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The field of threat assessment and management in higher education is in the early stages 

of development. In particular, little is noted in the research literature about the practices 

of threat assessment teams in this environment. To fill this knowledge gap, a random 

national sample of 15% (n = 148) of public community colleges were surveyed as to: (1) 

threat assessment practices, (2) continuing education needs, and (3) training delivery 

preferences. Community colleges were randomly selected and the lead threat assessment 

practitioner for that institution was queried using the gold-standard for survey research: 

the Tailored Design Method (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2009). A total of 113 

participants returned a completed survey. This number represented a return rate of 76%. 

A post hoc power analysis reported an actual power (i.e., 1-β error probability) of 0.84. 

Survey respondents were 83 men and 28 women ranging in age from 29 to 70 years (M  =  

53, SD  =  9). Most were non-Hispanic Whites (75%), with 10 Hispanics, 12 African 

Americans, 2 Native Americans, and 1 Pacific Islander. Almost half of the participants 

held a master’s degree (48%). The professional breakdown of respondents was law 

enforcement/security (n  = 52), college administration (n  =  55), and other (n  =  6). The 



 

 

professions that comprised the “other” category included: (a) counselor, (b) human 

resource professional, and (c) attorney. Because of the small number and heterogeneity of 

persons in the “other” category (n = 6), this category was not used for the inferential 

statistical analyses. A total of 67% reported fewer than 40 hours of threat assessment 

training. The average number of new threat assessment cases received each month was 

4.13 (SD = 8.61). The vast majority of the community colleges operated with a 

formalized threat assessment team (73%). The leading types of team composition were: 

(1) employees only (57%), and (2) mix of employees and outside personnel (32%). Most 

college threat assessment teams addressed more than just students as threat sources 

(69%). In rank order, the top 5 continuing education needs reported were: (1) legal 

implications, (2) confidentiality implications, (3) ethical considerations when conducting 

threat assessment, (4) basic overview of threat assessment and management, and (5) 

advanced training of threat assessment and management. Inferential statistical analyses 

revealed that, in reference to their professional background, threat assessment 

practitioners similarly rank their: (a) continuing education needs, and (b) training delivery 

preferences (i.e., in-person v. online). Implications for both research and practice were 

discussed. 
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Threat Assessment Practices in Community Colleges 

Chapter 1: General Introduction 

Overview 

In order to function optimally, it is important for threat assessment teams (TATs) 

to be aware of the different approaches to threat assessment and the most current research 

on effective techniques and strategies for managing threats. As the need for violence 

mitigation intensifies and the need to have clarity around the essential functions for TATs 

increases, community colleges need to understand how to successfully incorporate and 

implement best practices for threat assessment and management. This dissertation 

focuses on understanding the best practices for threat assessment within community 

colleges.   

In general, TATs function best when comprised of multidisciplinary members 

with proper evidence-based training and experience. They should be trained to identify, 

assess, and manage situations, key warning behaviors, and risk factors to mitigate 

targeted violence. TATs must also understand the statistical significance of target-based 

behavioral indicators, the precipitating conditions leading to targeted violence, the 

psychological processes of perpetrators, and relevant prevention interventions to targeted 

violence. Understanding the significance of target-based violent behaviors, the 

precipitating conditions and psychological processes of perpetrators, and relevant 

prevention interventions for targeted violence is also essential groundwork for TATs.  
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The creation of multidisciplinary TAT protocols for managing threats of target-

based violence is a crucial and urgently needed development in the field of higher 

education and in society as a whole. A maturely developed TAT will naturally convey a 

culture of care, communication, and collaboration to support stakeholders and mitigate 

potential acts of targeted violence.  

Using the manuscript style format as provided by the Graduate School at Oregon 

State University, this dissertation provides scholarly work that explores the essential 

elements of TATs within institutions of higher education (IHE).  

Chapter 1 describes the two article-style manuscripts found in the following two 

chapters, showing their thematic connections and building toward research conclusions 

relevant to the field of threat assessment and management in higher education.  

The first article-style manuscript, titled “A Review of the Literature: Threat 

Assessment Teams in Institutions of Higher Education,” presents a systematic review of 

the literature summarizing best practices and recommendations for the TAT in IHE. This 

review of literature focuses on four themes: the origin of threat assessment; threat 

assessment approaches for targeted violence; leakage, risk factors, and warning 

behaviors; and defining the problem of school-targeted violence related to IHE. 

