form and freely consents to be in the study. 

Optional Demographic Questions
1. First and last name:
2. Highest education level:
3. Age: circle one		21-30   31-40   41-50   51-60   61-70   71+
4. Race:
5. Gender identity:
6. Professional Title/Role:
a) Please describe your professional role at your institution (job title and responsibilities).
b) Please describe your role on the threat assessment team at your institution.
c) Total years of experience in higher education
d) Total years of experience at current institution
e) Total years serving on a threat assessment team
f) Total years serving on the current threat assessment team
g) Total years serving on a threat assessment team in a leadership role

Thank you for completing the participant survey. I will contact you to schedule an interview in the coming days. If you would like to share any documents for this study, please email them to me at jmonday@utk.edu. If you have any questions you may email or call me at (865) 776-3554.

Julie Roe



Appendix E: Interview Protocol
Interview Protocol

Interview #:	____________________
Pseudonym:	____________________
Date:		____________________

Purpose of Study:
The purpose of this study is to examine the experiences of individuals who lead threat assessment teams (TATs) in higher education, specifically to understand how they operationalize and define success. 

Research Question:
How do threat assessment team leaders operationalize and define success? 

Inclusion Criteria:
· Must be a current higher education professional (employee).
· Must be in a leadership role on a TAT (examples: chair, co-chair, coordinator, or other team leadership role).
· Must have served on the TAT (in any role) for at least 1 year (12 months, non-consecutive).

Participant Survey (completed prior to interview):
Prior to the interview, participants will be asked to complete a brief survey that will be administered via Qualtrics. The survey includes eligibility screening questions, informed consent, a reminder of resources, and optional demographic questions. By completing the informed consent portion of the survey and selecting “I consent to participate,” interview participants grant their consent to participate in the research study and advance to the next section of the survey. 

Screening Questions (to ensure alignment with inclusion criteria):
· Are you a current higher education professional (employee)?
· Are you in a leadership role on a TAT (examples: chair, co-chair, coordinator, or other team leadership role)? 
· Have you served on the current TAT (in any role) for at least 1 year (12 months, non-consecutive)?     

Background Information and demographics (optional):
7. [bookmark: _Hlk156732870]First and last name:
8. Highest education level:
9. Age: circle one		21-30   31-40   41-50   51-60   61-70   71+
10. Race:
11. Gender identity:
12. Professional Title/Role:
h) Please describe your professional role at your institution (job title and responsibilities).
i) Please describe your role on the threat assessment team at your institution.
j) Total years of experience in higher education
k) Total years of experience at current institution
l) Total years serving on a threat assessment team
m) Total years serving on the current threat assessment team
n) Total years serving on a threat assessment team in a leadership role

Opening Statement:
First, I want to thank you for your participation in this study. My name is Julie Roe, and I am a doctoral candidate within the Higher Education Administration program at the University of Tennessee, Knoxville. I am currently conducting a basic qualitative study to examine the experiences of individuals who lead threat assessment teams (TATs) in higher education, specifically to understand how they operationalize and define success. I encourage you to be as open and honest as possible based on your level of comfort.

Thank you again for completing the participant survey and informed consent prior to our meeting today. If at any time you feel uncomfortable and need to take a break, or stop the interview, please let me know and I will end the interview immediately. You may withdraw from the interview at any time. I would like to remind you about the National 988 Crisis Lifeline as well as your local Employee Assistance Program. If you would like assistance finding local support, please let me know. If, for some reason, you feel as though you can no longer participate due to your mental well-being, the local resource(s) may be helpful to you personally. I will now put a link in the chat to the resources again for your convenience.

This interview will last approximately 60 – 75  minutes and your participation is voluntary. Your responses will remain anonymous as I will use pseudonyms for all participants. 

Please do not hesitate to ask for clarification about any of the interview questions. I want to remind you that I am recording the interview for transcription purposes to ensure accurate data, but your identity will remain anonymous. Do you have any questions before we begin? 
Interview Questions:
1. Describe your leadership style for a threat assessment team.
2. How did you first become involved in threat assessment in higher education? 
3. When/how did you move into a leadership role on the threat assessment team (TAT)?
4. Describe the threat assessment protocol or practice used at your institution.
a. Do responses vary related to students of concern versus faculty/staff of concern?
b. Is the protocol based on a specific threat assessment model or best practice? If so, please tell me about that. 
c. If unable to acquire documents in advance of the interview: Are you willing/able to provide a digital copy of the protocol(s) or, if applicable, threat assessment policy? 

5. Tell me about the challenges /successes you face leading a TAT. 
6. How do you maintain team engagement? For individuals? For the team? 
7. Tell me about professional development for team members?
8. Without revealing identities of persons of concern, tell me about a time when the TAT successfully:
a. Implemented prevention strategies?
b. Implemented intervention strategies?
c. And if applicable, implemented postvention strategies (following a violent event/incident)?
9. Thinking about the examples shared, was anything unsuccessful and what would you change? 
10. How do you define TAT success? 
11. \How do you operationalize success?
12. Is there anything else you would like to share?

Closing Statement:
Thank you again for your participation today. This concludes the interview. I will transcribe the interview and provide a copy for your review and feedback in the coming days. Please let me know if you have any questions. 


Vita

