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Abstract 

Every year, school associated violent deaths occur in the United States of America. This leads to 

an environment of fear and insecurity within schools. Notable examples of this violence included 

shootings at schools such as Columbine and Sandy Hook, which were well publicized events that 

led to public demands for changes in the law regarding safety within schools. The current 

qualitative case study did not put forward any hypotheses but did attempt to gauge the 

perspectives of school teachers regarding the impact of security measures in a New Jersey K-6 

school district. The study also attempted to gauge to what degree threats to safety impacted 

safety perceptions within the schools. To address these research questions, the qualitative case 

study method was deemed the best approach to the study, since it allowed the researcher to 

explore perceptions of these phenomena from the perspectives of the teachers themselves who 

were working in these schools.  

Keywords: school shooting, safety and security, preventative measures, school teachers   
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Between July 2015 and June 2016, a total of 38 people died from school-associated 

violent deaths in the United States, mostly from homicide (Wang et al., 2020). Children in 

schools require safe spaces to learn effectively (Roselli & Zito, 2016). The need exists for more 

research into this phenomenon since there has been so much violence in U.S. schools. The media 

covered these tragic stories of school shootings and violence, thereby generating much public 

concern. In response, there have been several changes to school discipline and security practices, 

such as adding security guards, metal detectors, and more school fencing around the premises 

(Cornell & Mayer, 2010). This study was designed to examine perceptions.  

Background 

Throughout history, horrific school events have occurred; however, one school shooting, 

in particular, gained the public’s attention as society mourned the tragedy (Roselli & Zito, 2016). 

The Columbine High School shooting occurred on April 20, 1999, in Columbine, Colorado. Due 

to this shooting, society began to question issues of violence in schools, especially regarding 

rules of school safety and security (Roselli & Zito, 2016). The public questioned how quickly the 

responders were prepared for such situations and whether they would arrive on time.  

Several years later, on December 14, 2012, another violent attack occurred in Newton, 

Connecticut at the Sandy Hook Elementary School. This violent event reignited public attention 

to the issue of school violence. Based on those events, the United States Secret Service National 

Threat Assessment Center (NTAC; Drysdale et al., 2019) studied over 40 events of school 

violence to develop methods to combat shootings and violent school episodes. 
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School Shooting Events  

On April 20, 1999, two shooters killed 12 students and one teacher at Columbine High 

School in Colorado. After the event, the shooters committed suicide (Roselli & Zito, 2016). Due 

to Columbine, policymakers and leaders reacted quickly. They enacted changes in the methods 

used when law enforcement engaged with an active shooter. A little more than a decade later, 

another notable shooting occurred at Sandy Hook Elementary School in Newton, Connecticut. 

One shooter killed 26 people, including 20 first-grade students (Roselli & Zito, 2016). Following 

the 2012 shooting, state legislators enacted tougher gun laws and implemented safety laws to be 

followed by school districts in the state (Rock, 2017). Yet again, on February 14, 2018, a shooter 

killed 17 people at Marjory Stoneman Douglas High School in Parkland, Florida. The media 

reported the event, which made national news. In the first 79 days of 2018, across the country, 

there were six school shootings, which equates to one shooting every 13 days (Forte & Wagner, 

2018). As such, school violence has not been atypical of school settings over the last decade.  

These violent events further emphasized the need for school principals to maintain a safe, 

educational environment for not only students but also for faculty (Reyes, 2014). However, 

researchers indicated that limited data existed about ways that armed officials might influence 

student safety and faculty safety. Moreover, few researchers have discussed the repercussions of 

having armed workers at the school, such as causing disruption to students or making students 

feel uncomfortable who were not used to seeing firearms (James & McCallion, 2013; Smith & 

Smith, 2006). This lack of information posed a problem for school officials, as they had to make 

important decisions about school safety. School officials could not rely on media information 

and required more scientific data on which to base their decisions (Reyes, 2014).  
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Cornell (2017) and NTAC (Drysdale et al., 2019) attempted to fill this gap by analyzing 

data from school shootings. Cornell (2017) concluded that leadership had not protected students, 

as leaders had yet to implement mental health programs in schools that could discourage school 

shootings. Although NTAC (2019) unsuccessfully tried to define the profile of a school shooter, 

NTAC found a few similarities to those of Cornell. Most school shooters experienced some sort 

of stressor in their lives before the shooting event. Many had interests in violent topics, had home 

life problems, were victims of bullying, or exhibited concerning behaviors/characteristics (e.g., 

discussing shooting someone, withdrawing from friends and social circles, changing appearance, 

etc.). Additionally, some prior research took a retrospective view to explain school shootings by 

exploring and blaming neighborhood violence or a culture of violence, while others blamed it on 

school overcrowding (Smith & Smith, 2006). Retrospective studies were useful in profiling mass 

shooters, but it still did not provide sufficient information to prevent such incidents (Baird, 

Roellke & Zeifman, 2017). Studies were also created that profiled active shooters with the aim of 

preventing future shootings (Cornell, 2017; Drysdale et al., 2019). There has consequently been 

significant research conducted on the issue of school violence over the last several years.  

Problem Statement 

New Jersey school teachers had to develop a way to supply safe environments for their 

students, while creating a sustainable and nurturing educational setting (Reyes, 2014).  

Nonetheless, school leaders resorted to employing armed personnel (i.e., law enforcement and 

School Resource Officers [SROs]), which may have influenced the school environment in 

various ways. James and McCallion (2013) conducted a United States survey of educational 

institutions with SROs. James and McCallion reported the school leaders who employed SROs 

faced increased police involvement compared to those without SROs.   
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This study examined the perceptions of teachers pertaining to the adherence and 

implementation of security protocols within their schools. The study also examined the 

perceptions of teachers regarding the ways that school security procedures influenced the 

educational environments for both students and staff, based on the current climate of school 

violence. Despite reports about school violence (Cornell, 2017; Tanner-Smith & Fisher, 2016) 

and the possible prevention of such violence (Molnar, 2013; NTAC, 2019), researchers had yet 

to study the perceptions and impact that armed officers may have on school staff and students in 

K-12 schools based on laws and policies (Cornell, 2017; NTAC, 2019). Furthermore, researchers 

had yet to study school shootings from the focus of federal and state policies regarding firearms 

and ways that this issue may have influenced school safety.    

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this qualitative case study was to explore the quandary K-6 public school 

district teachers encountered when choosing the best way to offer a safe and secure environment 

for their students while enabling a conducive learning setting aligning to the overall scope and 

mission of education. A case study research design was useful in identifying teachers’  

perceptions (those participants who possess a minimum of five years in this school district, yet 

no more than ten years in this district) of security procedures in one particular suburban school 

district within the formerly categorized New Jersey District Factor Group (GH). The data was 

used to understand the perceptions of teachers regarding the use of armed personnel in schools in 

conjunction with firearms policies. Qualitative data was useful for achieving deeper insight into 

the ways that each teacher desired to secure their learning environments and how current rules 

may have influenced their roles when reporting to an administrator.   
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Research Questions 

1. What impact, if any, is perceived by school teachers in the formerly categorized New 

Jersey District Factor Group GH after a threat is made to their school? 

2. What impact, if any, is perceived by school teachers in the formerly categorized New 

Jersey District Factor Group GH’s of current school security procedures upon the K-6 

learning environment? 

3. What impact, if any, do school teachers in the formerly categorized New Jersey 

District Factor Group GH perceive students and faculty to be safer with armed 

personnel present within the school, or do they perceive armed personnel to create a 

threatening environment? 

Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework for the study was based on Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of 

needs (physiological, safety, love/belonging, and esteem) and Alderfer’s (1972) existence, 

relatedness, growth (ERG) theory. Maslow believed for an individual to reach self-actualization, 

the individual must have acquired those four basic needs first. Alderfer created the ERG to show 

one can have multiple needs achieved without one having to precede the other (More et al., 

2011). While Alderfer created the ERG theory to develop a novel perspective, Maslow 

developed the hierarchy to show that a person required basic needs filled prior to evolving to 

more complex needs. A person may achieve personal safety when they function with the 

knowledge that they are fully safe (Yablon & Addington, 2018). 

School leaders needed to consider the needs of students and faculty to show whether 

those needs were being met, based on Maslow (1943) and Alderfer (1972). Soni and Soni (2016) 

reviewed historical research about Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs in psychology. Soni and 
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Soni (2016) indicated the importance of the school environment, stating the environment would 

influence students’ developmental needs. Soni and Soni stated the school environment should 

fulfill belonging, safety, love, and respect, which are an essential part of students’ developmental 

progress to obtain increased learning (Bradshaw et al., 2015). 

School leaders also needed to use previous research about ways that other school leaders 

had chosen to respond to school violence, emergency issues, and trends in security to implement 

programs. Additionally, the researcher connected the theoretical framework to the research by 

using Cowan and Rossen (2013). Cowan and Rossen speculated that the lack of school safety 

efforts directly influenced negative perceptions of teachers, staff, and parents. The researcher 

added to the literature by conducting this study to encourage leadership to use known data to 

create a safe, educational environment (Tanner-Smith & Fisher, 2016).  

Nature of the Study 

A qualitative case study design was used. Data was drawn from interviews with teachers 

with the intent to gauge their perceptions (those participants who possessed a minimum of five 

years in this school district, yet no more than ten years in this district) regarding security 

procedures in one particular suburban school district within the formerly categorized New Jersey 

District Factor Group (GH). Abili et al. (2016) defined case study researchers as those who study 

a variety of practices and approaches for continued qualitative study (Abili et al., 2016). The 

total population in the school under study equated to 76 new teachers, of which 21 were chosen. 

The district had 688 students enrolled at the time of the study.  

Participants were purposefully selected individuals based on eligibility criteria. 

Participants had to have a minimum of five years in the school district under this study; however, 

participants must not have worked over ten years in this district. All sampling was conducted 
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through a confidential, open-ended interview process given by a Class III officer. The in-depth 

interviews and semi-structured open-ended questions were presented to the 21 chosen teachers 

who met the criteria. It was anticipated that all 21 teachers would participate. The interview 

questions (see Appendix A) were drawn from Kelly’s (2016) study. To ensure that the interviews 

remained ethical, the teachers were identified by a number that was kept separate from their 

name.  

Definition of Terms 

Active shooter: An active shooter refers to an individual actively engaged in killing or 

attempting to kill others in a reasonably populated area. The aggressor will use a firearm (Blair 

& Schweit, 2014; Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2019).   

Armed personnel: Armed personnel refers to any person or persons authorized by law to 

carry a concealed or exposed weapon. Armed personnel could be a police officer, an armed 

security guard, a retired police officer, an armed teacher/principal (Blair & Schweit, 2014). 

Class III: As signed by Governor Christie in November 2016, the new Class III SLEO 

law established a new type of school security personnel. Class III special law enforcement 

officers (SLEOs) will be hired to provide security at all schools when in session or occupied. 

They can provide security at the state’s county colleges as well (Pushman, 2017).   

District Factor Group (DFG): A DFG refers to leaders’ classification of New Jersey 

schools based on socioeconomic status (Kelly, 2016). 

Emergency operations plan: A leader can develop an emergency operations plan as 

detailed procedures to guide staff’s actions when facing an emergency or crisis (Colorado 

Department of Public Safety, 2013). 
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Lockdown: Lockdown refers to a security measure that a school leader can choose to 

take during an emergency. The aim is to stop people from leaving or entering the building with 

the goal of minimizing movement and prioritizing secure location use (Dickson & Vargo, 2017). 

Moral panic: Goode (2017) defined moral panic as occurring when a large populace in 

society believes that violent individuals pose a threat to the moral order of society. 

Principal: A principal refers to the person in charge of the school. A principal handles 

the safety and education of all the students. The principal must also protect school faculty. The 

school principal ensures an educational environment for all students (Dickson & Vargo, 2017). 

Rampage shootings: These shootings are defined involving attacks on multiple parties, 

selected almost at random (Cornell, 2017). 

Safe school: A safe school is one where the school leader is prepared to manage and 

respond to a crisis while maintaining a positive school climate and effective instruction 

(Pickstone-Taylor, 2015). 

School: A school is defined as a public or private institution of learning, which includes 

school property, school buildings, school libraries, school buses, and other areas used for 

learning (Pickstone-Taylor, 2015). 

School crisis: A school crisis is a point in time when hardships result in pain, distress, 

and disorder that can lead to psychological or physical damage for individuals within a school 

building (Werner, 2015). 

School shooting: The NTAC (2019) defined a school shooting as a shooting that happens 

on a school campus; students were shot at, a suspected perpetrator was a student, or both. 
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Special law enforcement officer (SLEO): An SLEO has the same training as a sworn 

police officer, with over 40 hours of training required (Pushman, 2017). Their training is specific 

to the state of New Jersey (Lewis, 2017).  

Socioeconomic status: Students are often affected by their socioeconomic statuses 

through poverty or wealth; their socioeconomic statuses can influence their educational 

opportunities (Kelly, 2016). 

School Resource Officer (SRO): An SRO is a specially trained sworn police officer 

assigned full-time to protect the children, staff, and property in New Jersey’s public schools. The 

mandatory training that they receive ensures they have prepared for unique challenges to the 

school environment. They receive training to handle those events properly (Pushman, 2017). 

Staff: Staff employees refer to uncertified employees of the district. All classified 

employees are designated as temporary employees; they serve at will, and leaders do not expect 

them to have continued, long-term employment (The Organization for Economic Co-operation 

and Development, 2018). 

Teachers/educators: Teachers are professional personnel directly involved in teaching 

students. These positions include classroom teachers, special education teachers, and others who 

work directly with learners in large or small groups. A teacher’s primary assignment is to 

provide instruction (The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2018). 

Delimitations and Limitations 

Several delimitations can be identified in this study: 

1. Qualitative research based on data gathered from interviews of school teachers only. 
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2. Location of the interviews and the personnel to be interviewed; one district-factor 

group of public schools, located in the state of New Jersey, a northeastern area of the 

United States. 

3. Interview questions based on the conceptual framework of critical theory. 

Several limitations existed in this study: 

1. The sample size of only teachers limited the study to the beliefs of a few.   

2. The sample location of the school in which the teachers were employed limited the 

study to a suburban school found in the state of New Jersey, a northeastern area of the 

United States.   

3. The information collected was limited to the perspective of a precise sector of the 

American population because of the diverse laws and attitudes throughout the country 

about the ownership and custody of handguns. 

Significance of the Study 

 The perceptions of school teachers was gauged regarding having armed personnel within 

their schools. Also studied were the perceptions of these teachers regarding the impact of armed 

personnel upon the learning environment for both students and faculty. There are mixed societal 

beliefs regarding the legal ownership of handguns versus the threat imposed by such weapons 

and their link to school violence. Data from between 1980 and 2009 indicated that states with 

restrictions on the carrying of concealed weapons had higher gun-related murder rates than other 

states (Gius, 2014). Contrary to what some may believe, restrictions on concealed weapons and a 

ban on assault weapons may not help reduce school-based violence.  

Many state leaders adopted restrictions on concealed carry weapons as a means of 

limiting violence. However, there have been many different types of approaches to gun 
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restrictions from one state to another. The first approach is unrestricted gun ownership. 

Individuals in these states do not need a permit to carry a concealed handgun (Gius, 2014). At 

least one state, Vermont, never adopted a ban. The leadership in Vermont also never started a 

licensing law for concealed carry. Most states adopted what are called “shall-issue” concealed 

weapon license laws, primarily from the 1970s onward (Cramer, 2017). With “shall issue” laws, 

a permit is needed, and authorities must issue the permit to anyone who is qualified. The third is 

called “may issue” and authorities may deny any requests even if the individual is qualified. New 

Jersey is a “may issue” state. While “shall issue” laws require the authorities to issue permits to 

qualified applicants, “may issue” law gives the authorities more latitude to reject applicants 

(Barati, 2016). Finally, while rare in the U.S., “no issue” does not allow a citizen to carry 

concealed weapons. It is important to note that the laws of the four categories to carry a 

concealed weapon are rather broad, and not all states within a given category are equally 

restrictive (Gius, 2014).  

The information gathered in the current study is of significant value for school personnel 

involved in security procedures and practices to continue to improve security measures as well as 

emergency operational plans within a suburban school district within a GH setting. The research 

findings may help improve the suburban school system’s policies and practices for safety and 

security, as well as improve the overall culture and climate. Therefore, this suburban school 

district within GH may develop an improved, engaging, and environmentally safe plan 

conducive to learning.  

Summary 

Mass casualty crimes are rare; however, those crimes constituted an important subset of 

homicides because those crimes garnered a great deal of media and policy attention (NTAC, 
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2019). The exact number of those events varied by the definition used, but the trend was that 

those events had increased in terms of frequency as well as the number of casualties. Violence 

that involved gang, drug activity, or killings that involved only the shooter’s family members 

were not included in this study.   

During planning and preparation activities, the greater focus can be given to education 

and student needs. A safe, secure, and active school is a productive school with an effective 

learning environment (Barati, 2016). The researcher considered data collected and program 

descriptions to show district-wide practices that may further enhance the perceptions of teachers 

surrounding school safety and preparedness. The data from this study could be used by 

policymakers to strengthen the environment for student learning throughout a suburban school 

setting. 
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Chapter 2: Review of Literature 

Principals and teachers in New Jersey have been challenged when creating the safest and 

most ideal learning environment for students and staff (Reyes, 2014). Nevertheless, there had 

been an entire host of issues related to the employment of armed security professionals in 

schools. Compared to schools without SROs, schools with them tended to experience more 

involvement with law enforcement (James & McCallion, 2013). However, Johnson (2016) 

conducted a study addressing the perception that SROs support a school-to-prison pipeline and 

found that such perceptions were unfounded. Johnson indicated that SROs did not arrest students 

at a higher rate compared to patrol officers. In addition, SROs were more likely to lessen charges 

against students. Principals in the Johnson study reported that school discipline and violent 

incidents decreased as a result of the appointment of SROs. 

Deploying SROs in schools, on a permanent basis, began in the 1950s, in an effort to 

address school violence, especially gun-related violence (James & McCallion, 2013). James and 

McCallion found that educators and SROs differed in their perception of the need and 

contribution of SROs. The perceptions of teachers may have been grounded in their focus on 

teaching students, and therefore, perceived the presence of SROs as potentially disruptive and 

distracting. On the other hand, given the unpredictability of school violence, the presence of 

SROs was seen as necessary by law enforcement and members of the public (James & 

McCallion, 2013). The number of SROs grew to 19,000 in 2015, making this branch of law 

enforcement the fastest growing (Ryan et al., 2018). 

The national discussion, with respect to gun violence, was further instigated after the 

December 2012 incident at Sandy Hook Elementary in Newtown, Connecticut (Barry et al., 

2013). The Sandy Hook Elementary School shooting benchmarked the event that initiated the 
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community and police officers to acknowledge school safety and security needed to receive the 

highest priority. The security at schools could no longer be approached lightly or with a “good 

enough” attitude; it needed to be the constant focus. Having a safe, secure learning environment 

had to be paramount in education and be of the utmost importance for school districts (Bradshaw 

et al., 2015).   

Different approaches were used in understanding gun violence in schools. Where 

categorizing and labeling the phenomenon was important to some, taking action, and preventive 

measures were the focus of others. Alathari et al. (2019) grouped shootings and other attacks at 

schools under a larger category labeled as “Occurrences of Intended Violence in Schools.” 

Alathari et al. advocated an approach in which team effort was of primary importance and 

departed on the basic premise that envisioned violence in schools was avoidable. Prevention was 

also the focus of the National Association of School Psychologists ([NASP], 2015) where they 

encouraged stakeholders to implement the suggested measures of threat evaluation in schools. 

The three-step evaluation process to evaluate a threat as school involved a multidisciplinary team 

that identified students with concerning behavior or circumstances. The team then assessed the 

student’s risk of acting in a violent manner towards him/herself, or the school, and subsequently 

established an intervention plan to minimize the potential for violence (DeVos, Nielsen, Azar & 

Whitaker, 2018). 

The pervasiveness of firearm-related violence and its evolution, when matched with the 

limited amount of research available on the viability of armed staff, raised a significant issue 

about how to best react to the requirements of school safety and security.  Further examination 

into the need and impact of armed personnel on schools and the general learning environment 

was required to comprehend best whether this was the best answer for the safety and well-being 
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of students and staff. Past research brought different results depending on which perspective was 

explored—teachers and principals all had differing philosophical views regarding SROs that 

influenced the outcomes of studies (James & McCallion, 2013; Johnson, 2016; Ryan et al., 

2018). 