The second article (Chapter 3), which is a research manuscript titled “Threat 

Assessment in Community Colleges”, summarizes a quantitative study conducted to 

understand the elements of TATs to assess and manage target-based violence. The study 

described in this chapter provides the reader with insight into the current features and 

functions of TATs within community colleges.   
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Chapter 4 provides a common conclusion linking all manuscripts thematically. 

This chapter summarizes the literature, research findings, and recommendations for 

future steps as they relate to threat assessment and management in institutions of higher 

education. 

Importance to the Profession of Counseling 

There is a need in the counseling field for better understanding of the concept of 

threat assessment and management to enhance campus safety within the parameters of the 

counselor’s ethical and legal considerations. One dilemma with which counselors 

continue to struggle is maintaining safety while balancing confidentiality and privacy. 

This can be especially challenging when considering the additional layers of disability 

laws and documentation. Threat assessment and management best practices are very new 

for IHE and for counseling professionals. The area of counseling within IHE can be 

complex and varied. Counselors can have obligations that range from academic advising, 

personal counseling, crisis intervention, to trauma response. Each institution has its 

unique culture of how counselors’ functions are structured and implemented. Some 

colleges embrace the need for support and care for students through mental health 

counseling, while others focus on counseling related to academic advising. The role of 

the counselor is instrumental for campus TATs, with their clinical expertise as well as 

their connections with community resources (Randazzo & Cameron, 2012). Nonetheless, 

threat assessment within institutions of higher education has a tremendous impact on the 

counselors within a college institution. Both formal and informal training for counselors 

involve a high standard for student/client privacy and confidentiality. This is instilled 

through the various ethical codes enforced by the various licenses and certifications 
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required by counseling entities. Perhaps more than other members, counselors must also 

be aware of their personal and professional ethics, in addition to the state and federal 

regulations around information sharing. Because there is such a broad sense of confusion 

around information sharing regarding when to share, how much information to share, and 

the importance of sharing information (which can be important to mitigating situations of 

concern), some states have initiated legislation for clarification. Virginia State laws 

pertaining to threat assessment provide guidance through model policy, procedures, and 

guidelines for assessing threats and were developed in response to legislation enacted by 

the Virginia General Assembly in 2013 (Virginia Department of Criminal Justice 

Services 2014). 

General State of Knowledge 

The focus of the TAT is to understand potential threats and to develop strategies, 

trainings, and a dynamic and interactive effort by school, community, and law 

enforcement officials to identify and prevent school violence (Albrecht, 2010; Cornell  & 

Allen, 2011; Cornell, Sheras, Gregory, & Fan, 2009; Nolan, Randazzo, & Deisinger, 

2011; Scalora, Simons, & VanSlyke, 2010).  

The development of plans and protocols for the effective functioning of a TAT is 

a high priority of the U.S. education system, law enforcement, and the United States as a 

nation. Threat assessment, which “is concerned almost wholly with the risk of targeted 

violence by a subject of concern, and has a behavioral and observational policing focus” 

is differentiated from risk assessment, which is “the probability of generally violent 

behavior … for an individual based upon his membership in a particular at-risk group” 

(Meloy, Hoffmann, Guldimann, & James, 2011).  
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The optimal approach to threat management is proactive as opposed to reactive 

and requires a comprehensive review of the subject’s psychosocial and behavioral 

dynamics. Effective threat assessment also involves an individualistic approach of guided 

professional judgment to each case. An effective IHE TAT will empower team members 

to innovatively assess and manage threats as dynamic situations that are constantly 

changing.  

Most importantly, the problem of and prevention of target-based violence in IHE 

must be viewed as the responsibility of the community. IHE officials must be aware of 

students who exhibit warning behaviors that signal profound psychosocial distress and 

respond with appropriate support strategies to stabilize and mitigate potential violence. 

There must be open communication between faculty, administrators, and students 

regarding the possibility of violence, as well as sanctioned methods of reporting relevant 

information—such as leakage of such an event—to the IHE TAT. There must also be 

direct involvement of community law enforcement and mental health professionals in the 

TAT in order to provide appropriate intervention with subjects when the potential exists 

for a targeted act of violence.  