The approaches to violence in schools can be divided into (a) classification and 

categorizing efforts (Ioannou et al., 2015; Alathari, 2019), (b) determining triggering factors such 

as neighborhood violence, economic situation (Pah et al., 2017; Pappa et al., 2018) and school 

culture and a sense of belonging (Baird et al., 2017). The level of preparedness of schools to 

manage such violence and suggestions of measures to be taken received much attention from 

researchers and the government (Klinger & Klinger, 2018; Lewis, 2017). Security measures at 

schools were focused on the presence of uniformed and armed law enforcement officers, 

increased teacher-student relationship building, and making school mental health services 

available to troubled students (James & McCallion, 2013; Pushman, 2017; Tanner-Smith & 

Fisher, 2016; Volungis & Goodman, 2017). Several researchers exhibited an awareness that 

safety measures should be conducive to students’ perceptions of being safe and enhancing the 

learning environment in schools (Brune, 2018; Jonson, 2017; Kutsyuruba et al., 2015; Pickstone-

Taylor, 2015). Despite the available research on the issue of intended violence at schools, little 

consensus had been reached, and perspectives of teachers (and students) of safety measures that 

were instituted did not receive extensive attention. 

The purpose of this study was to provide a framework for deciding the best course of 

action in providing a safe and equitable learning environment for staff and students based on 

their unique needs in K-6 public schools. A qualitative case study was utilized for this research. 

This design expected to allow for various variations of security procedures based on teachers’ 
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perceptions (those participants who possessed a minimum of five years in this school district, yet 

no more than ten years in this district) in one particular suburban school district within the 

formerly categorized New Jersey District Factor Group (GH). This range was chosen because the 

researcher was interested in the perceptions of the teachers who had seen the security changes 

made in this district. Importantly, this targeted population had been involved in this district’s 

security upgrades.  

Literature Search Strategy 

The literature search strategy consisted of exploring Centenary University Library’s 

EBSCOhost to locate articles related to the perceptions of teachers on gun laws and armed 

personnel in schools and their impact on student learning and the perception of a safe learning 

environment. The literature search was conducted using the following databases: Articles, Soc-

INDEX, Thoreau Multi-Database Search, Academic Search Complete, and ERIC. The literature 

search also included Google Scholar.  

The keywords used in the search were: gun laws, gun legislation, concealed carry laws, 

assault weapons ban, mass shootings, school shootings, United States gun laws, United States 

mass shootings, United States school shootings, school security, history of school violence, 

school shooters, school shooter profile, school security technology, school safety, school safety 

practices, school violence prevention, school shooter prevention, gun-free schools, gun-free 

school zone act, arming teachers, firearms in the classroom, guns in the classroom, armed 

security in schools, effectiveness of armed personnel in schools, Maslow’s hierarchy of needs, 

Maslow’s hierarchy of needs and student learning, safety and student learning, Alderfer’s ERG, 

Alderfer’s ERG and student learning. 
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The researcher established inclusion and exclusion criteria for the literature included in 

this review. The inclusion criteria established by the researcher included only literature from 

reputable sources. Reputable sources are defined as either peer-reviewed scholarly articles or 

information affiliated with governmental agencies. Other inclusion criteria included that sources 

be current, to avoid using outdated source material to explain themes central to this study. As 

sources must be current, most literature within this chapter was published within the last five 

years. Any literature included within this literature review older than five years were from 

seminal sources, which was typically associated with the theory. Finally, all sources of literature 

were written in the English language. By including only literary works written within the English 

language, the possibility of confusion in either explanation or synthesis was reduced.  

Exclusion criteria established for sources of literature within this chapter included 

utilizing any source of information that was not from reputable sources, including any sources 

that were neither peer-reviewed nor affiliated with a governmental agency. Any literature that 

demonstrated a prominent bias or agenda was also summarily excluded as not to influence study 

findings. Additionally, sources of literature were excluded from use within this literature review 

if they were neither seminal sources nor published within the past five years. Any literature not 

written within the English language was also excluded.  

Theoretical Framework 

A prerequisite to proper and equitable learning of students in a school environment was 

that their basic needs were met. According to Maslow’s hierarchy of needs, there are five tiers 

of needs: (a) physiological needs, which consists of food, water, shelter, sleep, and clothing; 

(b) safety needs, which includes personal security, health, and property; (c) love and 

belonging, which includes friendship, intimacy, and a sense of connection; (d) esteem, which 
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includes respect, self-esteem, and recognition; and (e) self-actualization, which includes the 

desire to become the most that one can be (Mcleod, 2018). When comparing Maslow’s theory 

to the human needs according to Alderfer’s (ERG) theory, (1969, 1972), the key difference 

was in that Maslow believed that the basic needs of the individual must be met in sequence, 

meaning that in order to meet the safety needs, the physiological needs had to be met first.  

Conversely, Alderfer contended that basic needs were not progressive and linear but available 

to be met at any time, in any order prior to achieving self-actualization (Alderfer, 1969).  

Using both theories as the framework for this study, it was evident that in order for 

students to learn and for teachers to teach, a feeling of safety and security had to first be met. 

Interpersonal needs included feelings of being accepted within the group, which could be 

linked with school connectedness that was in turn associated with school violence (Biag, 2014; 

Kelly, 2016). It was important to note that learning and teaching were considered to fall in the 

self-actualization category of basic needs (Kutsyuruba et al., 2015). The school climate, which 

included the feeling of safety and security from all threats both internal and external, was an 

integral part of the way education proceeds. When teachers do not feel safe, they are 

preoccupied with concerns that are outside of the realm of instruction; similarly, when students 

do not feel safe, their minds are focused on issues other than learning (Wang & Degol, 2015). 

Feeling safe is a basic need, according to Maslow’s hierarchy of needs (Soni & Soni, 

2016). As a basic need, feeling safe is of great importance to people. This directly influences 

teachers’ and students’ ability to function in a school environment properly. The environment 

in which students learn is essential to their developmental success and is paramount in learning 

(Bradshaw et al., 2015). 
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The two most critical areas addressed in this study were school safety and the learning 

environment. According to Maslow’s theory, the self-actualization of an individual is reliant on 

the person having specific needs met in a particular order, the prior need being met as a 

prerequisite for the next need to be met. Similar to Maslow’s hierarchy of needs is the concepts 

posed in the Alderfer theory, namely the existence, relatedness, growth theory. This theory 

postulates that needs are not met in a particular order nor are they reliant on the previous need 

being met in order to meet the next need; instead, Alderfer allowed for multiple needs to be 

realized without any other requisite needs being met (More et al., 2011). Using these theories as 

a foundation, schools had to examine which needs of students and staff had been met, at all 

levels, and ensure that basic needs will be met so that self-actualization can occur.  

History of School Violence 

Throughout history, horrific school events have occurred; however, one school shooting, 

in particular, gained the public’s attention as society joined to mourn the tragedy (Roselli & Zito, 

2016). The Columbine High School shooting was this calamity that occurred on April 20, 1999, 

in Columbine, Colorado. Due to this shooting, society began to question issues of violence in 

schools, especially regarding rules of school safety and security (Roselli & Zito, 2016). The 

public questioned how quickly the responders were prepared for such situations and whether 

they would arrive on time.  

Several years later, on December 14, 2012, another violent attack occurred in Newton, 

Connecticut at the Sandy Hook Elementary School. This violent event reignited public attention 

to the issue of school violence. Based on those events, the NTAC (Drysdale et al., 2019) studied 

over 40 events to develop methods to combat shootings and violent school episodes. 
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The Gallup Work and Education Poll have worked since 1977 to survey parents about 

their levels of fear regarding their children’s safety while physically present at school (Jones, 

2017). Twenty-four percent of parents had fears about this issue in 1977; however, after the 

shootings at Columbine High School, parents’ fears rose to 55%. The poll indicated the lowest 

percentage of fear in 2009 at 15%. Jones (2017) reported the percentage as 24% of parents were 

in fear as of late 2017. Based on survey results, parents had school safety fears for many years 

(Klinger & Klinger, 2018). 

Cases of intended violence, where four or more people were killed, are classified as mass 

murders. Between 1840 and 1966, there were three mass murders reported, which resulted in 14 

persons killed and four injured (Leiner et al., 2018). After 1966, the number of mass murders 

rose to 17 events leaving 166 dead and 204 injured (Leiner et al., 2018). A study that spanned 

175 years (1840-2015) included 304 events of violence where the most prominent factor (61%) 

for gun-related violence was anger (Paradice, 2017). The Office of Homeland Defense and 

Security (2019) reported over 1,300 incidents of shooting at schools for the years 1970 through 

to 2019. From 1990 to 2019, there were a reported 431 incidents of school shootings in the 

United States (Holland et al., 2019). Between the years 1992 and 2016, a total of 543 students, 

aged 5-18, were killed due to violent action at their schools. Another 139 students committed 

suicide at school during the same period, bringing the total of violence-related deaths of students, 

between the ages of 5-18, to 682 (Musu et al., 2019). The number of student and staff deaths 

associated with mass school shootings between 2009 to 2020 was 1,297, with 938 injured. Yet, 

as displayed in Table 1, over a span of ten years, from 2010-2020, there were a total of 235 

deaths associated with any sort of school shootings (Riedman & O’Neill 2020). There is a 

discrepancy in fatalities, which can be attributed to differences in focus when calculating 
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statistics, such as, false reporting in the media, a lack of reporting of smaller or more isolated 

incidents, or the changes in media reporting availability since the advent of social media 

(Paradice, 2017). 

 

Table 1 

Total Deaths in School Shootings 2010-2020 

Year SUM (Killed–Includes shooter) 

2020 7 

2019 28 

2018 63 

2017 23 

2016 13 

2015 10 

2014 22 

2013 18 

2012 40 

2011 5 

2010 6 

Note. Adapted from https://www.chds.us/ssdb/number-killed-by-year. Copyright 2020 by 

Riedman & O’Neill, 2020.  

 

The Profile of the School Shooter 

There had been several risk factors that were observable that created the profile of the 

school shooter (Gerard et al., 2016). The profiling of school shooters was controversial due to the 



K-6 SCHOOLS AND THE ACTIVE SHOOTER 22

  

 

sensitive nature of judging and categorizing students according to specific traits or characteristics 

that may have been the result of many different influences in life (Gerard et al., 2016). The 

implications of wrongfully profiling a student as a potential school shooter were immense, and 

the ramifications of failing to identify said shooter if the warning signs were obvious were 

horrific; however, there was an important debate that existed surrounding profiling behaviors.  

Regardless of whether actual profiling took place, there were several risk factors that school 

personnel had to take into consideration that helped with identifying at-risk students.  

Bullying 

One of the most prominent warning signs for profiling a potential school shooter was 

students that were bullied. There was a profound link between victims of bullying and school 

shootings (Gerard et al., 2016). In one study of 37 school shootings, 75% of the school shooters 

were either bullied, felt bullied, felt threatened, or were harmed in some way by others (Klein, 

2005 as cited in Gerard et al., 2016). Bullying in school shooters is not isolated to a single 

incident, as several shooters reported long-term bullying and various forms of harassment as part 

of their normal, daily lives (Gerard et al., 2016). The incidents of bullying were also an indicator 

of who was targeted when the shooters decided to act. 

Bullying often directly affects the way shooters often choose their targets. In school 

shootings that occurred in the US between 1997-2000, nearly all the male shooters targeted girls 

that rejected them (Klein, 2005). Furthermore, shooters targeted other boys who ridiculed them 

for sexuality, or perceived sexuality, or for otherness and injured masculinity (as cited in Gerard 

et al., 2016). Bullying tends to reflect the hierarchy of the school’s social ladder, meaning that 

white male students that are athletic and popular tend to be at the top, whereas students from 
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minority backgrounds, low socioeconomic status, and with non-athletic interests tend to be at the 

bottom (Evans, 2016).  

Bullying in schools had become an issue of considerable importance and has been at the 

forefront of school policy for the latter part of the 21st century (Gerard et al., 2016). The 

controversy around school bullying was often exacerbated by the fact that bullying was often 

accepted as a normal part of childhood, and schools, parents, and students alike tended to believe 

that bullying was a normal part of the day (Gerard et al., 2016). The normalization of school 

bullying had been inclined to lead to the belief that school shooters were deranged individuals 

that were acting out. Research indicated that school shooters were simply retaliating against the 

pain and oppression that they felt on a daily basis (Klein, 2007). Blaming mental illness for 

school shooters had become an easy explanation, but the problem rested at the heart of school 

safety in the most basic sense for students, and it starts with bullying prevention (Klein, 2007).   

Shooter Characteristics  

Besides bullying being a significant risk factor prompting school shootings, other risk 

factors existed. There were key traits that could be attributed to the profiling of a potentially 

violent individual, which included attention deficits, hyperactivity, or learning disabilities. Other 

factors included (a) a history of early aggression or violence, (b) association with other at-risk or 

delinquent peers, (c) gang affiliation, (d) drug use, alcohol or tobacco use, (e) poor academic 

performance, (f) constant and consistent behavior issues and inattentiveness in class, (g) social 

ostracizing or introversion, and (h) exposure to a violent or volatile home life (Duplechain & 

Morris, 2014).   

The home life of the at-risk student could conceivably be a significant indicator of 

potentially violent behaviors. Some factors associated with a poor home include (a) cruel or 
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abnormally harsh discipline in the home, (b) a complete lack of or inconsistent application of 

discipline, (c) minimal parental involvement in academic and social activities, (d) emotional 

detachment between caregivers and the student, (e) low parental education, (f) substance abuse 

within the home by parents or caregivers, (g) criminal activity from members of the household, 

and (h) poor supervision of children within the home (Duplechain & Morris, 2014). In addition 

to the individual and at-home risk factors that may have indicated a potential for violence, there 

are elements within the community and larger society that may have led to violence in an 

individual. Low economic opportunities include (a) including job prospects, (b) job pay and job 

mobility, (c) high concentrations of poor residents, (d) low community involvement, and (e) 

socially disorganized neighborhoods (Duplechain & Morris, 2014; Kwon & Cabrera, 2017).  

According to Volokh and Snell (1998), school violence patterns were also a result of specific 

indicators. Among their findings, poverty and a pattern of violence in the life of the student 

played an integral role in predicting violent behavior (Volokh & Snell, 1998). The instability of 

poverty and violence in the household made students more prone to retaliating when events 

outside the home were adverse. 

Pah et al. (2017) studied school shootings in the United States between 2007 and 2013. 

The researchers’ consensus was that economic drivers were strongly associated with gun 

violence at schools. Lower socioeconomic status linked with unemployment brought lower social 

standing and feelings of isolation, which the researchers found may have triggered school 

shootings. A robust follow-up study covering more counties, enabling better comparison, was 

done by Pappa et al. (2019). In contrast with Pah et al., the study of Pappa et al. did not find an 

overall significant influence of the perpetrators’ employment and economic situation on gun 
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violence at schools. Pappa et al. confirmed that unemployment was important to consider when 

studying reasons for school shootings; however, other factors should be explored as well. 

Relationships and Past Traumas  

A more profound risk factor associated with a propensity for violence was the impact of 

past relationships and traumas. For instance, the absence of connection with parents or authority 

figures had added to a portion of the activities of school shooters (Duplechain & Morris, 2014). 

Seung-Hui Cho, the shooter in the Virginia Tech Massacre, was exposed to this sort of risk 

factor. Cho did not discuss any problems or worries he had, which left him with no healthy way 

to deal with trauma (Duplechain & Morris, 2014).   

Later psychological diagnosis of Cho included paranoia and schizophrenia linked with 

chosen mutism (Neuman et al., 2015). Neuman et al. (2015) noted that Cho’s comparison of 

himself with Moses pointed towards a “narcissistic personality disorder (NPD)” (p. 1). The 

narcissistic personality was often linked with feelings of revenge and being humiliated by 

others—these elements were overwhelmingly present in analyses of text messages Neuman et al. 

performed on six school shooters’ text messages. According to Neuman et al., the NPD profile is 

highly prevalent in mass shooters at schools. School mental health workers could use this 

information in preventing possible devastating events. 

The lack of a relationship with parents and authority figures may lead to a disconnect 

between societal norms and expectations and the actions of the person. This same lack of 

relationship may create a situation where the potential shooters may not have been held 

accountable for their actions in the past (Duplechain & Morris, 2014). The missing link in 

personal relationships may lead shooters feeling discontented with themselves, frightened and 

scared of things to come, or concerned they would die, and no one would notice (Duplechain & 
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Morris, 2014). A portion of the shooters, as distinguished by the Centers of Disease Control, 

were dismissed in different ways by their schools. They were often dismissed due to low 

achievement and an inability to graduate, or lack of support necessary to enter a university 

(Duplechain & Morris, 2014).   

The study by Baird et al. (2017) added another element to the students’ experiences of 

being lonely and not fitting in. Baird et al. found that a significant number of school shooters 

first attended a smaller school before moving to a larger high school setting. Associated with the 

school size was the climate of warmth in smaller schools versus more anonymity in larger 

schools, leaving the student to feel lonely. Shootings tended to occur at larger schools with an 

associated higher student-teacher ratio, and shooters were often students who transferred from 

smaller schools. The school transition situation may have been regarded as a predictive factor in 

larger schools (Baird et al., 2017). 

Other researchers challenged the notion that school shooters are loners. School shooters 

who were without close friendships and regarded as loners made up 34% of the 41 shooters 

studied by Vossekuil et al. (2002). The rest of the sample were described by others as socially 

active and 44% took part in team activities arranged by their schools. Gerard et al. (2016) 

pointed out that the differences in definitions of school shootings and individual differences of 

the student perpetrators complicated profiling significantly. Although important, profiling efforts 

have not yet brought definitive information that could be used to reliably predict school shooters 

(Neuman et al., 2015). 

School Shootings Since 1990 

 The 1990s brought about a new era of school violence and school shootings. While there 

had been some incidents of school shootings in decades leading up to the 90s, a surge in school 
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violence and mass shootings occurred that culminated at the end of the decade with one of the 

most infamous and dreadful school shootings in the history of the United States, namely the 1999 

Columbine High School shooting. Figure 1 illustrates the increases in school violence since the 

first one in 1940 to the numerous ones that occurred in 2018 (Katsiyannis et al., p. 2566).  

 

Figure 1 

School Violence Since 1940 

 

Note. From “Historical Examination of United States Intentional Mass School Shootings in the 

20th and 21st centuries: Implications for Students, Schools, And Society” by Katsiyannis, 

Whitford, and Ennis, 2018, Journal of Child & Family Studies p. 2566 

(https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-018-1096-2). Copyright by Katsivannis, Whitford, and Ennis.  

 

A map of school shootings from 1970 to 2020 (Riedman & O’Neill, 2020; Figure 2), 

shows that not only is the prior statement true, but that the majority of school shootings happen 
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in only a small collection of states: most notably, California and Texas, but with mildly high 

rates of school shootings in Florida, Michigan, Illinois, Ohio, Pennsylvania, New York, 

Louisiana, Tennessee, Georgia, North Carolina, Alabama, Missouri, and Washington.  

 

Figure 2 

1970-2019 School Shootings Per State in the United States 

 

Note. Adapted from https://www.chds.us/ssdb/. Copyright 2020 by Riedman & O’Neill, 2020.  

 

In addition to the majority of school shootings occurring in California and Texas, 

California is responsible for the most deaths and injuries related to school shootings (Riedman & 

O’Neil, 2019). The number of fatalities and injuries does not necessarily follow a progression 

according to the number of incidents. For example, California had 158 different shooting 

incidents from 1970 to 2019 (Riedman & O’Neil, 2020). Texas had the second most incidents at 

133 with Florida third at 91 incidents. Two states, Michigan, and Illinois, had 67 and 64 
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incidents, respectively. Another ten states had incidents ranging from 32 to 54, representing a 

significant drop from the three leading states. Another ten states had less than ten incidents. Even 

though these states had just a few incidents, the impact thereof was significant and left students, 

parents, educators, and the community scarred for life. Table 2 shows mass killings per 

institution, year, and state, including the number of persons injured or killed in the shootings. 
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Table 2 

Mass Killings, Fatalities and Injuries 

Institution State Year Fatalities Injured 

Virginia Tech Virginia 2007 33 23 

Columbine High School Colorado 1999 13 24 

Stockton  California 1989 6 29 

Marjory Stoneman Douglas High Florida 2018 17 17 

Thurston High Oregon 1998 4 25 

Sandy Hook Elementary School Connecticut 2012 27 2 

Northern Illinois University Illinois 2008 5 21 

Santa Fe High School Texas 2018 10 13 

Isla Vista California 2014 6 13 

Umpqua Community College Oregon 2015 9 9 

Westside Middle School Arkansas 1998 5 10 

Red Lake Minnesota 2005 10 5 

Lindhurst High California 1992 4 10 

Amish Pennsylvania 2006 6 5 

Oikos University California 2012 7 3 

University of Iowa Iowa 1991 6 1 

Marysville-Pilchuck High Washington 2014 5 1 

 

Note. Adapted from https://www.statista.com/statistics/476381/school-shootings-in-the-us-by-

victim-count. Copyright 2020 by Statista Research Department.  
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School Shooting Data 

Forty-five school shootings happened in 2019 alone—almost one school shooting per 

week. Wolfe and Walker (2019) indicated that school shootings have occurred across the United 

States, and the attacks happened at all levels of school life, from elementary schools to university 

campuses, with 32 occurring at elementary schools through 12th grade in 2019. Everytown for 

Gun Safety (2019) stated at least 86 gunfire events happened on school grounds in 2019. Those 

violent acts resulted in over 17 deaths with three deaths by suicide (i.e., no one else was harmed). 

Moreover, violent acts resulted in 56 injuries (Everytown for Gun Safety, 2019). Those findings 

do not seem to present consistent data.  

Reports of violence directed toward schools throughout the country have contributed to a 

rise in requests of assistance from the New Jersey Department of Education’s Office of School 

Preparedness and Emergency Planning (OSPEP) staff from public, nonpublic, and charter 

schools across the state (New Jersey School Board Association, 2016). Blair and Schweit (2014) 

reported that data showed educational organizations as the second-largest location where such 

shootings happened. From 2000 to 2013, 160 violent events involving an active shooter occurred 

(Blair & Schweit, 2014).   

Staff at Everytown for Gun Safety (2019) began collecting data about gunfire events at 

schools starting in 2013. The researchers with Everytown for Gun Safety aimed to develop an 

increased understanding of the number of occurrences children and teens faced gun violence at 

their schools. The organization’s leaders stated that further research was needed to fill a gap in 

studies regarding gun violence in schools. 

As Everytown for Gun Safety (2019) collected data over a period of 6 years, the data 

showed the diversity of gunfire happenings on school grounds. Everytown for Gun Safety 
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suggested this issue follows the larger gun violence issue in the modern United States. Such 

gunfire happens more often in schools with a high population of minorities; therefore, these 

issues seem to influence Black students and minority students more than other student 

populations (Everytown for Gun Safety Support, 2019).   

The Federal Bureau of Investigation (2019) stated that educational organization leaders 

reported 39 of the 160 active shooter occurrences. Between the years of 2000 to 2018 

(nationwide), 277 active shooter incidents took place (Statista Research Department, 2020). 

Within a five-year span of the data collected from 2000–2013 and 2013–2018, the number of 

active shooter incidents increased by 73%. There were 10 incidents that occurred in those 5 years 

as compared to the 160 within a 14-year span (Statista Research Department, 2020).  

Due to the increased active shooter incidents, Tanner-Smith and Fisher (2016) stated that 

leaders expressed interest in school security at the secondary and elementary school levels.  

District leaders realized they had to plan for emergencies, in collaboration with first responders, 

by drafting plans, revising plans, and enhancing facilities and training. Educators expressed 

concerns that safety measures were outdated. Cornell (2017) speculated that school leaders had 

yet to place proper safety measures in schools to combat increased violence, as they focused on 

more politically driven initiatives, such as imposing school uniforms or mandatory educational 

classes about drug addiction. Cornell opined mental health services would better serve this 

troubled population of students. Del Valle et al. (2014) stated that in only 21 short years, school 

shootings spiked 126% higher than all recorded such events for the previous 228 years. Based on 

such events, leaders began to react by implementing new school protocols to follow, as discussed 

in the following subsection.  

Columbine 1999  
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Two students of the Columbine High School opened fire on staff and students, on April 

20, 1999, resulting in 12 students and one teacher being killed (Elsass et al., 2015; Langman, 

2016; Rowhani-Rahbar & Moe, 2019). In addition to the 13 fatalities, another 21 people were 

injured as a direct result of Dylan Klebold and Eric Harris, and three more were injured while 

trying to flee the school in the wake of the assault (Elsass et al., 2016). As with many school 

shootings, the Columbine shooting ended with the shooters claiming their own lives by 

committing suicide rather than be apprehended by authorities (Elsass et al., 2016; Langman, 

2016). In addition to the use of firearms in the assault, the shooters, Klebold and Harris put 

several homemade explosives in the cafeteria. These explosives were so powerful that they could 

kill anyone in the room. The shooters also rigged explosives to their cars in the parking lot that 

were designed to kill any person attempting to flee the school; however, these explosives failed 

to detonate (Elsass et al., 2016; Langman, 2016). 

Virginia Tech 2007  

On April 16, 2007, student Sueng-Hui Cho opened fire on the university with two semi-

automatic pistols (Elsass et al., 2016). In the course of his attack, 32 students and faculty were 

killed, and an additional 23 were injured prior to Cho committing suicide. The shooting by Cho 

was identified as one of the deadliest mass shootings executed by one perpetrator in U.S. history 

(Langman, 2016). 

Sandy Hook 2012  

The Sandy Hook Elementary School shooting stood out as a unique case among school 

shootings since 1990 for a multitude of reasons. First and foremost, while the shooting took 

place at an elementary school, the shooter was not a current student at the school; he was 20 

years old (Thompson, 2014). Over the course of the shooting, Adam Lanza injured two people 
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and killed 26 individuals before committing suicide, most of the victims were first-grade students 

(Thompson, 2014). 

Molnar (2013) reviewed the Sandy Hook Elementary shootings and reported the results. 

School district leaders began to discuss budgetary costs for school police officers or security 

guards. Molnar stated school leaders intended to increase student safety by introducing such 

guards to the school premises. They would meet the students at the front gate and observe 

students for any suspicious behavior (Molnar, 2013). This move caused school officials to work 

in collaboration with law enforcement officials (Reyes, 2014). They had to address the need to 

acquire knowledge to conduct threat assessments on any students who may have shown signs of 

being or becoming threats to the schools or students (Reyes, 2014). 

Chardon 2012  

At Chardon High School in Chardon, Ohio, six students were shot on February 27, 2012, 

resulting in the deaths of three students. The provocation of this incident has been reported to be 

the result of a personal rivalry (Evans, 2016). In addition to the three deaths in this shooting, 

three more were injured, with one of the students suffering from paralysis due to injuries while 

the other two did not sustain long term damage (Crews, 2016). Unlike previous school shootings, 

the assailant in this case, T. J. Lane, did not commit suicide (Crews, 2016). 

Parkland 2018  

The most recent of the major school shootings was the one that occurred at Marjory 

Stoneman Douglas High School in Parkland, Florida. The shooting incident at Parkland set off a 

national outcry for school safety reform as well as stricter gun legislation (Johnson, 2018). 

Nikolas Cruz, a former student, opened fire on students and staff at the school resulting in the 

deaths of 17 people and the injuring of 17 more (Crews, 2016). After this incident on February 
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14, 2018, public uproar and student-led protests, led by students David Hogg and Emma 

Gonzalez, called for the immediate and harsh response to outdated gun control legislation, 

increased scrutiny during background checks, and an all-out ban on guns, particularly assault-

style weapons (Johnson, 2018). Unique to the case of the Parkland shooting was the fact that an 

armed SRO was on the premises during the shooting; however, he was not inside the building 

when the shooting occurred, nor did he enter the building once the shooting started (Johnson, 

2018). 

School Safety and Security 

Students are entitled to a learning environment that is safe and protected; this entitlement 

is found, either legitimately or implied, in the laws of the United States (Elliot, 2015). This right 

required an authoritative reaction to the danger of school security. While there was no common 

law that mandated districts must provide a learning environment that is safe from all harm, a few 

states sanctioned resolutions that entitled students to attend schools that are safe and protected. 

Some states acknowledge this as a constitutional right (Elliot, 2015).  

Prevention of shooting incidents at schools has been high on the agenda of lawmakers 

and educationalists following prominent school shootings (Curran et al., 2019). However, little 

research was conducted on the responses within the schools directly after such occurrences 

(Curran et al., 2019). In the wake of prominent school shootings such as those discussed above, 

16% of the elementary schools consulted indicated that they planned to lock their external doors 

when the school day started (Curran et al., 2019). As a result of those shootings, outcomes for 

students, schools, and society must continue to be examined to work in conjunction with 

legislation to ensure that the learning environment of students is safe and protected (Curran et al., 

2019).  
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Researchers had yet to study school shootings from the focus of federal and state policies 

regarding firearms and ways that this issue may have influenced school safety. Additionally, 

researchers had yet to study training programs implemented in schools to avoid school shootings, 

as suggested by (Drysdale et al., 2019). Leaders could implement such training programs for 

teachers (or students) to learn ways to connect with students through counseling efforts 

(Volungis & Goodman, 2017).   

Jonson (2017) studied media coverage of school shootings and warned against the 

tendency to over report and cause widespread panic which in turn could trigger safety measures 

that may not give the results envisaged. However, prior to Johnson’s study, the media focused on 

the killings at Sandy Hook Elementary School in Newtown, Connecticut, which impelled the 

United States’ society and leadership to consider the problem of school shootings; leaders, 

students, teachers, and society at large discussed the topic of guns and mental illness in America 

(Barry et al., 2013). For the school and law enforcement community, the Sandy Hook 

Elementary School shooting was the event that made everyone realize school security had to be a 

top priority (Forte & Wagner, 2018). School security could not be something school leaders and 

staff do at times; it had to be a continued primacy focus. Statements, such as “it can’t happen 

here,” or “if you can’t prevent everything, don’t do anything” (Forte & Wagner, 2018, para. 10) 

are dangerous. 

Reactions to Shootings 

Through collaboration, school and law enforcement officials were to increase training 

about potential school safety threats—whether internal or external (Reyes, 2014). School 

principals had to uphold a safe, educational environment for not only students but also for faculty 

(Reyes, 2014). However, researchers had shown that limited data existed about ways that armed 
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officials might influence student safety and faculty safety; moreover, few researchers have 

discussed the repercussions of having armed workers at the school, such as causing a disruption 

to students or making students feel uncomfortable who were not used to seeing firearms (James 

& McCallion, 2013; Smith & Smith, 2006). This lack of information posed a problem for school 

officials, as they had to make important decisions about school safety. School officials could not 

rely on media information and required more scientific endeavors on which to base their 

decisions (Reyes, 2014).  

Cornell (2017) and NTAC (Drysdale et al., 2019) attempted to fill this gap by analyzing 

data from school shootings. Cornell (2017) concluded that leadership had not protected students, 

as leaders had yet to implement mental health programs in schools that could avoid school 

shootings, while choosing other programs that showed political favor. Although NTAC (2019) 

unsuccessfully tried to define a profile of a school shooter, NTAC found a few similarities that 

were disturbing findings. Most school shooters experienced some sort of stressor in their lives 

before the shooting event. Many had interests in violent topics, had home life problems, were 

victims of bullying, or exhibited concerning behaviors/characteristics (e.g., discussing shooting 

someone, withdrawing from friends and social circles, changing appearance, etc.).  

Additionally, some prior research took a retrospective view to explain school shootings 

by exploring and blaming neighborhood violence or a culture of violence, while others blamed it 

on school overcrowding (Smith & Smith, 2006). Retrospective studies were useful in profiling 

mass shooters, but it still did not provide sufficient information to prevent such incidents (Baird, 

Roellke & Zeifman, 2017). More recent researchers studied active shooters or rampage shootings 

for profiling and with the aim to prevent future shootings (Cornell, 2017; Drysdale et al., 2019). 

Those and other school shootings are discussed in the following subsections. 
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NTAC came to a similar recommendation as Cornell (2017) for addressing the problem. 

NTAC (Drysdale et al., 2019) suggested a multidimensional approach to the school shooting 

issue by forming a team to consider all facets of the issue, including enhancing training for staff 

and law enforcement, as well as any security guards hired by school officials. They also 

suggested decreasing the possibility of a school shooting prior to the actual event by addressing 

any potential issues an at-risk student may be facing. NTAC also found that many of the 

shootings could have been avoided.  

School Security Technology 

 One of the most widely used ways of securing a school was to take advantage of the 

many modern security technologies available. Although they were popular and widely used, 

security technologies have proven of little effect in the two decades after the Columbine High 

School shooting in 1999 (King & Bracy, 2019). Further proving to be largely ineffective, the cost 

of most security technologies has been quite cost prohibitive on schools given their lack of 

efficacy (Curran et al., 2019). For example, when considering costs of security across the state of 

Nevada (Figure 3), the financial burden was enormous when compared to the suspect efficacy of 

the technology being purchased (Brune, 2018). 
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Figure 3  

Proposed School Security Costs in Nevada 

 

Note. From “The cost of school safety and the opportunity costs,” by N. E. Brune, 2018, Guinn 

Center, p. 2 (https://guinncenter.org/the-cost-of-school-safety-and-the-opportunity-costs). 

Copyright 2018 by Guinn Center.  

 

There was not a one-size-fits-all approach or technology available in the security sector 

that met all of the needs that schools had for providing a safe and secure learning environment 

(Curran et al., 2019). In order to meet the needs of a school, each building had to be equipped 

with a multitude of security measures that worked in tandem with one another and worked to 

counteract the negative aspects of other employed security measures (Curran et al., 2019).  

Figure 4 lists the pros and cons of the various types of security technologies commonly 

purchased by schools. The result of such implementations was a convoluted plan that engaged 

too many security protocols and technologies that were financially crippling for the school. 

  



K-6 SCHOOLS AND THE ACTIVE SHOOTER 40

  

 

Figure 4 

Pros and Cons of Popular Security Technologies in Schools 

 

Note. “The cost of School Safety and the Opportunity Costs,” by N. E. Brune, 2018, Guinn 

Center, p. 1 (https://guinncenter.org/the-cost-of-school-safety-and-the-opportunity-costs). 

Copyright 2018 by Guinn Center.  



K-6 SCHOOLS AND THE ACTIVE SHOOTER 41

  

 

Safety Drills and Practice 

 One of the most popular approaches to safety drills and practice presented in schools was 

Alert, Lockdown, Inform, Counter, Evacuate Emergency Training (A.L.I.C.E). Figure 5 shows 

what each letter stands for and the expected response during an emergency. A.L.I.C.E. training 

represented a multi-option response to security and active shooter intervention (Jonson et al., 

2018). This approach required the staff and students to assess the situation and determine the best 

course of action when responding to a crisis or active shooter.  

There were many problems with the multi-option approach to security, and the efficacy 

of such a response program lost even more efficacy when implemented with school-age children 

(Jonson et al., 2018). A.L.I.C.E. training, among other multi-option response methods, required 

that the staff and students first be on alert when there was a notification of danger. From that 

point, staff and students were to assess the threat level and whether it was imminent so that they 

responded accordingly (Jonson et al., 2018). If the threat was close by, staff and students went 

into a lockdown, which was designed to secure them from the shooter. The most common 

argument against the lockdown approach was that should the shooter gain entry into the room, all 

targets were essentially corralled into one convenient location for mass casualty infliction 

(Jonson et al., 2018). During the whole process, via electronic or walkie-talkie communication, 

staff had to remain in contact to inform others of the intruder’s location while, themselves, 

remaining hidden. 

If the threat was not nearby and an exit was close, multi-option response programs called 

for the evacuation of staff and students. In that case, all personnel had to swiftly and quietly 

leave the classroom to the nearest exit and leave the school grounds to meet at the designated 

rendezvous point (Jonson et al., 2018). The problem with the evacuation method was that most 
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students would be too frightened at that point to leave the classroom, let alone leave in a quiet 

and orderly fashion. This was evidenced by the fact that in active shooter drills, student anxiety 

was elevated and resulted more in panic and fright than preparedness (Blad, 2018). The last 

option for staff and students was to counter the active shooter. When in lockdown, staff and 

students were to arm themselves with objects to throw at the shooter to provide a window for 

escape or to incapacitate the shooter (Jonson et al., 2018). The issue with this approach was that 

in active shooter drills, which were designed to simulate the real event, students were often too 

frightened to fight back or felt weak against a shooter when they compared their ability to fight 

against a firearm (Blad, 2018). 
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Figure 5  

ALICE Emergency Training Program 

 

Note. From https://www.alicetraining.com. Copyright 2020 by ALICE Training Institute. 

Preventative Measures 

In spite of the fact that mass shootings showed up frequently in the media, schools, by 

and large, remained a safe spot for children (Elliot, 2015). When looking at reports of how 

popular school shootings were in recent decades, it was more accurate to say that schools had 

gotten increasingly safer over the years (Elliot, 2015). During the 2010-2011 school year, there 
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were 31 violent deaths that were reported occurred in public schools (Elliot, 2015). The 31 

deaths included 11 students between 5 and 18 years old who died at their schools. Aside from 

specific years, the average rate of school-related deaths had diminished since 1993 (Elliot, 2015).  

While the overall rate of fatality, due to violence, had decreased, large scale active shootings, 

which meant at least four fatalities achieved by a solitary shooter, had increased (Elliot, 2015). 

Between 1983 and 2012, a total of 79 mass shootings occurred of which eight were at elementary 

or secondary schools (Elliot, 2015).  

Controlled access to schools during school hours was practiced by 92% public schools 

during the 2009–2010 school year (e.g., lock or observe entryways) (Tanner-Smith & Fisher, 

2015). In addition, entry to points in the building beyond the main entryway and office during 

school hours was monitored by 46% public schools (Tanner-Smith & Fisher, 2015). Moreover, 

28% of every public-school announced utilizing armed guards during school hours (Tanner-

Smith & Fisher, 2015). As a point of reference, middle schools and high schools increased armed 

officers by 51% and 63%, respectively (Tanner-Smith & Fisher, 2015). While studies showed 

that schools had intensified safety methods, this was expanded beyond locking entries, if schools 

had the financial resources to do so (Elliot, 2015).  

The Sandy Hook Elementary School shooting incident intensified discussions on school 

security within American legislation. Such discussions recurred with each consequent school 

shooting (Wombacher et al., 2017). Discussions after the Sandy Hook incident mostly revolved 

around firearm legislation, while not neglecting the need for upgraded security measures at 

schools (Wombacher et al., 2017). The following year, 2013, saw states propose 1,500 bills on 

firearms, 109 of which became law (Wombacher et al., 2017). The bills could be divided into 

outfitting educators and exercising control over gun possession (Wombacher et al., 2017). While 
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passing these bills served to indicate that the legislature acknowledged the importance of school 

safety, they essentially focused on gun control. Securing schools involved different efforts 

beyond stopping shootings. It consisted of guaranteeing a protected and inviting learning 

environment for all students (Tanner-Smith & Fisher, 2015).  

Firearms Laws 

Legislators focused their attention on gun control on the categories of weapons (e.g., 

assault weapons), which did not address the real reason for the continued incidents of mass 

shootings at schools (McQuiller, 2019). More lenient laws on gun-control laws were not 

responsible for increased mass shootings (Gereluk et al., 2015). Generally, modern legislation on 

gun-control was more rigid compared to times when such shootings occurred less often (Gereluk 

et al., 2015). Newly, only the law that restricted possession of assault weapons was relaxed. The 

2004 lapse of the Federal Assault Weapons Ban (1994) did not trigger more mass shooting 

incidents as shootings with assault-style weapons had remained moderately static (Gereluk et al., 

2015). The number of gun-related crimes and deaths had steadily decreased since the 17,527 

deaths reported in 1994, was reduced to 11,624 in 2004, when the ban lapsed. By 2011, the 

reported gun kills had reduced further to 11,101 (Winker et al., 2016). Different reasons for the 

reduction in gun-related crimes after the lapse of the ban were explained. On the one hand, it 

could have resulted from the focus of legislators being on what tactical attachments could have 

been used on the weapon, rather than the function of the firearm itself (Winker et al., 2016). On 

the other hand, it could have been that the initial ban was not sufficiently comprehensive. Stricter 

laws on gun control, such as Australia’s total bans and buyback plans, could most certainly 

diminish firearm-related deaths (Winker et al., 2016). In the United States, citizens who passed 

background checks had the right to buy and possess firearms based on their constitutional right 
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to do so. Laws on carrying and owning firearms could, therefore, not be removed (Winker et al., 

2016). In order to mitigate gun violence in schools, direct and strict legislation had to be passed. 