Manuscript 1 

Manuscript 1 is a review of literature that provides a comprehensive account of 

the history and evolution of TATs for target-based violence in IHE. Through examination 

of diverse approaches to threat assessment, the researcher investigated the most effective 

criteria for creating protocols to identify and manage threats of target-based violence. The 

objective is to provide a greater understanding of the precursors to and warning signs of 

threats of violence, including an understanding of what psychosocial factors impel 
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students toward targeted violence, so that the TAT can implement preventative strategies 

to school violence. In this chapter, we use the guidelines and guidance set forth by 

Moher, Liberati, Tetalaff, Altman, and PRISMA Group (2009), including the PRISMA 

27-item checklist. The aim in using PRISMA is to maintain consistency among research 

to include both systematic reviews and meta-analysis and to allow the research project to 

be duplicated by others (Moher et al., 2009).  As such, the review of literature examines 

all relevant, peer-reviewed academic research on the topic of threat assessment in schools 

and IHE. Because the subject of target-based school violence and TATs has only elicited 

significant research for the past decade or two, there is limited information on the topic. 

Only a few empirical, quantitative studies have been performed on the effectiveness of 

TATs. However, the generalized findings of the majority of studies point to the necessity 

for a multidisciplinary team referencing fact-based predictors of violence yet applying an 

individualized and preventative approach to each case of suspected violence. Target-

based violence is an absolute tragedy that demands we work diligently to better 

understand and manage the problem. With this review of literature, we hope to provide 

inspiration and a broader knowledge base for the challenge of addressing and reducing 

violence in our communities. 

Target Journal for Publication 

          Our goal is to submit this article to the Campus Law Enforcement Journal, adding 

to the body of knowledge within the threat assessment field that is specific to higher 

education. The International Association of Campus Law Enforcement Administrators 

(IACLEA) is an organization focused on public safety for educational institutions. 



7 

 

IACLEA’s forum for research and updates is through its Campus Law Enforcement 

Journal.  

Statement of Research Questions 

 This review of literature provides a comprehensive account of the history and 

evolution of TATs for target-based violence in IHE. Through examination of diverse 

approaches to threat assessment, the review of literature investigates the most effective 

criteria for creating protocols to identify and manage threats of target-based violence. The 

present study was designed to identify threat assessment at U.S. community colleges. 

Three research questions guided this study: What are TAT practices in community 

colleges? Is there a relationship between professional background of a threat assessment 

practitioner and the ranking of the continuing education activities? Is there an association 

between professional background of a threat assessment practitioner and whether web-

delivered training is acceptable? 

 The systematic review of literature had two objectives: to summarize best 

practices and recommendations for TATs and to indicate the unique needs for threat 

assessment and management for IHE. A primary goal of the present study was to assess 

the literature and determine the essential elements used when identifying, assessing, and 

managing situations of targeted violence in IHE. The results inform TAT practitioners of 

potential training implications for best practices. The findings contribute to the process of 

developing and training TAT practitioners within IHE. Results also provide new findings 

for future employees in colleges and universities relative to their differing needs for 

threat assessment. 
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Manuscript 2 

Because the field of threat assessment and management is in the early stages of 

development, it is very important to continue research into intervention strategies that 

reduce the overall incidence of violence at IHE. The research manuscript second article 

summarizes a quantitative study conducted to understand the elements of TAT and assess 

and manage target-based violence. The study described in this chapter provided insight 

into elements for TATs within community colleges. Discerning best practice approaches 

to threat assessment is an ongoing task and learning process to which, through this 

dissertation, we aspire to contribute. 

Target Journal for Publication 

The researcher aims to submit this article to the American Psychological 

Association’s Journal of Threat Assessment and Management, adding to the body of 

knowledge within the threat assessment field, specific to higher education. This new 

international periodical is geared toward threat assessment and management practitioners 

and researchers.  

Statement of Research Questions 

This research project identified what community colleges’ lead threat assessment 

practitioners believe are the most relevant elements needed for formulating TATs within 

the college environment. The leading research questions for this study focused on three 

areas to improve the efficacy of threat assessment and management in community 

colleges: What are TAT practices in community colleges? Is there a relationship between 

professional background of a threat assessment practitioner and the ranking of the 
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continuing education activities? Is there an association between professional background 

of a threat assessment practitioner and whether web-delivered training is acceptable? 