State governments that wanted to change laws on gun control had to first consider historical gun 

legislation and identify effective laws that could prevent mass shootings (McQuiller, 2019).  

Concealed Carry Laws 

While most states had laws that restricted or limited the carrying of weapons, including 

open carry and concealed carry, those laws did not generally appear to be a mitigating influence 

on firearm-related violence. The laws related to concealed carry oversaw how permits were 

given or denied, as well as controlled the prerequisites for getting such a license (Malone & 

Steidley, 2019). The four classes of disguised convey laws used in the United States are: 

unrestricted, shall issue, may-issue, and no issue (Malone & Steidley, 2019). Unrestricted carry 

laws allude to the absence of law relating to the limitation or guideline of who can carry a 

concealed handgun (Gius, 2014). At present, most states use "shall issue" laws, in which a 

license is required; yet, it must be given by authorities after the candidate passed a background 

check, took training courses, and met any other prerequisites (Cramer, 2017). Laws delegated 

"may issue" follow comparable procedures to "shall issue" laws with one exemption; law 

enforcement could deny the license to any individual who applied if it was deemed that public 

interest would be protected (Barati, 2016). The last sort of concealed carry law is the "no issue" 

law, which, consistent with its namesake, demonstrates that it is totally unlawful to carry a 

concealed weapon (Malone & Steidley, 2019). Figure 6 exhibits the 2020 concealed carry laws, 

“shall issue, may issue, and right denied,” by state. 
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Figure 6 

Concealed Carry Laws by State: 2020 

 

Note. From Handgunlaw.us. Copyright 2020 by Handgunlaws.us.  

 

Gun-Free Schools 

The Gun-Free School Zone Act of 1990 restricted carrying arms on K-12 school property 

or within a radius of 1,000 feet from schools (Kohl, 1990). The Act stipulated certain exemptions 

to allow the use of guns for school-approved programs and specific staff, namely: (a) the person 

who uses it in a school-endorsed program in the school zone; (b) to be used by a person based on 

an agreement between a school in the school zone and the person or a business of the person; and 

(c) a law enforcement official within their line of duty (Kohl, 1990, Par B iv-vi.). These 

exemptions, therefore, determined that the Act could not be enforced against SROs and 

personnel permitted to possess guns on school grounds based on their involvement in a school 
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program. Furthermore, by the time this Act was promulgated, numerous states had already 

passed bills to ban guns in and around schools (Elliot, 2015).  

Persons who carry or use a gun in the school zone must face criminal charges (Kohl, 

1990). A substantial reduction in students’ use of firearms during fights or carrying weapons at 

school followed after the Act came into action. States practically restrict firearms in schools; 

however, 40 states and Washington, D.C. have an extended ruling in place to include persons 

with a permit to possess a concealed weapon (Giffords Law Center, 2018). Furthermore, the 

Gun-Free Schools Act of 1994 expects government-funded states to have the necessary 

legislation in place obliging districts to expel students who carry a firearm to class for 12 months 

(Giffords Law Center, 2018).  

In response to the Columbine massacre, Alathari et al. (2019) worked with the United 

States Department of Education (USDOE) to develop a plan to evaluate threats (Fein et al., 

2004). By identifying potential threats, schools could manage the situation proactively. Upon 

analyzing 37 intended acts of violence, Alathari et al. (2019) and Fein et al. (2004) identified 

several characteristics of shootings. The incidents of targeted violence at school are rarely 

sudden, impulsive acts, and other people often know about the attacker’s idea. Most attackers did 

not threaten their targets directly prior to advancing the attack. There is also no accurate "profile" 

of students who engage in targeted school violence, though most attackers engage in some 

behavior prior to the incident that indicates a need for help. Most attackers were known to have 

difficulty coping with significant losses and had considered or attempted suicide. These attackers 

often felt bullied and injured by others, had access to weapons prior to their attack, and involved 

other students to some capacity. Finally, most shooting incidents were stopped by means other 

than law enforcement intervention. (Fein et al., 2004, p. 17) 
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Arming Teachers 

In response to the Sandy Hook Elementary School shooting, pleas to arm school teachers 

came from different stakeholders (Buck et al., 2013; Weatherby, 2015).  Subsequently, several 

states proposed bills allowing teachers to wear concealed arms at schools, and there were some 

states that had laws in place that authorized certain teachers to carry concealed weapons during 

school hours (Chrusciel et al., 2015). It was the responsibility of schools and districts to ensure 

that those teachers were adequately trained in handling weapons, especially under stressful 

circumstances (Weatherby, 2015). However, the costs of equipping and training teachers were 

crippling, together with insurance implications, led to many schools deciding against arming 

teachers (Yaccino, 2013). 

People are divided over the idea of armed teachers at schools, with some arguing that 

teachers should focus on their main job, which is teaching (Chrusciel et al., 2015). A second 

group is in favor of teachers carrying arms in an attempt to safeguard the students during a 

violent attack. A sobering argument is that having armed teaching staff puts students in more 

danger as accidentally shooting a bystander has been demonstrated to be a real danger 

(Weatherby, 2015).  

Buck et al. (2013) reported that Texas police and some district superintendents were 

against teachers carrying concealed weapons, as it may have increased the number of weapons 

on campus, which could easily have led to a tragedy. In addition, a child who knew where the 

weapon was stored may have retrieved and used it. During the chaos of an active shooting event, 

teachers might have shot a bystander instead of the perpetrator. Even with adequate training, e.g., 

law enforcement officers have accidentally shot bystanders, which serves to alert educators of 

the possibility that innocent bystanders (children) could be shot by a teacher during a shooting 
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incident at school (Kaminsky, 2013). Buck et al. (2013), Kaminsky (2013), and Weatherby 

(2015) recommended placing trained, armed officers at schools instead of authorizing teachers to 

carry concealed weapons. Rajan and Branas (2018) also voiced concerns about teachers carrying 

weapons as they already had a large number of responsibilities and safely identifying which 

teachers would be ideally suited to carry arms was not an easy task. Rajan and Branas added to 

the views that more guns at a school might have resulted in accidents and added that the presence 

of guns did not necessarily deter violence. Rajan and Branas argued in favor of empirical 

research on the topic. 

Research on teachers’ opinions about being armed, Brenan (2018) found that 73% of 

teachers did not wish to carry arms at school. According to Brenan, less than 20% of teachers 

would have considered carrying arms at school, while nearly 60% of teachers feared that 

shooting accidents might have happened when teachers carried guns. Teachers would rather have 

been involved in establishing relationships with students and suggested smaller class sizes to 

combat violence at schools (Bailey, 2018).  

After the tweet of President Trump, stating that he was in favor of arming teachers, those 

in support of the notion gained momentum (Minshew, 2018). Ironically, days after the 

President’s tweet, there was an incident in California involving a teacher and police officer while 

teaching students about gun safety. A shot was fired, and a child was injured (Brueck, 2018). 

Minshew reported that some states, South Dakota, Tennessee, Alabama, Texas, Kansas, 

Oklahoma, Wyoming, Colorado, Ohio, Utah, and Indiana, passed bills that allowed teachers to 

carry concealed arms at school. Lott (2019) reported that there were currently 20 states that 

authorized teachers to carry arms to school to protect students. New Jersey is not among the 

states that approved teachers to be armed with guns. Allowing teachers to carry guns at school 
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was an interesting anomaly since the Gun-Free Zone Act of 1990 declared that schools must be 

free of guns (Minshew, 2018).  

The Crime Prevention Research Center conducted a survey on school shootings between 

2000 and 2018 in which they compared schools where teachers were allowed to carry guns with 

those that did not (Lott, 2019). According to Lott, those schools where teachers carried guns and 

also had a posted notice warning people of the fact, have been deemed to be very safe. The 2000-

2018 survey indicated that there were no gun-related incidents at schools where teachers carried 

guns, 0 per 100,000 students, compared to the average across all schools of 0.039 per 100,000 

students (Lott, 2019, p. 9).   

The conclusions of Lott (2019) were contrasted by another study that covered school 

shootings in the same period (2000-2018). The researchers studied the school hardening 

practices implemented to reduce or eliminate school shootings and found that none of the 

practices brought about the desired outcomes (Price & Khubchandani, 2019). The authors 

concluded that schools succumbed to political pressure to safeguard schools against shooting 

incidents and mostly adopted measures that were ineffective but provided evidence that the 

school had a system in place. However, these insurance measures were often costly and proved 

to be money wasters, as the shootings did not diminish as a result thereof. The differences in 

findings between Lott (2019) and Price and Khubchandani (2019) might have been due to the 

focus of the respective studies. 

Profiling 

Student Profiling was considered another, albeit unpopular, method of increasing school 

safety. Ordinarily, the profile of school shooters included thoughts and symbols. For example, 

students profiled may have exclusively worn black and were, in every sense, loners (Ioannou et 
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al., 2015). Similarly, profiles would incorporate very quiet and poorly socialized students, 

received poor grades, lived in one-parent homes, or experienced abuse at a younger age (Ioannou 

et al., 2015). The realities of profiling, in any case, pointed to something totally unique; the 

majority of school shooters that were examined originated from normal families (Ioannou et al., 

2015). While this was not true of all school shooter profiles, as many students had poor academic 

and disciplinary records, it highlighted the dangers of creating a profile for would-be shooters 

(Ioannou et al., 2015). Additionally, it was essential to remember that not all students that were 

social introverts, or loners, become school shooters (Ioannou et al., 2015; Gerard et al., 2016). 

There was no reasonable profile that those shooters could undoubtedly fit into, which would 

have been obvious and made it simple to choose them from a group (Gerard et al., 2016). There 

was, realistically, only one true warning sign that a student may resort to violence and school 

shooting: that the student discusses or talks about plans or desires to kill anything, including 

animals (Gerard et al., 2016). Students sometimes mentioned killing or death in their 

assignments and compositions (Gerard et al., 2016). This was the only true way to determine if a 

student was at risk of becoming a school shooter, and all incidents of this type of behavior or 

topic of conversation needed to be taken seriously. The general problem with profiling students 

as school shooters was that it was more likely that the profile was wrong than right, which could 

have led to severe social, emotional, or mental trauma to the mis-profiled student (Ioannou et al., 

2015).  

Studies Related to the Current Topic 

Few studies were found that focused on teachers’ perceptions of SRO presence on the 

school grounds. Lapointe (2016) completed a dissertation on secondary teachers’ perceptions of 

what best guarantees school safety—armed SROs, unarmed school safety officers (SSOs), or a 
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mixture of the two. Lapointe administered the tailor-made School Resource Officers and School 

Climate Teacher Survey (Oaks, 2001 as cited by Lapointe, 2016) to a sample of 193 certified 

secondary school teachers. According to the findings, teachers were in favor of armed SROs to 

safeguard their schools. Lapointe argued that teacher perception of safety was important to note 

in a climate of unsafe schools when deciding on ways to safeguard the school. 

Another study involving the opinions of principals and SROs was that of Chrursiel et al. 

(2015). Studies on the perceptions of principals regarding the effect SROs had on school safety 

and their ability to diffuse a shooting event are fairly scarce. Chrursiel et al. studied the 

participants’ beliefs about the presence of weapons on school grounds and the influence thereof 

on school safety. As would be expected, SROs were strongly in favor of their armed presence on 

school grounds and their ability to successfully intervene during a shooting incident. The 

principal participants echoed this perception as 95% were in favor of SROs being appointed in 

schools based on the positive impact they had on school security. Participants in the Chrursiel et 

al. study differed on how to fund the SRO posts with both groups indicating that funds should 

come from a source different from their respective organizations. 

In contrast, voices against the appointment of SROs were heard. Johnson (2016) studied 

the perceptions of teaching staff who were opposed to the appointment of SROs based on the 

notion that students may be arrested unnecessarily. The group against appointing SROs argued 

that students being arrested for misdemeanors were marked and disadvantaged for the rest of 

their lives and that arrests by SROs fed the ‘school-to-prison pipeline” (Johnson, 20016, p. 1).  

Johnson pointed out that not all SROs were the same and that the recruitment committee should 

be careful when appointing an SRO. The results of Johnson’s study indicated that the perception 

that SROs made unnecessary arrests were unfounded, as they made the same number and less 
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arrests compared to SROs. Collected evidence points to a social and helping attitude of SROs 

and not the justice orientation educators expected. In addition, the opportunity afforded to 

students to relate to officers in a non-threatening setting was valuable for future help-seeking 

behavior. Johnson’s research corroborated the findings of Lapointe (2016) that principals were in 

favor of appointing SROs based on the positive change they made in the schools. 

Summary 

Over the past few decades, improvements to the quality of safety and security measures 

in schools have been at the forefront of educational discourse. Following occurrences of school 

shootings and other large-scale shootings in the United States, the conversation around gun 

legislation, school safety, arming teachers, and all-out firearm bans has controlled the narrative.  

Although no great strides have been taken to mitigate the threats to students and educators, the 

debate rages on.  

Across the United States, legislatures have passed a variety of laws that controlled gun 

rights and firearm carrying rights for states as individual entities; however, no national effort has 

been passed. The language of the 2nd Amendment to the U.S. Constitution created barriers to 

gun legislation, and the gun culture of the United States provided further impediments to gun 

legislation. Steps taken to bolster school safety and security have been taken since the events at 

Columbine High School in 1999; however, most security measures do not address all of the 

needs of school security or were too costly to implement in all cases. 

 Chapter 2 reviewed the relevant literature on gun laws, the history of school shootings, 

issues surrounding school safety, as well as providing a theoretical framework for the necessity 

of meeting student and staff basic needs. Chapter 3 explores how the literature and this 

dissertation’s theoretical framework support the research study, highlighting the variables that 
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influenced teachers’ perceptions on school safety and the efficacy of the learning environment 

given individual perceptions of gun laws and armed security personnel.   
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Chapter 3: Research Method 

The purpose of this study was to provide a framework for determining the best course of 

action in providing a safe and equitable learning environment for staff and students based on 

their unique needs in K-6 public schools. A qualitative case study was utilized for this research, 

which allowed for various conclusions based on teachers’ perceptions of security procedures in 

one particular suburban school district within the formerly categorized New Jersey District 

Factor Group (GH). The participants included those who possessed a minimum of five years in 

this school district, yet no more than ten years in this district. Teachers have seen the security 

changes made in the district over several years and been involved in the district’s security 

upgrades. As discussed in Chapter 2, there had been issues associated with having armed 

personnel on school premises. There have not been many studies that focused on teachers’ 

perceptions of SRO presence on the school grounds. Therefore, it was relevant to gather the 

opinions of the teachers on this critical topic.  

Research Design and Rationale 

While violence and media exposure continue to increase, student environments resonate 

with visuals that contribute to the rise in acceptance of negative and often violent acts (Velki & 

Jagodic, 2017). It was beneficial to understand how teachers perceive safety and preparedness 

while appropriately addressing and understanding the negative growing change in the school 

atmosphere. Consequently, the purpose of this qualitative case study was to examine the 

perceptions of teachers pertaining to the adherence and implementation of security protocols 

within the school and how those protocols impacted the learning environment. A qualitative 

methodology was chosen based on the research questions established for the study.  
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The questions were subjective in nature and formulated to evaluate perceptions regarding 

school safety and security among teachers working in a school where such changes occurred 

over six years. This chapter outlines the research method and design, role of the researcher, 

participant selection, materials and instruments used, data collection and the analysis processes, 

trustworthiness, and ethical procedures. Three research questions were used to address the 

problem identified in this study:  

1. What impact, if any, is perceived by school teachers in the formerly categorized 

New Jersey District Factor Group GH after a threat is made to their school? 

2. What impact, if any, is perceived by school teachers in the formerly categorized 

New Jersey District Factor Group GH’s of current school security procedures 

upon the K-6 learning environment? 

3. What impact, if any, do school teachers in the formerly categorized New Jersey 

District Factor Group GH perceive students and faculty to be safer with armed 

personnel present within the school, or do they perceive armed personnel to create 

a threatening environment? 

 A case study was deemed most appropriate for this research. Case study research is 

useful for identifying important factors related to a phenomenon (Ridder, 2017). This process 

included the collection of anonymous interview data by a Class III officer so that a higher level 

of rater reliability and validity was achieved. One interviewer was utilized for consistency 

purposes as well as comfort level since all participants knew the officer. The researcher listed 

participant criteria selection, data gathering instruments, and the described methods for the 

research. In addition, the methodological assumptions and limitations were also discussed in this 

chapter, along with ethical assurances within the research. There were clearly definable 
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dependent variables (dv= safe learning environment), but the independent variables contributing 

to that outcome were unknown. In such cases when the independent variables are unclear, a 

quantitative study is not appropriate (Yin, 2016). In this single exploratory site, study data was 

collected through interviews. Interviews conducted within the district’s two school buildings 

allowed for data collection and helped identify different reasons as to why people felt safe or not 

within the school environment.  

While considering a particular type of qualitative research that would be most effective in 

this research, a number of research designs were deliberated, including grounded theory, 

ethnography, and general case study research. According to Yin (2016), case study methodology 

is the most compatible and meaningful when research questions within a study are driven by the 

question of how and why. The case study is advantageous because it allows the researcher to 

utilize multiple sources and techniques in the data gathering process and provide a researcher 

with the opportunity to gather evidence that is pertinent to the research questions.  

This study was influenced by a 2014 study of a similar nature conducted by Yin (2016). 

This study used a similar design and methodology but was located in a different geographical 

region and involved different demographic factors. Having a safe, secure learning environment is 

paramount in education and is of the utmost importance for school districts (Bradshaw et al., 

2015). Yazan (2015) specified that this kind of research begins by defining how the research is to 

be conducted, which in this case includes interviews with participants on school grounds. That 

also encompassed how to gather data, the second element of Yazan’s (2015) framework. The 

next part of the framework includes how to analyze data, which in this case consisted of a 

thematic analysis as established by Maguire and Delahunt (2017). Triangulation was conducted 

by coordinating the findings with the original participants to ensure the established themes align 
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with the perceptions of the participants. This validated the data, which constitutes the final phase 

of Yazan’s (2015) framework for conducting case studies.  

Population and Sample 

The population for this study consisted of 21 teachers out of 76 total teachers employed 

in the school district who possessed a minimum of five years in this school district, yet no more 

than ten years in this district. The district is made up of two school buildings, one housing 

Grades K-3, consisting of 408 students and the other building housing Grades 4-6, consisting of 

294 students. Organizing the study to a single GH school district allowed for an in-depth 

examination of institutional program change that would not have been feasible if multiple study 

sites were incorporated into the research design.  

The researcher utilized purposeful sampling, which is a non-probability sample that is 

selected based on the characteristics of a population and the objective of the study. Purposeful 

sampling is also known as judgmental, selective, or subjective sampling. Purposeful sampling is 

utilized when the researcher would like to gain an understanding of a specific phenomenon or 

area of curiosity. The purposeful sampling provided this researcher with credible and rich 

information despite dealing with limited resources (Palinkas et al., 2015). 

The selected participants were chosen based on their direct experience with security 

changes made over the selected time period. The sample chosen was involved in the district’s 

security upgrades. The population sample helped identify perceptions regarding the district-wide 

security initiatives and their impact on perceptions of employment safety as well as school 

culture.  
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Participation was restricted to a small sample given the characteristics of the school 

setting and the direct nature of the research. The district’s 21 total participants were contacted via 

email, informing each of their selection to participate and supplied information regarding 

confidentiality, the process of filing the consent form, recording responses, and the potential risk 

in participating. Furthermore, the participants were informed that they may withdraw at any time 

and that participation was voluntary.     

Materials/Instrumentation 

Interview questions were previously approved and pertained to school security, teachers' 

perceptions of potential threats, and security in the learning environment. Approved permission 

to use the questionnaire is presented in Appendix B. The type of research-based processing 

utilized for collecting data throughout the interview process was semi-structured interviews. 

Semi-structured interviews are a flexible process that allows the interviewer to ask essential 

questions identically between participants while allowing leeway in responses (Bryman & Bell, 

2011). The participants were also able to answer the questions in any way they chose. All 

interviews were conducted by a Class III Officer to support participation, confidentiality, 

anonymity, and open dialog. The researcher did not personally conduct the interviews. 

Data Collection and Analysis 

Data collection was conducted using interviews that were used to explore teachers’ 

personal feelings and thoughts. From the data, the researcher identified potential themes 

regarding how teachers were motivated/demotivated by their environment (Coetzee et al., 2017). 

Data collection and analysis helped support the development of theory and expansion of logic 

models (Tetnowski, 2015; Yin, 2014). Identified methods of data collection were aligned 

according to the specific research questions of the study.  
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To operate as an effective educator, the specific elements of school culture and climate, 

instructional leadership, safe practices, and personal judgment are essential. A high volume of 

data was gathered through semi-structured interviews. Open-ended questions are the staple of 

semi-structured interviews (Bryman & Bell, 2011). Open-ended questions prompted participants 

to express their personal experiences and ideologies. Semi-structured interviews were upheld to 

provide flexibility (Bryman & Bell, 2011). This flexibility allowed for the assurance that all 

interview questions were presented; however, the order in which the questions were presented 

could have been varied. With open-ended interview questions, allowing participants to express 

their views through the process provided the study leveled and usable responses. 

NVivo was used to assess the collected qualitative data. This software allowed for the 

importing of the data collected from the interviews. A thematic analysis was utilized in an effort 

to find themes or common statements in order to bring meaning and identity to the data (Polit & 

Beck, 2004). This approach allowed for linking related quotes to one another. The data was 

coded with different codes, colors, symbols, or emoticons, which allowed for the identification 

of themes.  

Assumptions 

The core assumption of the study was that the teachers were willing to partake in the 

interview process. Expecting the interviews were structured effectively for producing responses 

required to answer the research questions of this study was also assumed. Furthermore, it was 

presumed that the participating teachers responded honestly and openly during the interviews. It 

also was presumed that the participants understood the meanings of school safety and security as 

well as recalled the security changes that were made in the district over the selected time period.  
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Trustworthiness/Limitations/ Delimitations 

One limitation of this study was qualitative research approaches lack the objectivity that 

is present in typical quantitative research designs (Yin, 2016). A possible limitation could have 

persisted with the interview process that included personal bias from the researcher and/or 

respondent as well as possible inaccurate responses from participants due to poor understanding 

and personal limited recall (Yin, 2016). Another limitation was that the respondents and/or 

participants represented a small sample of the entire district’s faculty. The researcher used data 

from the views of a select group of teachers at only one formerly categorized GH District Factor 

Group in New Jersey. It could have been possible to include the views of other faculty members, 

such as instructional aides, secretaries, administrators, and custodians that also fit the specific 

criteria. Furthermore, imprecise responses, as well as possible researcher bias, may have 

occurred because of limited understanding and personal recall (DeVaney, 2016). 

Ethical Assurances 

When conducting research that incorporated participants to collect data, it was necessary 

to take precautions to ensure no harm to the participants occurred. The researcher and 

interviewer each obtained the required training and certification for protecting human research 

participants. The certificate of completion is presented in Appendix C. Then, permission was 

obtained from the school board (Appendix D) and the two building principals (Appendix E) to 

conduct the study. The study was reviewed by Centenary University’s Institutional Review 

(Appendix G) Board for approval prior to collecting data under the guise that the ethical risks for 

participants were minimal. The participants were informed that the study involved participating 

in a face-to-face interview conducted by a Class III Officer. Each interview was about twenty-

five minutes and focused primarily on current security procedures and whether or not they were 



K-6 SCHOOLS AND THE ACTIVE SHOOTER 63

  

 

influential to the K-6 learning environment. They were assured that their name would not be 

associated with the responses given, and the informed consent statement would be filed 

separately from their responses. Participants were made aware that their answers would be audio 

recorded then transcribed by the researcher. It was explained that the audio recording posed a 

potential risk of the researcher recognizing their voice. Participants were given information on 

who to contact if they had questions about the study or wanted to withdraw from participating. 

Furthermore, participants had to be over the age of 18. The signed consent form is attached 

(Appendix F). 

Summary 

The problem addressed in the qualitative, exploratory case study was to examine the 

perceptions of teachers regarding school safety and security at the district’s two schools. Three 

research questions were addressed related to how school safety and security are perceived at the 

elementary schools of the school district and the differences in perceptions between these three 

stakeholder groups. The population of interest in the study consisted of 21 teachers in Grades K-

6 in the formerly categorized New Jersey District Factor Group (GH). Interviews were conducted 

with the teachers to provide data allowing for the opportunity to speak honestly and candidly as 

they explain their perspectives (Hatch, 2002). Interview areas of research developed specifically 

for this study was done through qualitative data analysis.   
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Chapter 4: Results 

The purpose of this study was to provide a framework for determining the best course of 

action in providing a safe and equitable learning environment for staff and students based on 

their unique needs in K-6 public schools. To address this purpose, three primary research 

questions were asked: 

1. What impact, if any, is perceived by school teachers in the formerly categorized 

New Jersey District Factor Group GH after a threat is made to their school? 

2. What impact, if any, is perceived by school teachers in the formerly categorized 

New Jersey District Factor Group GH’s of current school security procedures 

upon the K-6 learning environment? 

3. What impact, if any, do school teachers in the formerly categorized New Jersey 

District Factor Group GH perceive students and faculty to be safer with armed 

personnel present within the school, or do they perceive armed personnel to create 

a threatening environment? 

  This study examined the perceptions of teachers pertaining to the adherence and 

implementation of security protocols within their schools. The study also examined the 

perceptions of teachers regarding the ways that school security procedures influenced the 

educational environments for both students and staff, based on the current climate of school 

violence. This chapter presents the results of the data collected in this study and describes the 

procedures for collecting that data and the study participants.  

Data Collection 

Administrators from both schools and the school district consented for the schools to 

participate in the study prior to data collection. The selected participants were recruited from a 



K-6 SCHOOLS AND THE ACTIVE SHOOTER 65

  

 

list of faculty members provided by each school. The 21 total participants in this study were 

contacted via email and provided with information about the study. They were informed of their 

right to discontinue participation in the study at any time, that they could choose not to answer 

any question they wished, and that their responses would be kept strictly confidential. All 

interviews were conducted by a Class III Officer to support participation, confidentiality, 

anonymity, and open dialog. The researcher did not personally conduct the interviews. Data 

collection was conducted using interviews that explored the teachers’ personal feelings and 

thoughts related to the research questions. During the interviews, the researcher used a semi-

structured interview protocol. Open-ended questions are the staple of semi-structured interviews 

(Bryman & Bell, 2011). Open-ended questions prompted participants to express their personal 

experiences and ideologies. Semi-structured interviews were used to provide flexibility during 

interviews to follow a participant’s train of thought (Bryman & Bell, 2011).  

Research Study Participants 

The population for this study consisted of 21 out of 76 total teachers employed in the 

New Jersey district who possessed a minimum of five years. Teachers reported having between 5 

and 10 years of experience working in the target school district. The district is made up of two 

schools. One school teaches pre-k up to Grade 3 and has a population of 408 students. The other 

school teaches Grades 4-6 and has 294 students. Roughly half of the participants were employed 

at each school in the district. The participants selected in this study were chosen based on their 

direct acquaintance to the security changes made in both of the schools starting in 2015. This 

criterion ensured that participants could discuss their perceptions regarding these district-wide 

security initiatives and their impact on safety perception and school culture. 
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Data Analysis 

The qualitative data analysis software NVivo was used to assess the collected qualitative 

data. After each interview was transcribed verbatim, the transcript was uploaded to NVivo for 

analysis. This software allowed the researcher to organize the data and easily store snippets of 

data by theme. Thematic analysis was utilized to find themes within the data in order to bring 

meaning and identity to the data (Polit & Beck, 2004). These themes consisted of common 

threads of meaning that appeared throughout the interviews. This approach allowed for linking 

related ideas to one another across the various participants. The data was coded with different 

codes which allowed for the identification of larger themes (Polit & Beck, 2004). Themes were 

then analyzed to see how they informed the research questions used in this study. 

Results 

The themes identified in this research include perceptions of threats, perception of safety, 

and perception of armed personnel. These themes were informed by smaller codes. The 

perception of safety theme includes the codes too young for concern, inability to prevent or 

predict violence, and unauthorized child relations. The perception of safety theme includes the 

codes physical security precautions, background checks, teacher training, student training. The 

perception of armed personnel theme includes the codes positive effects of armed staff and 

negative effects of armed staff. 

Research Question 1 

Research Question 1 is: What impact, if any, is perceived by school teachers in the 

formerly categorized New Jersey District Factor Group GH after a threat is made to their school? 

Codes that informed this research question included too young for concern, inability to prevent 

or predict violence, and unauthorized child relations. Overall, participants indicated that they 
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believed there was not a real concern about a safety threat to their school, partly because students 

at the school were so young. However, if a threat were to occur, teachers indicated it was more 

likely to come from a student’s family member, rather than a student or faculty member.  

Too Young for Concern  

Participants were generally unconcerned about the possibility of violence in their schools. 

None of the participants believed that the students or the faculty presented any kind of threat of 

violence to the school, mainly because the student body was so young. Students were generally 

considered too young to be of any threat to other students or faculty members and seemed to be 

considered too young to be a likely victim of shooting violence. According to P12, “So I don't 

really have any concerns. Hopefully, they [the students] are too young, in this building, but you 

never know. But I don't have any concerns.” P20 had a similar opinion and said, “I have no 

concerns about a student in our school being a victim of a violent act or a perpetrator being that 

we're in a K3 school.” P19 also believed the students were too young, and simply said, “Well, at 

this age, I don’t really have any concerns.”  

Inability to Prevent or Predict Violence  

While teachers all indicated that they did not believe there was a significant risk of 

violence occurring at their schools, 14% of participants did also indicate that it was difficult to 

anticipate violence occurring. These teachers seemed to recognize that they did not believe 

something violent could occur at their school, but that violence was occurring at schools across 

the country in a way that seemed unpredictable. P18 indicated this by saying, “I don't really have 

any concerns regarding a student being a victim or a perpetrator of violence. I guess anything can 

happen, but at this time there are no red flags.” P4 indicated that their concern was partly fueled 
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by reports of violence on the news. While P4 felt safe at their school, they could not completely 

ignore the violence they had seen reported in other schools. According to P4:  

On a daily basis here, I don't really have many concerns, but I do think that there are so 

many variables that we don't always take into account, when you see these things happen 

in the news. So, I do truly feel like this is the safest place that I am in my life. I'm safer 

here than I'm at home or at the store, but you really don't ever know. 

P10 had a similar belief as P18. P10 felt safe, but that it was impossible to predict 

violence. P10 said:  

Honestly, I feel very safe at our school. It's a K3 building. I'm really not concerned at all 

of a violent act against a student in any way. But at the same time, I guess you never 

know what could happen, but really no concerns. 

This statement also had elements of the previous theme, too young for concern. It seems like 

P10’s sense of comfort came from the idea that the students in the district were simply too young 

to be instigators or victims of violence at school, but that you could not be certain of that.  

Unauthorized Child Relations  

While none of the participants expressed major concerns about serious violence at this 

school district, 20% (n=4) participants did discuss the possibility of a parent or of a child’s 

family member not authorized to care for a student coming to take the child out of school. Some 

of these participants alluded to a recent incident where this exact situation occurred, which may 

serve as the catalyst for this concern. P1 said this directly, indicating that someone unauthorized 

had tried to enter the school but that the administration identified the person and prevented it. 

This further illustrated that there was little need for concern, as the school was able to handle the 

situation appropriately. According to P1:  
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We did the other day have an instance of a parent, but we were good enough to know he 

wasn't allowed to take the kid out. So, we handled it very appropriately. So, committing a 

violent act, I think it would be very difficult for a person in this school to get into this 

school without going through proper checks. 

P20 also believed that the most likely situation of unauthorized entry into the school would be a 

family member of a child trying to access the child without proper authority to do so. Like P1, 

P20 believed the school district would be able to handle that situation. According to P20:  

I do not know of any faculty member having issues in their private life. I'm sure there are 

students' families which are going through divorce, and there's a slight concern that an 

emotional parent may enter the school. However, I feel confident that our security officer 

at the front of the school would be able to handle that situation. 

P4 recounted what sounded like the same or a similar incident at P4, indicating the belief of this 

kind of unauthorized entry was more likely to occur than violence perpetrated by students or 

teachers. P4 said:  

I guess this would be out of the three choices, faculty member, student, or outsider, I 

guess this would be what I would be most concerned of. There was an incident this year 

with a kid who happened to not be here, thank God, but his father came to pick him up or 

whatever, and wasn't supposed to have him. 

Teacher Training  

All participants discussed the training they had undergone to prevent or react to violence 

at their schools. Reaction to this training was mixed. While most teachers indicated that they 

believed they had the training they needed to respond to an emergency some, like P1, believed 

that they would benefit from more training. Participants who believed they needed more training 
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made up 29% (n=6) of participants. P1 believed the training they had received was too surface 

level and did not fully flesh out what needed to be done in the case of an emergency. According 

to P1:  

I think we're doing a great job with the Alice system, the Alice program, but my opinion 

is we need to go through simulations. These teachers need to hear what an AR 15 sounds 

like in a hallway or what a handgun sounds like in a hallway, because it's one of the 

scariest sounds alive. If you're not used to shooting at a range or something, and you're 

not wearing ear protection, that is a loud sound. So, I think teachers, without students 

here, I think teachers need to be in their classrooms and the police department comes over 

with some blanks and shoots a blank in the hallway so everyone hears what it sounds 

like. I think number two, we need to go through a simulation with police officers where 

somebody dresses as a civilian and tries to get into your classroom. Without students 

there, it could be an afterschool thing, could be a PD and you try to figure out how to 

keep that person out. I think it needs to happen. I think we're sugarcoating of like, well 

we went through a talk and we're looking at a screen watching other schools do it, but I 

think we need to do that. I think we need hands on approach on what to do. 

P2 had a similar opinion as P1, indicating that it was difficult to know what to do from 

watching a video. P2 believed that the drills they did during the school year did not have the 

same energy as a real emergency, and that by practicing in more realistic scenarios, the teachers 

would be better prepared. According to P2: 

I know we had a snow day on one day when there was supposed to be like an active 

shooter drill. I feel like we do watch videos and we do sit through training and the police 

department, the day that we have our meetings before the first day of school, they're great 
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about coming in and doing a presentation. But after that, we really don't have any other 

involvement with them other than they come for a lockdown or they are conducting some 

type of a drill. It's just not the same when you're getting something from watching a video 

as when you're participating in some type of a drill. I think that if they did do drills where 

the police officers were here and were explaining things to us, we would definitely 

benefit from that. When you hear lockdown, lockdown over the loudspeaker and all the 

kids go in the corner, it's not really practice for obviously a real scenario. It's kind of just 

a procedure that we do every time we hear that announcement, and then we go on with 

the rest of our day. 

P17, on the other hand, was an example of a participant who thought the training 

conducted at the school was sufficient. P17 said that the training they participated in was helpful 

and gave them confidence that they could handle a real emergency. According to P17: 

I think we should just continue with the training, specifically the ALICE training, 

because I thought that was really informative and gave me a lot of ideas. And it also 

reassured me that I have control in this situation and I need to do what's best for my 

students. 

P6 agreed with P17 and indicated that they believed the training at their school was thorough, 

and sufficient to combat an active shooter. According to P6: 

Our training here is very thorough. We're always looking for the best practices in regard 

to active shooter lockdown, whether it's strangers on the property or an event in the 

school or a fire or an evacuation, they've been reinforced through district wide training 

every year. And the staff has been trained in ALICE to combat an active shooter. 
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Student Training  

Like the teacher training code, most participants believe the training done with students 

was enough to ensure the students were prepared to deal with an active shooter at the school. 

However, 29% (n=6) of participants believed that the students required more training in order to 

be fully prepared. P10 explained the difficulty of explaining such a horrible and dangerous 

scenario to young children. This participant believed that more training was needed, but that it 

needed to be done in a way not to overly alarm the children. According to P10,  

The kids here are little and they certainly don't need to be aware of what could God 

forbid happen in the school system. We only really tell them the basics but they're not 

really getting it. Maybe, an assembly or something with people who were trained to speak 

to kids about this would be better. I think the police presence and maybe hearing things 

from police officers that is more their area of expertise would be so much better than just 

hearing it from the basic classroom teacher.  

P4 had a similar belief at P2. This participant indicated that they weren’t quite sure how 

the situation should be handled, but that they were not fully convinced the students were as 

prepared as they could be. This doubt made P2 concerned about their ability to handle the 

situation should it really occur. As reported by P4: 

This is a tough one. I don't really know. They know what lockdown drills are. They know 

fire drills, but especially speaking of the older students in the school, I don't think they 

understand the severity of how important everything is so I think something needs to be 

done so that kids are aware. They see things in the news. They talk about it, but they're 

young. They're kids so they don't take it seriously. They laugh when they're in here for 
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lockdowns. They fart. They joke around. And as a teacher, I'm sitting there, trying to 

listen and figure out like, "What's my game plan if this is the real deal?" 

P6 represented the majority opinion, believing that the training done with the students at 

the school was sufficient. P6 also believed that the students were very aware of their 

surroundings and would be able to participate in identifying strangers. P6 indicated their opinion 

by saying: 

Students are reinforced through their classroom teachers the importance of safety and 

students are acutely aware of strangers around the property of the school. And they know 

the protocol if they hear a lockdown or a shelter in place or a fire through the 

loudspeaker. 

Research Question 2 

Research Question 2 asks: What impact, if any, is perceived by school teachers in the 

formerly categorized New Jersey District Factor Group GH’s of current school security 

procedures upon the K-6 learning environment? Codes relating to this research question are 

drawn from the perception of safety theme, which includes the codes physical security 

precautions, background checks, teacher training, student training. Participants reported that they 

felt very safe at these schools, primarily because of the extensive physical security measures put 

in place. While teacher and student training were generally considered to be sufficient, some 

believe that more training could improve security.  

Physical Security Precautions  

Participants unanimously indicated that their schools were made safer by the extensive 

physical security protocols put in place in their schools. None of the participants believed that 

these precautions negatively affected the learning environment. P10 indicated that the belief of 
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the physical security at the school was more advanced than that of other schools, and that the 

students and staff were lucky to have these measures in place. According to P10:  

I feel like we're very ahead of most other school districts. We are fortunate to have a 

safety officer that's here all day when students are present. You need to be buzzed into 

the school and then you're in a vestibule. They need to let you into the office. You really 

don't have access to anywhere in the school without getting through that. The doors of 

our building are always locked. You're not supposed to open any door other than the door 

to the front office at any time. We have a video system now in the hallway, so I really 

think that they really have taken good measures, like great to make sure that the school is 

safe. 

P18 reported a different set of security precautions at their school than P10, but also believed 

these precautions kept the students and faculty safe and reported the measures as a positive thing. 

P18 said:  

We have an armed guard. We have magnets on our doors for easy locking. We have 

black shades on our doors to hide behind. We have a locked vestibule. We have cameras 

throughout the school, and all of the doors are locked all day. 

Like P10 and P18, P19 also indicated that the school had strong physical security measures. 

However, P19 also indicated that these measures had improved a lot over the years. P19 

indicated that the measures were an improvement over the security that was in place when they 

first started working in the district. According to P19: 

I think our school has come a long way and I feel that we're exceeding other schools. We 

have cameras now, an armed police officer, the vestibule, the safety coding on the 
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windows and the glass, the magnets that we pull up on our doors. When I started, we 

really didn't have any of that. 

Background Checks  

All the participants (n=21) reported that the use of background checks was another way 

that their schools prevented unauthorized entry into the campus. These checks ensured that 

administrators had an accurate understanding of who was entering the building, and enabled staff 

to bar entry for unauthorized individuals. P1 described the system in the following way:  

We have the T-Pass system. If anybody comes through into the building and gets to the 

main office, they have to run their license. It does a sex offender check, I believe, it 

should do a criminal background check, I think. We have that. It looks like a bank teller 

system, where they could send their license, if we're not sure we can send the license 

through that and check them while they're outside 

P4 indicated that they also checked IDs before allowing visitors into the school. 