The participants were sent a 20-item survey on their views on a number of aspects 

of threat assessment work. Specifically, the survey asked about the following: (a) nature 

of participants’ TAT (4 questions), (b) participants’ threat assessment work (5 questions), 

(c) participants’ threat assessment continuing education needs (2 questions), and (d) 

participants’ demographics (9 questions). Understanding the TAT composition, 

functionality, protocol, and training needs should help the development of the most 

effective college-based TATs.   

 

Glossary of Specialized Terms 

The following terms are presented for clarification in the succeeding sections. 

Attack-related behaviors: Specific behaviors that are needed to launch a physical 

assault on a target. These behaviors are displayed as steps on the pathway to violence 

(Calhoun & Weston, 2003). 

Behavioral assessment team: A multidisciplinary team formed to deal with 

matters of crisis, disturbing behavior, and medical or psychiatric situations involving 

students, faculty, and/or staff in order to determine needs and appropriate responses 

(NACUBO as cited in Graney, 2011). 

Behavior intervention team: A multidisciplinary group that focuses on 

identifying behaviors of concern and providing intervention strategies and action plans to 

address the behaviors (Van Brunt, 2012).  
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Family Education Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA): A federal law that affords 

parents the right to have access to their children’s records, to have records amended, and 

to consent to disclosure of personally identifiable information from education records (20 

U.S.C. §1231g; FERPA, 1974). 

Health Information Privacy and Accountability Act of 1996 (HIPAA): Federal 

protection of personal health information uses and disclosures. The HIPAA privacy rule 

requires covered entities to protect individuals’ health records and other identifiable 

health information. Of primary importance to threat assessment practitioners are the 

security, accountability, and confidentiality of medical records covered by this act. The 

privacy rule permits use and disclosure of protected health information, without an 

individual’s authorization or permission, to law enforcement officials under specific 

circumstances for national priority purposes (see 45 C.F.R. §164.512). Disclosure must 

also be made to someone believed to be able to prevent or lessen a threat or to law 

enforcement if the information is needed to identify or apprehend an escapee or violent 

criminal (Bulling & Scalora, 2013). 

Inhibitors: In threat assessment, anything that serves to decrease the likelihood 

that a subject’s behavior will escalate to an act of targeted violence (e.g., familial bonds, 

strong friendships, or employment), sometimes referred to as buffers (Calhoun & 

Weston, 2003). 

Institutions of higher education (IHE): Institutions that are accredited at the 

college level by an agency or association recognized by the secretary of the U.S. 

Department of Education. These schools offer at least a one-year program of study 
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creditable toward a degree and eligible for participation in Title IV Federal financial aid 

programs (20 U.S. Code § 1002).  

 Leakage: Intentional or unintentional clues to feelings, thoughts, fantasies, 

attitudes, or intentions that may signal an impending violent act. These clues can take the 

form of subtle threats, boasts, innuendos, predictions, or ultimatums. They may be 

spoken or conveyed in stories, diary entries, essays, poems, letters, songs, drawings, 

doodles, tattoos, or videos (O’Toole, 2000). 

Multidisciplinary team: A team dedicated to the assessment and mitigation of 

threatening situations of targeted acts of violence. Through cooperative sharing of 

information, resources, experience, and knowledge gained through training with leading 

experts in the field of threat assessment, the team identifies and manages situations where 

the risk of violence is anticipated or imminent (Okada, Swinehart, Van Dreal, Mendoza, 

Rainwater, Byrd., 2011).  

Preincident Indicators: Actions, communications or circumstances that indicate 

the planning of an act of violence (Calhoun, 1998; DeBecker, 2000). 

Risk assessment: In threat assessment, used as a phrase that encompasses a 

process through which options for decreasing risk are considered along with the potential 

outcomes associated with their implementation, both positive and negative (Haimes as 

cited in Bulling & Scalora, 2013). 

Safe Schools Initiative (SSI): A study initiated by the Secret Service and the 

Department of Education in June 1999 that researched the thinking, planning, and other 

preincident behaviors engaged in by subjects who carried out school shootings 

(Vossekuil, Fein, Reddy, Borum, & Modzeleski, 2002) 
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Targeted violence: Violent incidents involving an identifiable subject 

(perpetrator) who possesses the intent and potential to cause harm to an identifiable target 

(Borum, Fein, Vossekuil, & Berglund, 1999; Fein, Vossekuil, & Holden, 1995; Reddy, 

Borum, Berglund, Vossekuil, Fein & Modzelski, 2001). 