However, P4 also indicated that this was a precaution staff had received a great deal of training 

in order to ensure everyone understood the protocol. According to P4:  

Our admin has the whole system where she checks IDs and such before people are 

allowed in the building. We've had a lot of training. I probably can go on and on, but 

there are many things that we have done here to make sure school is safe. 

Other participants reported similar measures in place at their schools. However, P2 

indicated that her school took the additional precaution of keeping at up to date list of sex 

offenders in their area. P2 said, “We also are updated on any Megan's Law people in the area.” 
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Research Question 3 

Research Question 3 asked: What impact, if any, do school teachers in the formerly 

categorized New Jersey District Factor Group GH perceive students and faculty to be safer with 

armed personnel present within the school, or do they perceive armed personnel to create a 

threatening environment? The theme related to this research question is perception of armed 

staff, which includes the code’s positive effects of armed staff and negative effects of armed 

staff. All participants (n=21) indicated that they believed having an armed security officer was a 

positive thing for their school. However, 57% (n=12) believed that the armed security officer 

should be the only individual on campus with a gun. P10 expressed this sentiment by saying:  

I think just the security officer [has a gun]. I know there's been discussion of arming 

teachers, that is 100% something I think most teachers would be completely 

uncomfortable with. Administrators being armed, I'm not so sure. I think we need to 

leave that to the police officers and the people who have the training. I think it would 

cause more problems than it would solve problems. I don't really think that arming staff 

in a school would be an answer to the problem. 

P6 echoed P10 statements by saying, “Only Class II and Class III officers should carry 

firearms, they have the correct training and skills to safely and effectively implement them in 

case of an emergency.” While these opinions represented the majority of participants, there were 

a large minority who believed that other staff members should be armed. P1 strongly believed 

this was the case. P1 said:  

I think any administrator that wants to be trained and I think any teacher that wants to be 

trained, I would be willing to be a concealed carry teacher with providing a stipend for 

anyone who wants to be a protector of our kids in that manner. I think it's important. At 
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this point I'm the teacher in charge, but if the teacher in charge could conceal carry, but 

you can't because it's state law, you can't do it in this state. Maybe things will change. 

Let's say we're hopeful that things will change. 

P12 was less adamant that P1, indicating that they had not made up their mind on the 

issue. However, P12 did indicate they believed the choice should be left up to individual staff. 

According to P12, “With this question I go back and forth, but I do believe teachers or principals, 

administration, should have the choice if they want to be armed or not.” 

While there was some debate about who should be armed, not a single participant (n=0) 

indicated that the security officer posted at their school was a negative influence on the 

environment or was not appreciated. According to P11, “It makes everyone feel safe and secure 

knowing that the police are here daily and we have someone to go to.” P12 agreed with P11 and 

said, “The students are so young we don't have school violence really, but I think knowing that 

they're armed, I do feel more safe. And I do believe that it gives a positive effect for school 

violence.” Despite this positive reception for the armed police officers present at both schools a 

few teachers did say that arming other personnel may negatively impact the environment. P4 

said:  

I don't know if it would escalate school violence. I think if more people were armed than 

just the security officer, it may make people feel uncomfortable or nervous. I'm not sure 

how kids would feel about that, knowing so many people were armed in a school 

building, but I don't think it would escalate violence. I think it may just make people a 

little more uneasy. 
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Like P4, P18 indicated they would be nervous if individuals, other than the trained 

security officer, had a gun in the school. However, P4 did not go as far as to believe the presence 

of weapons would necessarily escalate violence. According to P4: 

I don't believe it would have a negative effect. However, it does make me nervous having 

armed individuals in the building. I just worry that that weapon would be in a safe place 

due to some individuals who might not be stable. So, but I believe that an officer would 

be trained to keep that weapon safe, and I would be safe 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to provide a framework for determining the best course of 

action in providing a safe and equitable learning environment for staff and students based on 

their unique needs in K-6 public schools. To collect data for this study, 21 teachers were 

interviewed using semi-structured interviews. The data was analyzed using thematic coding. The 

themes identified in this research include perceptions of threats, perception of safety, and 

perception of armed personnel. These themes were informed by smaller codes. The perception of 

safety theme includes the codes too young for concern, inability to prevent or predict violence, 

and unauthorized child relations. The perception of safety theme includes the codes physical 

security precautions, background checks, teacher training, student training. The perception of 

armed personnel theme includes the codes positive effects of armed staff and negative effects of 

armed staff. While all the teachers felt safe at their schools due to the physical security measures 

and background checks in place, participants believed the biggest threat came from unauthorized 

child relations trying to access a student. Participants believed that the armed security officers in 

their schools had a positive effect on the overall safety, but the majority of participants did not 
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want additional personnel to be armed. None of the participants believed that arming staff would 

necessarily lead to greater violence but believed it could make students and staff nervous.  
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Chapter 5: Discussion, Implications, Recommendations 

The purpose of this study was to provide a framework for determining the best course of 

action in providing a safe and equitable learning environment for staff and students based on 

their unique needs in K-6 public schools. To address this purpose, three primary research 

questions were asked. Those questions were as follows: 

1. What impact, if any, is perceived by school teachers in the formerly categorized New 

Jersey District Factor Group GH after a threat is made to their school? 

2. What impact, if any, is perceived by school teachers in the formerly categorized New 

Jersey District Factor Group GH’s of current school security procedures upon the K-6 

learning environment? 

3. What impact, if any, do school teachers in the formerly categorized New Jersey 

District Factor Group GH perceive students and faculty to be safer with armed 

personnel present within the school, or do they perceive armed personnel to create a 

threatening environment? 

Data from 21 teachers employed in the New Jersey school district were collected through 

semi-structured interviews to answer these questions. The data was analyzed in NVivo using 

thematic coding. This method of analysis allowed the researcher to identify themes within data. 

In this chapter, Chapter 5, these themes are discussed, and the implications of the findings 

considered. The findings in this study are connected to previous findings from the literature. 

Finally, the researcher describes these findings’ limitations and implications for further research. 

Summary of the Results 

Research Question 1 asked: What impact, if any, is perceived by school teachers in the 

formerly categorized New Jersey District Factor Group GH after a threat is made to their school? 
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Codes that informed this research question included too young for concern, inability to prevent 

or predict violence, and unauthorized child relations. Overall, participants indicated that they 

believed there was not a real concern about a safety threat to their school, partly because students 

at the school were so young. However, if a threat were to occur, teachers indicated it was more 

likely to come from a student’s family member, rather than a student or faculty member.  

Research Question 2 asked: What impact, if any, is perceived by school teachers in the 

formerly categorized New Jersey District Factor Group GH’s of current school security 

procedures upon the K-6 learning environment? Codes related to this research question were 

drawn from the perception of a safety theme, which included the codes of physical security 

precautions, background checks, teacher training, student training. Participants reported that they 

felt very safe at these schools, primarily because of the extensive physical security measures put 

in place. While teacher and student training were generally considered to be sufficient, some 

believe that more training could improve security.  

Research Question 3 asked: What impact, if any, do school teachers in the formerly 

categorized New Jersey District Factor Group GH perceive students and faculty to be safer with 

armed personnel present within the school, or do they perceive armed personnel to create a 

threatening environment? The theme related to this research question was perception of armed 

staff, which included the codes positive effects of armed staff and negative effects of armed staff. 

All participants (n=21) indicated that they believed having an armed security officer was a 

positive thing for their school. However, 57% (n=12) believed that the armed security officer 

should be the only individual on campus with a gun. 
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Discussion of the Results 

The results of this study indicate that when determining the best course of action in 

providing a safe and equitable learning environment for staff and students based on their unique 

needs in K-6 public schools, physical safety measures should be a top consideration. Participants 

unanimously indicated that their schools were made safer by the extensive physical security 

protocols put in place by their schools. None of the participants believed that these precautions 

negatively affected the learning environment. Participants reported that safety measures such as 

automatically locking front doors, delayed ingress mechanisms, black out windows, cameras, 

and armed security guards greatly reduced the threat of violence they felt at their school. 

It is important to note that the physical security mechanisms described by participants 

would be more effective in keeping unwanted intruders out than they would be in preventing 

violence from an authorized individual. Teachers and students had immediate access to the 

schools, and neither schools had metal detectors in place that could alert administrators to the 

presence of a knife or gun. However, this was not a security oversight that concerned 

participants. Participants unanimously agreed that there was no threat from students because they 

were so young, and none of the participants indicated a real concern of violence from a staff 

member. However, while teachers all indicated that they did not believe there was a significant 

risk of violence occurring at their schools, a few participants did also indicate that it was difficult 

to anticipate violence occurring and would not say it was impossible.  

Participants indicated that in their pre-k to sixth-grade schools, they were exclusively 

worried about violence from unauthorized individuals. This concern was mostly focused on 

parents going through custody battles or dealing with domestic violence issues. This concern 

may have been greater in the interviews than they normally would have been due to a recent 
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incident of an unauthorized parent attempting to take a child out of school. This particular 

incident was discussed by several different participants, indicating it was at the forefront of their 

minds. However, participants also noted that they may have been more concerned about violence 

from students in a high school rather than an elementary school.  

Despite the fact that participants believed the student population was too young to present 

a threat to each other or staff members, participants reacted very positively to armed police 

officers guarding their schools. Presumably, participants viewed the role of armed guards as that 

of quelling violence presented from unauthorized individuals since they did not believe students 

or staff was a threat. In 2018, 36% of elementary schools had law enforcement officers routinely 

carrying firearms present on their campuses (Diliberti et al., 2019). This means that both schools 

the participants worked at were in the minority in the United States since they both had armed 

police officers on campus. Schools catering to an older student population are more likely to 

have armed police on campus. In 2018, 67.6% of public middle schools routinely had armed 

police on campus. However, participants seemed to appreciate having an armed police officer on 

duty, despite it not being the norm among elementary schools in the United States. However, it is 

important to note that a Class III officer, rather than the researcher, performed the interviews. It 

is possible that participants did not feel comfortable criticizing the role of armed school officers 

when one was present.  

Participants generally agreed that the teacher and student training done at their school 

was sufficient to allow all parties to respond effectively to an emergency. However, 29% of 

teachers thought that students and/or teachers required more training in order to be fully 

prepared. In both cases, participants indicated they would like an opportunity to practice in more 

realistic scenarios. Teachers indicated they would like hands on practice locking down their 
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classrooms in an active shooter scenario. However, participants indicated that students should 

not be exposed to such realistic scenarios but would benefit from more drills and discussions 

with police officers who could impress upon them the importance of taking the scenarios 

seriously.  

Conclusions Based on the Results 

This study used both Maslow’s theory of human needs and Alderfer’s ERG theory of 

motivation as guiding frameworks. When the topic of this study was viewed through the lens of 

these theories, it is evident that in order for students to learn and for teachers to teach, a feeling 

of safety and security had to first be met. Learning and teaching fall in the self-actualization 

category of basic needs (Kutsyuruba et al., 2015). Meaning that when teachers do not feel safe, 

they are preoccupied with concerns that are outside of the realm of instruction. Similarly, when 

students do not feel safe, their minds are focused on issues other than learning (Wang & Degol, 

2015). When teachers and students’ minds are thus preoccupied, they cannot learn and teach as 

effectively as they otherwise would have been able to (Wang & Degol, 2015). This study 

validated Maslow’s theory of human needs and Alderfer’s ERG theory of motivation in this 

regard. Teachers all reported that they felt very safe at school, and they did not report any 

barriers to their teaching or their student’s learning. Rather than worried about day-to-day safety, 

teachers worried about the optimization of their student training.  

There is limited data about ways that armed officials influence student safety and faculty 

safety. However, a few researchers found that armed security officers cause a disruption to 

students or make students feel uncomfortable who were not used to seeing firearms (James & 

McCallion, 2013; Smith & Smith, 2006). This finding was not validated in the current study. 

Teachers unanimously reported that having armed security officers at the school made them feel 
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safer. Furthermore, none of the participants reported that they had heard negative comments 

about the armed security officers from students. While some students had questions, none of the 

participants believed that the students felt uncomfortable. Conversely, it is possible that the 

presence of a security officer during the interviews made participants reluctant to disparage the 

presence of security officers. This represents an area for further research. It is possible that the 

findings of the current study deviate from the findings of the literature due to the aforementioned 

issue of having a police officer in the room. However, it is also possible that James and 

McCallion (2013), and especially Smith and Smith’s (2006), studies are out of date, and public 

sentiment for increased security in schools has changed. 

 One of the most widely used ways of securing a school is to take advantage of the many 

modern security technologies available such as cameras, remote access doorways, metal 

detectors, and scan cards (King & Bracy, 2019). This finding was also supported by the current 

study. Teachers indicated that the physical security measures in place, including cameras, remote 

access doorways, and scan cards made them feel safe at their schools. However, although these 

measures are popular and widely used, security technologies have proven of little effect in the 

two decades after the Columbine High School shooting in 1999 (King & Bracy, 2019). Further 

proving to be largely ineffective, the cost of most security technologies has been quite cost 

prohibitive on schools given their lack of efficacy (Curran et al., 2019).   

One of the most popular approaches to safety drills and practice presented in schools was 

Alert, Lockdown, Inform, Counter, Evacuate Emergency Training (A.L.I.C.E; Jonson et al., 

2018). This was also supported in the current study as participants from both schools had gone 

through the A.L.I.C.E training and many participants indicated it was a comprehensive program. 

On the other hand, there are also problems with the A.L.I.C.E system. In realistic training 
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scenarios, student anxiety was elevated and resulted more in panic and fright than preparedness 

(Blad, 2018). This was a concern echoed by several participants. While none of the teachers 

reported that their students had been scared during their current trainings (a few even said the 

students did not take them seriously) participants were worried that more realistic training would 

cause students undo stress. This represents an area of future research. 

The research indicates that more lenient gun-control laws were not responsible for 

increased mass shootings, since gun laws have been steadily tightening while school shootings 

do not seem to be decreasing (Gereluk et al., 2015). Furthermore, the lapse of the Federal Assault 

Weapons Ban (1994) in 2004 did not trigger more mass shooting incidents with the newly 

deregulated weapons, as shootings with assault-style weapons had remained moderately static 

(Gereluk et al., 2015). However, despite the evidence that restricting gun access does not 

necessarily reduce school shootings, the majority of participants did not believe staff should be 

able to arm themselves. All participants (n=21) indicated that they believed having an armed 

security officer was a positive thing for their school. Moreover, 57% (n=12) believed that the 

armed security officer should be the only individual on campus with a gun. This expressed desire 

from participants is in line with current laws. The Gun-Free School Zone Act of 1990 restricted 

carrying arms on K-12 school property or within a radius of 1,000 feet from schools (Kohl, 

1990). The Act stipulated certain exemptions to allow the use of guns for school-approved 

programs and specific staff, namely: (a) the person who uses it in a school-endorsed program in 

the school zone; (b) to be used by a person based on an agreement between a school in the school 

zone and the person or a business of the person; and (c) a law enforcement official within their 

line of duty (Kohl, 1990, Par B iv-vi.). Buck et al. (2013) reported that Texas police and some 

district superintendents were against teachers carrying concealed weapons, as it may have 
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increased the number of weapons on campus, which could easily have led to a tragedy. This 

finding was validated by the results of the current study, though the population in the current 

study was teachers, rather than police officers or superintendents.  

Limitations 

Several limitations exist in this study. The smaller sample size used in this study means 

that the results of the study may not be fully generalizable to a wider population. The smaller 

sample size also only consisted of teachers, where no other category of staff was interviewed. 

While the researcher has no reason to believe participants in this study are fundamentally 

different from the population as a whole, the sample size does not have the sufficient size to be 

statistically representative either. Additionally, the sample location of the school in which the 

teachers were employed limited the study to a suburban school district found in the state of New 

Jersey, a northeastern area of the United States. This is another reason the findings of this study 

are not necessarily generalizable to a larger population. Because the United States varies 

dramatically in its opinions of gun ownership, and those opinions are often correlated with 

geographical location, it is possible, and likely even, that an individual from a different part of 

the country would have different opinions on gun safety and gun ownership laws. A final and 

important limitation in the study was that the interviews in this study were not conducted by the 

researcher. Therefore, the researcher was not present at the interviews to interpret participants’ 

nonverbal communication. Furthermore, participants may have been less willing to be candid 

seeing as the interviews were conducted by a police officer, and the topic at hand related to the 

benefits and drawbacks of having armed police officers in schools. It is possible participants 

would have felt more comfortable criticizing police presence in schools if a police officer was 

not present at the time of the interviews.  
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Implications of the Study 

This study has several implications for education policy that may be pertinent to 

educators, school administrators, and lawmakers. When considering a framework for 

determining the best course of action in providing a safe and equitable learning environment for 

staff and students based on their unique needs in K-6 public schools, it would be important to 

emphasize physical security measures such as remote access doors, scan cards, and cameras. 

Furthermore, realistic training, such as the A.L.I.C.E. program, is important in preparing teachers 

and students to deal with an emergency. According to the data collected in this study, districts 

should also consider employing armed police officers to protect schools’ students and staff, as 

participants were overwhelmingly supportive of an armed police presence. Finally, civilians, 

such as school administrators and teachers, should not be allowed to carry weapons on school 

campuses, as the majority of participants indicated they would be against that practice, and it 

would make them feel uncomfortable.  

Recommendations for Further Research 

Participants seemed to appreciate having an armed police officer on duty, despite it not 

being the norm among elementary schools in the United States. However, it is important to note 

that a Class III officer, rather than the researcher, performed the interviews. It is possible that 

participants did not feel comfortable disapproving the role of armed school officers while one 

was present conducting the interviews. This represents an area of future research, as it would be 

prudent to verify this finding when a school officer was not present in the interviews. This is 

particularly true because other studies do not validate the finding of this study. James and 

McCallion (2013) and Smith and Smith (2006) found that armed security officers caused a 

disruption to students or made students feel uncomfortable who were not used to seeing firearms.  
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Student training for active shooter drills represents an area for further research. In 

realistic training scenarios, researchers found that student anxiety was elevated and resulted more 

in panic and fright than preparedness (Blad, 2018). This was a concern echoed by several 

participants. It would be beneficial to determine the optimum level of active shooter training by 

grade level. Presenting grade level guidelines for the type of training that can be performed 

would help students be as prepared as they can be without causing them too much anxiety.  

Investigating physical security measures that are effective at decreasing violence in 

schools is another important area for further research. While participants indicated they 

appreciated and liked the physical security features available at their schools, these technologies 

have proven of little effect in the two decades after the Columbine High School shooting in 1999 

(King & Bracy, 2019). Research to investigate how these, or other technologies can be used in an 

effective way would give teachers the sense of security they desired while actually improving 

outcomes related to violence in schools.  

This study outlines that understanding of how school practices of security and safety can 

markedly alter the perceptions of educators within the working environment and result in 

improving the atmosphere for learning (Horner & Monzalve Macaya, 2018). Since the study was 

done in a middle-class district, (formally known as District Factor Group GH), the study may not 

have the same results as if it was done in a lower socioeconomic district. It would be difficult for 

this study to provide as a reference to the effects and outcomes of a rural or urban site study for 

future development. Therefore, for future studies, investigation of the application of a direct and 

established school safety and security program that can be implemented and measured by 

multiple educational sites is recommended. A standard or itemized school safety and security 

program for rural and urban isolated areas are needed. 
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Conclusion 

The purpose of this study was to provide a framework for determining the best course of 

action in providing a safe and equitable learning environment for staff and students based on 

their unique needs in K-6 public schools. According to the results of this study, when 

considering such a framework, it would be important to emphasize the physical security 

measures such as remote access doors, scan cards, and cameras. Furthermore, realistic training, 

such as the A.L.I.C.E. program, is important in preparing teachers and students to deal with an 

emergency. According to the data collected in this study, districts should also consider 

employing armed police officers to protect schools’ students and staff, as participants were 

overwhelmingly supportive of an armed police presence. Finally, regular citizens, such as school 

administrators and teachers should not be allowed to carry weapons on school campuses, as the 

majority of participants indicated they would be against that practice, and it would make them 

feel uncomfortable. These results are largely validated in the literature. However, the success of 

these measures were not fully validated. While participants indicated they appreciated and liked 

the physical security features available at their schools, their technologies have proven of little 

effect in the two decades after the Columbine High School shooting in 1999 (King & Bracy, 

2019). Limitations in this study include the limited sample size and category of participants, the 

single geographical location from which participants were recruited, and the presence of a police 

officer in the participant interviews.  

  



K-6 SCHOOLS AND THE ACTIVE SHOOTER 91

  

 

References 

Abili, K., Towfighi, D. J., Khodamoradi, S., & Jabbari, L. A. (2016). Structural requirements for 

auditing educational and research processes. Iranian Journal of Management Studies, 

9(2), 287–304. https://www.sid.ir/en/journal/ViewPaper.aspx?id=507340  

Alathari, L., Drysdale, D., Driscoll, S., Blair, A., Mauldin, D., Carlock, A., McGarry, J., Cotkin, 

A., Nemet, J., Johnston, B., Vineyard, N., Foley, C., & Bullwinkel, J. (2019). Protecting 

America’s schools: A U.S. Secret Service analysis of targeted school violence. United 

States Secret Service, National Threat Assessment Center. https://www.secretservice.gov 

/data/protection/ntac/usss-analysis-of-targeted-school-violence.pdf  

Alderfer, C. P. (1969). An empirical test of a new theory of human needs. Organizational 

Behavior and Human Performance, 4(2), 142–175. https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-

5073(69)90004-X 

Alderfer, C. P. (1972). Existence, relatedness, and growth: Human needs in organizational 

settings. Free Press. 

ALICE Training Institute. (2020). ALICE active shooter training: Schedule active shooter 

training & preparedness solutions for schools, law enforcement & organizations. 

https://www.alicetraining.com/ 

Bailey, N. (2018, August 8). What school safety reports ignore: Reducing class size. Nancy 

Bailey's Education Website. https://nancyebailey.com/2018/08/08/what-school-safety-

reports-ignore-reducing-class-size/ 

Baird, A. A., Roellke, E. V., & Zeifman, D. M. (2017). Alone and adrift: The association 

between mass school shootings, school size, and student support. The Social Science 

Journal, 54(3), 261–270. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soscij.2017.01.009 



K-6 SCHOOLS AND THE ACTIVE SHOOTER 92

  

 

Barati, M. (2016). New evidence on the impact of concealed carry weapon laws on crime. 

International Review of Law and Economics, 47, 76–83. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irle.2016.05.011 

Barry, C. L., McGinty, E. E., Vernick, J. S., & Webster, D. W. (2013). After Newtown: Public 

opinion on gun policy and mental illness. The New England Journal of Medicine, 

368(12), 1077–1081. https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMp1300512 

Biag, M. (2014). A descriptive analysis of school connectedness: The views of school personnel. 

Urban Education, 1–28. https://doi:10.1177/0042085914539772 

Blad, E. (2018). Do schools’ ‘Active-Shooter’ drills prepare or frighten? Education 

Digest, 83(6), 4–8. 

Blair, J. P., & Schweit, K. W. (2014). A study of active shooter incidents between 2000-2013. 

Texas State University and Federal Bureau of Investigation. https://www.fbi.gov/file-

repository/active-shooter-study-2000-2013-1.pdf/view 

Bogden, R. C., & Biklen, S. K. (2007). Qualitative research for education: An introduction to 

theories and methods (5th ed.). Allyn and Bacon. 

Bradshaw, C., Milam, A., Furr-Holden, C., & Lindstrom Johnson, S. (2015). The school 

assessment for environmental typology (SAfETy): An observational measure of the 

school environment. American Journal of Community Psychology, 56(3), 280–292. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-015-9743-x 

Brenan, M. (2018). Most U.S. teachers oppose carrying guns in schools. Gallup Poll. 

https://news.gallup.com/poll/229808/teachers-oppose-carrying-guns-schools.aspx 

Brueck, H. (2018, March 24). Arming teachers with guns won’t help prevent school shootings, 

research suggest – here’s how Germany dealt with the problem. Business Insider. 

https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMp1300512
https://www.fbi.gov/file-repository/active-shooter-study-2000-2013-1.pdf/view
https://www.fbi.gov/file-repository/active-shooter-study-2000-2013-1.pdf/view
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-015-9743-x


K-6 SCHOOLS AND THE ACTIVE SHOOTER 93

  

 

http://www.businessinsider.com/trump-suggests-arming-teachers-gun-control-why-it-

wont-work-2018-2 

Brune, N. E. (2018, June 26). The cost of school safety and the opportunity costs. Guinn Center. 

https://guinncenter.org/the-cost-of-school-safety-and-the-opportunity-costs/ 

Bryman, A., & Bell, E. Business research methods (3rd ed.). Oxford.  

Buck, S., Yurvati, E., & Drake, D. (2013). Teachers with guns: Firearms discharges by school 

teachers, 1980-2012. Center for Homicide Research. http://homicidecenter.org/wp-

content/uploads/2014/01/Teachers-with-Guns-RESEARCH-REPORT-FINAL.pdf 

Chrusciel, M. M., Wolfe, S., Hansen A. J., Rojek J. J., & Kaminsk, R. (2015). Law enforcement 

executive and principal perspectives on school safety measures: School resource officers 

and armed school employees. Policing: An International Journal of Police Strategies & 

Management, 38(1), 24–39. https://doi.org/10.1108/PIJPSM-11-2014-0115 

Coetzee, S., Ebersöhn, L., Ferreira, R., & Moen, M. (2017). Disquiet voices foretelling hope: 

Rural teachers’ resilience experiences of past and present chronic adversity. Journal of 

Asian and African Studies, 52(2), 201–216. https://doi.org/10.1177/0021909615570955 

Colorado Department of Public Safety. (2013, October 11). Public safety video [Video]. 

http://www.coemergency.com/2013/10/colorado-department-of-public-safety.html 

Cornell, D. G. (2017). School violence: Fears versus facts. Routledge. 

Cornell, D. G., & Mayer, M. J. (2010). Why do school order and safety matter? Educational 

Researcher, 39(1), 7–15. https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X09357616 

Cowan, K. C., & Rossen, E. (2013). Responding to the unthinkable: School crisis response and 

recovery. Phi Delta Kappan, 95(4), 8–12. https://doi.org/10.1177/003172171309500403 



K-6 SCHOOLS AND THE ACTIVE SHOOTER 94

  

 

Cramer, C. E. (2017). How much is too much?: Excessive gun license fees and constitutional 

rights. https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2923159  

Crews, G. A. (2016). Critical examinations of school violence and disturbance in K-12 

education. Information Science Reference. 

Curran, F. C., Fisher, B. W., & Viano, S. L. (2019). Mass school shootings and the short-run 

impacts on use of school security measures and practices: National evidence from the 

Columbine Tragedy. Journal of School Violence, 19(1), 6–19. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2019.1703713  

Del Valle, D., Gangi, A., & Beck, G. (2014, November). Active shooter coming soon: Are we 

prepared? NJ Blue Now, 5(8), 24–26. 

DeVaney, S. A. (2016). Lifelong learning and guided autobiography. Family and Consumer 

Sciences Research Journal, 44(4), 422–426. https://doi.org/10.1111/fcsr.12165 

DeVos, B., Nielsen, K. M., & Azar, A. M. (2018). Final report of the federal commission on 

school safety. Presented to the president of the United States. US Department of 

Education. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED590823.pdf 

Dickson, M. J., & Vargo, K. K. (2017). Training kindergarten students lockdown drill 

procedures using behavioral skills training. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 50(2), 

407–412. https://doi.org/10.1002/jaba.369 

Diliberti, M., Jackson, M., Correa, S., Padgett, Z., & Hansen, R. (2019). Crime, violence, 

discipline, and safety in U.S. public schools: Findings from the school survey on crime 

and safety: 2017–18. National Center for Education Statistics. https://files.eric.ed.gov 

/fulltext/ED596638.pdf  

https://doi.org/10.1002/jaba.369


K-6 SCHOOLS AND THE ACTIVE SHOOTER 95

  

 

Drysdale, D., Driscoll, S., Blair, A., Mauldin, D., Carlock, A., McGarry, J., Cotkin, A., Nemet, 

J., Johnston, B., & Vineyard, N. (2019). Mass attacks in public spaces — 2019. National 

Threat Assessment Center, U.S. Department of Homeland Security.   

Duplechain, R., & Morris, R. (2014). School violence: Reported school shootings and making 

schools safer. Education, 135(2), 145–150. 

Elliott, R. (2015). The real school safety debate: Why legislative responses should focus on 

schools and not on guns. Arizona Law Review, 57(2), 523–550. 

https://arizonalawreview.org/pdf/57-2/57arizlrev523.pdf 

Elsass, H. J., Schildkraut, J., & Stafford, M. C. (2015). Studying school shootings: Challenges 

and considerations for research. American Journal of Criminal Justice, 41(3), 444–464. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12103-015-9311-9 

Evans, R. T. (2016). Faggots, fame and firepower: Teenage masculinity, school shootings, and 

the pursuit of fame. Canadian Review of American Studies, 46(1), 1–21. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cras.2014.018 

Everytown for Gun Safety. (2019). Survey. https://everytown.org/  

Federal Assault Weapons Ban, P.L. 103-322, Title XI (1994). 

https://www.congress.gov/bill/103rd-congress/house-bill/4296/text 

Federal Bureau of Investigation. (2019). Quick look: 277 active shooter incidents in the United 

States from 2000 to 2018. https://www.fbi.gov/about/partnerships/office-of-partner-

engagement/active-shooter-incidents-graphics 

Fein, R. A., Vossekuil, B., Pollack, W. S., Borum, R., Modzeleski, W., & Reddy, M. (2004). 

Threat assessment in schools: A guide to managing threatening situations and to creating 



K-6 SCHOOLS AND THE ACTIVE SHOOTER 96

  

 

safe school climates. United States Secret Service and United States Department of 

Education. https://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/safety/threatassessmentguide.pdf  

Forte, S., & Wagner, C. (2018, May/June). School security redefined: School/police cooperation 

is a priority in Denville. New Jersey School Boards Association. 

https://www.njsba.org/news-publications/school-leader/may-june-2018-vol-48-no-

6/school-security-redefined/  

Gerard, F. J., Whitfield, K. C., Porter, L. E., & Browne, K. D. (2016). Offender and offence 

characteristics of school shooting incidents. Journal of Investigative Psychology & 

Offender Profiling, 13(1), 22–38. https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/42541822.pdf 

Gereluk, D. T., Donlevy, J. K., & Thompson, M. B. (2015). Normative considerations in the 

aftermath of gun violence in schools. Educational Theory, 65(4), 459–474. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/edth.12127  

Giffords Law Center. (2018). Guns in schools. https://lawcenter.giffords.org/gun-laws/policy-

areas/guns-in-public/guns-in-schools/ 

Gius, M. (2014). An examination of the effects of concealed weapons laws and assault weapons 

bans on state-level murder rates. Applied Economics Letters, 21(4), 265–267. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13504851.2013.854294 

Goode, E. (2017). Moral panic. In C. J. Schreck, Leiber, M., Miller, H. V., & Welch, K. (Eds.), 

The encyclopedia of juvenile delinquency and justice. Wiley. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118524275.ejdj0054 

Gun-Free School Zones Act, 18 U.S.C. § 921-922 (1990). https://www.congress.gov/bill/101st-

congress/senate-bill/2070/text  

https://www.njsba.org/news-publications/school-leader/may-june-2018-vol-48-no-6/school-security-redefined/
https://www.njsba.org/news-publications/school-leader/may-june-2018-vol-48-no-6/school-security-redefined/


K-6 SCHOOLS AND THE ACTIVE SHOOTER 97

  

 

Hall, R. C. W., Friedman, S. H., Sorrentino, R., Lapchenko, M., Marcus, A., & Ellis, R. (2019). 

The myth of school shooters and psychotropic medications. Behavior Science Law, 37, 

540–558. https://doi.org/10.1002/bsl.2429 

Handgunlaw.us (2020). Concealed carry laws by state: 2020. http://www.handgunlaw.us/ 

Hatch, J. A. (2002). Doing qualitative research in education settings. State University of New 

York Press.  

Holland, K., Hall, J. E., Wang, J., Gaylor, E. M., Johnson, L. L., Shelby, D., Simon, T. R., & 

School-Associated Violent Deaths Study Group. (2019). Characteristics of school-

associated youth homicides — United States, 1994–2018. Morbidity and Mortality 

Weekly Report, 68(3), 53–60. https://doi.org/10.15585/mmwr.mm6803a1  

Horner, R. H., & Macaya, M. M. (2018). A framework for building safe and effective school 

environments: Positive behavioral interventions and supports (PBIS). Pedagogická 

Orientace, 28(4), 663-685. https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/5e63 

/c974a7cfebb2217ab23234cd404d6ac00e8b.pdf 

Ioannou, M., Hammond, L., & Simpson, O. (2015). A model for differentiating school shooters 

characteristics. Journal of Criminal Psychology, 5(3), 188–200. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JCP-06-2015-0018 

James, N., & McCallion, G. (2013, June 26). School resource officers: Law enforcement officers 

in schools. http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R43126.pdf 

Johnson, R. R. (2016). What effects do school resource officers have on schools. Dolan 

Consulting Group. https://www.dolanconsultinggroup.com/wp-

content/uploads/2016/10/Research_Brief_SRO_October-2016.pdf 

http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R43126.pdf


K-6 SCHOOLS AND THE ACTIVE SHOOTER 98

  

 

Johnson, S. A. (2018). Discussion of change needed following the shooting at Marjory Stoneman 

Douglas high school in Parkland Florida, a brief response. Journal of Forensic Sciences 

& Criminal Investigation, 7(5). https://doi.org/10.19080/jfsci.2018.07.555725 

Jones, J. M. (Ed.). (2017, August 17). Parental fear about school safety back pre-Newtown level. 

Gallup. http://news.gallup.com/poll/216308/parental-fear-school-safety-back-pre- 

newtown-level.aspx 

Jonson, C. L. (2017). Preventing school shootings: The effectiveness of safety measures. Victims 

& Offenders, 12(6), 956–973, https://doi.org/10.1080/15564886.2017.1307293  

Jonson, C. L., Moon, M. M., & Hendry, J. A. (2018). One size does not fit all: Traditional 

lockdown versus multioption responses to school shootings. Journal of School Violence, 

1–13. https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2018.1553719   

Kaminsky, S. (2013, July 17). Accidental discharges by police. Center for Homicide Research. 

http://homicidecenter.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/Police-Accidental-Discharge-

Research-Brief-FINAL.pdf 

Katsiyannis, A., Whitford, D. K., & Ennis, R. P. (2018). Historical examination of United States 

intentional mass school shootings in the 20th and 21st centuries: Implications for 

students, schools, and society. Journal of Child & Family Studies, 27(8), 2562–2573. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-018-1096-2  

Keehn, G., & Boyles, D. (2015). Sense, nonsense, and violence: Levinas and the internal logic of 

school shootings. Educational Theory, 65(4), 441–458. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/edth.12126 

Kelly, B. P. (2016). K-12 and the active shooter: Principals’ perceptions of armed personnel in 

NJ district factor group GH public schools [Doctoral dissertation, Seton Hall University]. 



K-6 SCHOOLS AND THE ACTIVE SHOOTER 99

  

 

Seton Hall Dissertations and Theses. https://scholarship.shu.edu/cgi 

/viewcontent.cgi?article=3258&context=dissertations 

King, S., & Bracy, N. L. (2019). School security in the post-columbine era: Trends, 

consequences, and future directions. Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice, 35(3), 

274–295. https://doi.org/10.1177/1043986219840188  

Klein, J. (2005). Teaching her a lesson: Media misses boys’ rage relating to girls in school 

shootings. Crime, Media, Culture: An International Journal, 1(1), 90–97. 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1741659005050245  

Klein, J. (2007). Bully rage: Common school-shooter misery. HuffPost. 

https://www.huffpost.com/entry/bully-rage-common-schools_b_46548 

Klinger, A., & Klinger, A. (2018). Keeping students safe every day: How to prepare for and 

respond to school violence, natural disasters, and other hazards. Association for 

Supervision and Curriculum Development. 

Kohl, H. (1990, February 12). Text - S.2070 - 101st Congress (1989-1990): Gun-Free School 

Zones Act of 1990. Retrieved from https://www.congress.gov/bill/101st-congress/senate-

bill/2070/text 

Kutsyuruba, B., Klinger, D. A., & Hussain, A. (2015). Relationships among school climate, 

school safety, and student achievement and well-being: A review of the literature. Review 

of Education, 3(2), 103–135. https://doi.org/10.1002/rev3.3043  

Kwon, R., & Cabrera, J. F. (2017). Socioeconomic factors and mass shootings in the United 

States. Critical Public Health, 29(2), 138–145. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09581596.2017.1383599  



K-6 SCHOOLS AND THE ACTIVE SHOOTER 100

  

 

Langman, P. (2016). Multi-victim school shootings in the united states: A 50-year review. The 

Journal of Campus Behavioral Intervention, 4, 5–17. https://doi.org/10.17732/jbit2016/2 

Lapointe, D. A. D. (2016). Teacher perception of school safety between Mississippi secondary 

schools with school resource officers and school safety officers [Doctoral dissertation, 

University of Southern Mississippi]. Aquila Digital Community. https://aquila.usm.edu/ 

cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1357&context=dissertations  

Leiner, M., De la Vega, I., & Johansson, B. (2018). Deadly mass shootings, mental health, and 

policies and regulations: What we are obligated to do! Frontiers in Pediatrics, 6(99). 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fped.2018.00099 

Lewis, B. (2017). New Jersey launches program for SRO-trained special law enforcement 

officers [Abstract]. National Institute of Justice. 

https://www.ncjrs.gov/App/Publications/abstract.aspx?ID=273105 

Lott, J. R. (2019). Schools that allow teachers to carry guns are extremely safe: Data on the rate 

of shootings and accidents in schools that allow teachers to carry. Crime Prevention 

Research Center. https://www.hoplofobia.info/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/2019-

Schools-that-Allow-Teachers-to-Carry-Guns-are-Extremely-Safe.pdf 

Maguire, M., & Delahunt, B. (2017). Doing a thematic analysis: A practical, step-by-step guide 

for learning and teaching scholars. All Ireland Journal of Higher Education, 9(3). 

http://ojs.aishe.org/index.php/aishe-j/article/view/335/553 

Malone, C. A., & Steidley, T. (2019). Determinants of variation in state concealed carry laws, 

1970–2016. Sociological Forum, 34(2), 434–457. https://doi.org/10.1111/socf.12504 

Maslow, A. H. (1943). A theory of human motivation. Psychological Review, 50(4), 370–396. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/h0054346 



K-6 SCHOOLS AND THE ACTIVE SHOOTER 101

  

 

Mcleod, S. (2018, May 21). Maslow's hierarchy of needs. Simply Psychology. 

https://www.simplypsychology.org/maslow.html 

McQuiller, M. (2019). Enough is enough: Congressional solutions to curb gun violence in 

America's K-12 Schools. DePaul Journal for Social Justice, 12(1). 

https://via.library.depaul.edu/jsj/vol12/iss1/2  

Minshew, L. M. (2018). From the editorial board: On arming k-12 teachers. High School 

Journal, 101(3), 129–133. doi:10.1353/hsj.2018.0006 

Molnar, M. (2013). Districts invest in new measures to boost security. Education Week, 33(5), 1–

19. https://www.edweek.org/ew/articles/2013/09/25/05security_ep.h33.html 

More, H. W., Vito, G. F., & Walsh, W. F. (2011). Organizational behavior and management in 

law enforcement. Pearson Higher Education. 

Musu, L., Zhang, A., Wang, K., Zhang, J., & Oudekerk, B.A. (2019). Indicators of school crime 

and safety: 2018. National Center for Education Statistics: Institute of Education 

Sciences. https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2019/2019047.pdf  

National Association of School Psychologists. (2015). Threat assessment for school 

administrators & crisis teams. https://www.nasponline.org/resources-and-

publications/resources-and-podcasts/school-climate-safety-and-crisis/systems-level-

prevention/threat-assessment-at-school/threat-assessment-for-school-administrators-and-

crisis-teams 

Neuman, Y., Assaf, D., Cohen, Y., & Knoll, J. L. (2015). Profiling school shooters: Automatic 

text-based analysis. Frontiers in Psychiatry, 6(86). 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2015.00086 



K-6 SCHOOLS AND THE ACTIVE SHOOTER 102

  

 

New Jersey Department of Education. (2017). School preparedness and emergency planning. 

http://www.state.nj.us/education/schools/security  

New Jersey School Boards Association. (2016). Security and student safety conference. 

http://www.njsbaschoolsecurityandstude2016.sched.com/ 

Oaks, A. R. (2001). Teacher perceptions of the influence of school resource officers on school 

climate. Denver. 

Office of Homeland Defense and Security. (2019). K-12 school shooting database. 

https://www.chds.us/ssdb/resources/uploads/2019/04/chds_hsx_k-

12_ssdb_fact_sheet_042419.pdf 

Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development. (2018). Teaching staff. 

https://data.oecd.org/teachers/teaching-staff.htm 

Pah, A. R., Hagan, J., Jennings, A. L., Jain, A., Albrecht, K., Hockenberry, A. J., & Amaral, L. 

A. N. (2017). Economic insecurity and the rise in gun violence at US schools. Nature 

Human Behaviour, 1(0040), 1–6. https://amaral.northwestern.edu 

/media/publication_pdfs/s41562-016-0040.pdf 

Palinkas, L. A., Horwitz, S. M., Green, C. A., Wisdom, J. P., Duan, N., & Hoagwood, K. (2015). 

Purposeful sampling for qualitative data collection and analysis in mixed method 

implementation research. Administration and Policy in Mental Health, 42(5), 533–544. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10488-013-0528-y.  

Pappa, E., Lagerborg, A., & Ravn, M. O. (2019). Does economic insecurity really impact on gun 

violence at US schools? Nature Human Behaviour, 3(3), 198–199. 

https://www.nature.com/articles/s41562-018-0351-2 



K-6 SCHOOLS AND THE ACTIVE SHOOTER 103

  

 

Paradice, D. (2017). An analysis of US school shooting data (1840-2015). Education, 138(2), 

135–144. 

Pickstone-Taylor, S. (2015). Creating safe and supportive learning environments. Journal of 

Child & Adolescent Mental Health, 27(1), 85–86. 

https://doi.org/10.2989/17280583.2015.1040615 

Polit, D. F., & Beck, C. T. (2004). Nursing research: Principles and methods (7th ed.). Lippincott 

Williams & Wilkins. 

Price, J. H., & Khubchandani, J. (2019). School firearm violence prevention practices and 

policies: Functional or folly? Violence and Gender, 6(3), 154-167. 

https://doi.org/10.1089/vio.2018.0044  

Pushman, J. (2017). Law enforcement in schools: A new option is available for New Jersey. New 

Jersey School Boards Association. https://www.njsba.org/news-publications/school-

leader/may-june-2017-volume-47-6/law-enforcement-schools-new-option-available-new-

jersey/ 

Rajan, S., & Branas, C. C. (2018). Arming schoolteachers: What do we know? Where do we go 

from here? American Journal of Public Health, 108(7), 860–862. 

https://doi.org/10.2105/ajph.2018.304464  

Reyes, R. (2014). School shootings and principals' perception of armed personnel in an 

education setting [Doctoral dissertation, Seton Hall University]. Seton Hall University 

eRepository. https://scholarship.shu.edu/dissertations/2006/ 

Ridder, H. G. (2017). The theory contribution of case study research designs. Business Research, 

10, 281–305. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40685-017-0045-z  



K-6 SCHOOLS AND THE ACTIVE SHOOTER 104

  

 

Riedman, D., & O’Neill, D. (2020). K-12 school shooting database. School Shooting Database 

Project. https://www.chds.us/ssdb/  

Rock, A. (2017). Connecticut schools violate safety laws put in place after Sandy Hook. Campus 

Safety. https://www.campussafetymagazine.com/safety/conn-school-safety-laws-put-in-

place-after-sandy-hook/ 

Rogers, M., Ovares, E. A. L., Ogunleye, O. O., Twyman, T., Akkus, C., Patel, K., & Fadlalla, M. 

(2018). Is arming teachers our nation’s best response to gun violence? The perspective of 

public health students. American Journal of Public Health, 108(7), 862–863. 

https://doi.org/10.2105/ajph.2018.304477 

Roselli, J. D., & Zito, J. (2016, March/April). A commonsense approach to school security: One 

district’s story. New Jersey Schools Boards Association. https://www.njsba.org/news-

publications/school-leader/marchapril-2016-46-5/common-sense-approach-school-

security-one-districts-story/ 

Rowhani-Rahbar, A., & Moe, C. (2019). School shootings in the U.S.: What is the state of 

evidence? Journal of Adolescent Health, 64(6), 683–684. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2019.03.016 

Ryan, J. B., Katsiyannis, A., Counts, J. M., & Shelnut, J. C. (2018). The growing concerns 

regarding school resource officers. Intervention in School and Clinic, 53(3), 188–192. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1053451217702108  

Smith, D. L., & Smith, B. J. (2006). Perceptions of violence: The views of teachers who left 

urban schools. The High School Journal, 89(3), 34–42. 

https://doi.org/10.1353/hsj.2006.0004 



K-6 SCHOOLS AND THE ACTIVE SHOOTER 105

  

 

Soni, B., & Soni, R. (2016). Enhancing Maslow's hierarchy of needs for effective leadership. 

Competition Forum, 14(2), 259–263. 

https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/4eed/3dbfd3083ba2944a322333f2084d280a9983.pdf 

Statista Research Department. (2020). Active shooter incidents in the U.S. 2000-2018. 

https://www.statista.com/statistics/324995/active-shooter-incidents-in- the-us/ 

Tanner-Smith, E. E, & Fisher, B. W. (2016). Visible school security measures and student 

academic performance, attendance, and postsecondary aspirations. Journal of Youth & 

Adolescence, 45(1), 195–210. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-015-0265-5 

Tanner-Smith, E. E., & Fisher, B. W. (2015). Visible school security measures and student 

academic performance, attendance, and postsecondary aspirations. Journal of Youth and 

Adolescence, 45(1), 195–210. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-015-0265-5 

Tetnowski, J. Qualitative case study research design. Perspectives on Fluency and Fluency 

Disorders, 25(1), 39–45. https://doi.org/10.1044/ffd25.1.39 

Theriot, M. T. (2016). The impact of school resource officer interaction on students’ feelings 

about school and school police. Crime & Delinquency, 62(4), 446–469. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0011128713503526 

Thompson, C. (2014). Our killing schools. Society, 51(3), 210–220. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12115-014-9767-0 

Velki, T., & Jagodić, G. K. (2017). Testing the moderating role of social context on media 

violence effect in the case of peer aggression among adolescents. Studia Psychologica, 

59(1), 34–49. https://doi.org/10.21909/sp.2017.01.729 

https://www.statista.com/aboutus/our-research-commitment
https://www.statista.com/statistics/324995/active-shooter-incidents-in-
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-015-0265-5


K-6 SCHOOLS AND THE ACTIVE SHOOTER 106

  

 

Volokh, A., & Snell, L. (1998). School violence prevention: Strategies to keep school safe. 

Policy Study, 234. https://reason.org/wp-

content/uploads/files/60b57eac352e529771bfa27d7d736d3f.pdf  

Volungis, A. M., & Goodman, K. (2017). School violence prevention: Teachers establishing 

relationships with students using counseling strategies. Sage Open, 7(1). 

https://doi.org/10.11772F2158244017700460  

Vossekuil, B., Fein, R. A., Reddy, M., Borum, R. & Modzeleski, W. (2002). The final report and 

findings of the safe school initiative: Implications for the prevention of school attacks in 

the United States. United States Secret Service and United States Department of 

Education. https://www.ncjrs.gov/App/Publications/abstract.aspx?ID=195287  

Wang, K., Chen, Y., Zhang, J., & Oudekerk, B. (2020). Indicators of school crime and safety: 

2019. National Center for Education Statistics. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext 

/ED606370.pdf 

Wang, M. T., & Degol, J. L. (2015). School climate: A review of the construct, measurement, 

and impact on student outcomes. Educational Psychology Review, 28(2), 315–352. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-015-9319-1  

Weatherby, D. (2015). Opening the snake pit: Arming teachers in the war against school 

violence and the government-created risk doctrine. Connecticut Law Review, 48(1), 119–

176. https://opencommons.uconn.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1300& 

context=law_review 

Werner, D. (2015). Are school social workers prepared for a major school crisis? Indicators of 

individual and school environment preparedness. Children & Schools, 37(1), 28–35. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/cs/cdu031 



K-6 SCHOOLS AND THE ACTIVE SHOOTER 107

  

 

Winker, M. A., Abbasi, K., & Rivara, F. P. (2016). Unsafe and understudied: The US gun 

problem. British Medical Journal, 352(i578). https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.i578  

Wolfe, E., & Walker, C. (2019). In 46 weeks this year, there have been 45 school shootings. 

CNN. https://www.cnn.com/2019/11/15/us/2019-us-school-shootings-trnd/index.html 

Wombacher, K., Herovic, E., Sellnow, T. L., & Seeger, M. W. (2017). The complexities of place 

in crisis renewal discourse: A case study of the Sandy Hook Elementary School shooting. 

Journal of Contingencies and Crisis Management, 26(1), 164–172. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-5973.12186 

Yablon, Y. B., & Addington, L. A. (2018). Students’ feeling of safety in school: Does frequency 

of victimization matter? American Journal of Criminal Justice, 43(1), 26–38. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12103-017-9410-x  

Yaccino, S. (2013, July 7). Schools seeking to arm employees hit hurdle on insurance. The New 

York Times. https://www.nytimes.com/2013/07/08/us/schools-seeking-to-arm-employees-

hit-hurdle-on-insurance.html 

Yazan, B. (2015). Three approaches to case study methods in education: Yin, Merriam, and 

Stake. The Qualitative Report, 20(2), 134–152. http://www.nova.edu/ssss/QR/QR20/2 

/yazan1.pdf 

Yin, R. K. (2014). Case study research design and methods (5th ed.). Sage. 

Yin, R. K. (2016). Qualitative research from start to finish (2nd ed.). Guilford Press.   

Zhang, A., Wang, K., Zhang, J., Kemp, J., Diliberti, M., & Oudekerk, B. A. (2017). Indicators of 

school crime and safety: 2017. National Center for Education Statistics: Institute of 

Education Sciences. https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2018/2018036.pdf  

  



K-6 SCHOOLS AND THE ACTIVE SHOOTER 108

  

 

Appendix A: Interview Questions 

Interview Questions: 

1. What are your concerns regarding a student being a victim or perpetrator of a 

violent act, (e.g., stabbing, shooting) in your school? 

 

2. What are your concerns regarding a faculty member being the victim or perpetrator 

of a violent act, (e.g., stabbing, shooting) in your school? 

 

3. What are your concerns with an outsider coming into the school to commit a violent 

act against a faculty member or student (e.g. domestic violence, parent, etc.) in your 

school? 

 

4. What safety measures have been instituted to provide for a safe school? 

 

5. What training has been, or needs to be, provided for teachers to protect themselves 

and their students in the case of a perpetrator committing an act of violence? 

 

6. What education has been, or needs to be, provided for students to be part of creating 

a safe environment in school? 

 

7. Are mental health initiatives, part of your strategy to create a safe school 

environment? Explain. 

 

8. What personnel should be armed, if any? 

 

9. Does, or would, the presence of armed personnel in your school have a positive 

effect in resolving issues of school violence? Does, or would, their presence have a 

negative effect that escalates the issues of school violence? 

 

10.  What options are available for a safe and secure school, other than armed personnel? 

   

     11.  Have you received comments from faculty about armed personnel in the school? 

 

      12.  Have you received comments from students about armed personnel in the school? 
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Appendix B: Approval to Use Interview Questions 

Susan Ciccotelli 

 

From: Brian Kelly <keltyb@farmingdale.edu> 

Sent: Saturday, December 1, 2018 1 1:1 1 AM 

To: ciccotellis 

Subject: RE: Permission to use interview 

questions 

Susan 

Permission granted. I look forward to reading your study soon. 

Regards, 

Dr. Brian P. Kelly, CFE 

Assistant Professor 

Department of Security Systems and Law Enforcement Technology Farmingdale State College, The State 

University of 

New York 

2350 Broadhollow Road 

Farmingdale, NY 11735-1021 

Kellyb@farmingdale.edu 

Department Phone (Main): 631-420-2538 

 

From: ciccotellis [ciccotellis@fpsk6.org] 

Sent: Friday, November 30, 2018 1:11 PM 

To: Brian Kelly Subject: 

Permission to use interview 

questions 

Dear Dr. Kelly, 

As you are my approved third external reader on my dissertation committee, I am requesting to utilize 

the 2016 interview instrument, as previously approved by a panel of experts, for my data collection 

regarding my research study 

Thank you 

 

Susan Ciccotelli 
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Appendix C: Certificate of Completion 
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Appendix D: School Board Permission 

Susan Ciccotelli 

4 Ledgerock Court 

Morris Plains, NJ 07950-2758 

973-223-4181 

 

January 8, 2019 

 

___________ School District 

Mr. ___________, Board of Education President 

__________Road 

__________, NJ _____ 

 

SUBJECT:  RESEARCH PERMISSION 

 

Dear Mr. Freda: 

 

As you are aware, I am a doctoral candidate at Centenary University.  I am writing to formally 

request permission to conduct my research in the __________ School District.  My dissertation 

topic involves assessing teachers’ perceptions (those who possess a minimum of 5 years in this 

district, yet no more than 10 years in this district) of the district’s security procedures.  In order 

to better understand their perceptions, I am requesting permission to solicit the principals’ 

permission for their consent to interview teachers meeting the above named criteria.  

  

The data provided will be recorded by a Class III Officer.  Although their name will not be 

associated with the responses given, there is the potential of the researcher recognizing their 

voice.  Their participation and anything they say during the session will be held in the strictest 

confidence.  An informed consent statement will be filed separately from their response, so no 

one will know that the answers/responses they provide are theirs.   The study involves 

participating in a face-to-face interview conducted by a Class III Officer.  The interview will take 

no longer than 25 minutes and focus primarily on current security procedures and whether or 

they are influential to the K-6 learning environment.   

 

They can ask questions about the research study or about being a participant at any time or by 

calling me at 973-223-4181 or via e-mail at ciccosusan@gmail.com. In addition, for any research 

questions regarding their experience in this study, they may contact Tara Veerman (IRB Chair) 

by phone at 908-852-1400, x2347 or via e-mail at veermant@centenaryuniversity.edu. 

 

Their participation in this study is voluntary and they may withdraw at anytime. They may refuse 

or discontinue participation at any time without consequence or prejudice.  

If their participation in our research has caused them to feel uncomfortable in any way, or if our 

research prompted them to consider personal matters about which they are concerned, we 
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encourage them to withdraw at any time and/or they may choose not to answer any question that 

they feel uncomfortable answering.  

  

 

Mr. ___________ 

January 8, 2019  

Page 2 of 2 

 

To participate, they will sign their name on a consent form indicating that they have read and 

understood the contents of the Consent Form and that they agree to participate in this study. 

 

I,___________________________(_____________Board of Education President), give 

permission for Susan Ciccotelli to conduct research/interviews in this district.  

Date_______________________ 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Susan Ciccotelli 
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Appendix E: Sample Principals Permission 

Susan Ciccotelli 

4 Ledgerock Court 

Morris Plains, NJ 07950-2758 

973-223-4181 

 

January 8, 2019 

 

______________ District 

Dr. _________, ___________ School Principal 

__________ Road 

__________, NJ _______ 

 

SUBJECT:  RESEARCH PERMISSION 

 

Dear Dr. ___________: 

 

As you are aware, I am a doctoral candidate at Centenary University.  I am writing to formally 

request permission to conduct my research in ____________School.  My dissertation topic 

involves assessing teachers’ perceptions (those who possess a minimum of 5 years in this 

district, yet no more than 10 years in this district) of the district’s security procedures.  In order 

to better understand their perceptions, I am requesting permission to interview teachers meeting 

the above named criteria.   

 

The data provided will be recorded by a Class III Officer.  Although their name will not be 

associated with the responses given, there is the potential of the researcher recognizing their 

voice.  Their participation and anything they say during the session will be held in the strictest 

confidence.  An informed consent statement will be filed separately from their response, so no 

one will know that the answers/responses they provide are theirs.   The study involves 

participating in a face-to-face interview conducted by a Class III Officer.  The interview will take 

no longer than 25 minutes and focus primarily on current security procedures and whether or 

they are influential to the K-6 learning environment.   

 

They can ask questions about the research study or about being a participant at any time or by 

calling me at 973-223-4181 or via e-mail at ciccosusan@gmail.com. In addition, for any research 

questions regarding their experience in this study, they may contact Tara Veerman (IRB Chair) 

by phone at 908-852-1400, x2347 or via e-mail at veermant@centenaryuniversity.edu. 

 

Their participation in this study is voluntary and they may withdraw at anytime. They may refuse 

or discontinue participation at any time without consequence or prejudice.  

Dr. ____________ 

January 8, 2019 
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Page 2 of 2 

 

If their participation in our research has caused them to feel uncomfortable in any way, or if our 

research prompted them to consider personal matters about which they are concerned, we 

encourage them to withdraw at any time and/or they may choose not to answer any question that 

they feel uncomfortable answering.   

 

To participate, they will sign their name on a consent form indicating that they have read and 

understood the contents of the Consent Form and that they agree to participate in this study. 

 

I,____________________________________(_____________School Principal), give 

permission for Susan Ciccotelli to conduct research/interviews in this district.  

Date_______________________ 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Susan Ciccotelli 
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Appendix F: Signed Consent Form 

 

K-6 Schools and the Active Shooter: 

 Teachers’ perceptions of Security Implementations. 

 

Researcher’s Contact Information: Susan Ciccotelli, 973-223-4181, ciccosusan@gmail.com 

Supervisor’s Contact Information: Dr. Jeffrey J. Carter, 908-852-1400 x5065, 

Jeffrey.carter@centenaryuniversity.edu 

 

Hello: 

I am engaged in a research study of assessing teachers’ perceptions (those who possess a 

minimum of 5 years in this district, yet no more than 10 years in this district) of the district’s 

security procedures.   

The study involves participating in a face-to-face interview conducted by a Class III Officer.  

The interview will take no longer than 25 minutes and focus primarily on current security 

procedures and whether or not they are influential to the K-6 learning environment.   While your 

name will not be associated with the responses given, your answers will be audio recorded then 

transcribed by the researcher.  This poses a potential risk of the researcher recognizing your 

voice.   This informed consent statement will be filed separately from your response, so no one 

will know that the answers/responses you provide are yours.  

You can ask questions about the research study or about being a participant at any time or by 

calling me at 973.223.4181 or via e-mail at ciccosusan@gmail.com. In addition, for any research 

questions regarding your experience in this study, please contact Tara Veerman (IRB Chair) by 

phone at 908-852-1400, x2347 or via e-mail at veermant@centenaryuniversity.edu. 

Your participation in this study is voluntary and you may withdraw at any time. You may refuse 

or discontinue participation at any time without consequence or prejudice.  

If your participation in our research has caused you to feel uncomfortable in any way, or if our 

research prompted you to consider personal matters about which you are concerned, we 

encourage you to withdraw at any time and/or you may choose not to answer any question that 

you feel uncomfortable answering.   

Signing your name below indicates that you have read and understand the contents of this 

Consent Form and that you agree to participate in this study. 

Consent 

I have read the above information and I fully understand the nature of my participation.  I 

understand that my involvement in this study will be confidential, and that if a summary of the 

results is used for educational or publication purposes, my individual results will not be 

identified.  I also understand that I have the right to terminate my participation at any time during 
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the study.  Lastly, I understand the risks of participating in the study, including the self-

consciousness I may feel while participating. Lastly, I certify that I am at least 18 years of age. 

 

 

_______________________________________________  _______________________________________________ 

Participant’s Signature     Researcher’s signature after reading the consent statement 

_______________________________    ______________________________ 

Printed Name      Printed Name 

__________________________    ______________________________ 

Date       Date 
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Appendix G: IRB Approval 

 