Threat: Concerning communication or behavior that suggests a person may 

intend to harm someone else. The threat may be spoken, written, or gestured and is 

considered a threat regardless of whether it is observed or communicated directly to the 

target of the threat or observed by or communicated to a third party, regardless of 

whether the target of the threat is aware of the threat existing in any fashion, whether 

orally, visually, in writing, or electronically (Code of Virginia. 23, § 9.2.10). 

Threat assessment: A set of operational activities that combine the use of an 

investigative process and information-gathering strategies to inform a set of relevant 

questions, which are used to determine whether a person/situation poses a serious risk of 

targeted violence (M. Randazzo, Borum, Vossekuil, Fein, & Modzeleski, 2006). 

 Threat assessment team: Multidisciplinary team that  

interacts and operates on a regular basis—and as needed for crisis situations. 
Team is available to review and discuss any students, employees or other persons 
who have raised concerns and may be at risk of harming either themselves or 
others, or who pose a significant disruption to the learning, living, or working 
environment. (Deisinger, Randazzo, O’Neil, & Savage, 2008, p. 12) 
 
Violence risk assessment: A continuous investigative and analytical process of 

evaluating an individual’s probability of committing an act of violence based on personal 

and situational variables by an individual qualified (through training, experience, or 

education) to make risk determinations and recommendations for response, management, 

and mitigation of that risk (Bulling & Scalora, 2013). 
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Organization 

The following chapter is a review of comprehensive strategies for mitigating 

targeted acts of violence in institutions of higher education. Chapter 3 is a research article 

surveying threat assessment practitioners within 15% (n = 148) of U.S. community 

colleges. This survey focuses on the various best practices for college TATs and their 

need for continuing education. Chapter 4 articulates common conclusions including an 

agenda for future research. 
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Abstract 

This review of literature provides a comprehensive account of the history and evolution 

of threat assessment teams (TATs) for target-based violence in institutions of higher 

education (IHE). Through this review of literature we hoped to provide inspiration and a 

broader knowledge base for the challenge of addressing and reducing violence in our 

schools. Through examination of diverse approaches to threat assessment, we 

investigated the most effective criteria for creating protocols to identify and manage 

threats of target-based violence. The objective was to provide a greater understanding of 

the precursors to and warning signs of targeted violence, including an understanding of 

what role psychosocial factors play so that TATs can implement preventative strategies 

for violence. To accomplish this, we examined all relevant, peer-reviewed, academic 

research on the topic of threat assessment in schools and IHE. Because the subject of 

target-based school violence and TATs has only elicited significant research for the past 

decade or two, there is limited information on the topic. Only a few empirical, 

quantitative studies have been performed on the effectiveness of TATs. However, the 

generalized findings of the majority of studies point to the necessity for a 

multidisciplinary team referencing fact-based predictors of violence yet applying an 

individualized and preventative approach to each case of suspected violence. Target-

based violence is a tragedy that demands colleges as well as communities work diligently 

to better understand and manage the problem.  

 Keywords: targeted violence, college, higher education, threat assessment  
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Threat Assessment Teams for Institutions of Higher Education: 

A Review of Comprehensive Strategies for Mitigating  

 Targeted Acts of Violence 

Because the field of threat assessment and management is in an early stage of 

development, it is very important to continue research into assessment and intervention 

strategies that reduce the overall incidence of targeted violence at IHE. There is an urgent 

need for education, awareness, and quality assurance around threat assessment strategies 

in our campus communities. Both physical and psychological safety are essential aspects 

of a healthy learning and working environment and can affect retention and completion 

rates for higher education.   

Thesis Statement 

The development and implementation of a TAT is a vital aspect of ensuring safety 

in institutions of higher education. In order to function optimally, it is important for TATs 

to be aware of the different approaches to threat assessment and the most contemporary 

research on effective techniques and strategies for managing threats. In general, TATs 

function best when composed of multidisciplinary members who are trained to identify 

key warning behaviors and risk factors that have been evidenced to be predictors of 

violent behaviors. Understanding the statistical significances of target-based violent 

behaviors, the precipitating conditions, psychological processes, and relevant prevention 

interventions is also essential groundwork for the TAT.  

Rationale  

Simply stated, the rationale for exploring the topic of threat assessment in schools 

is to save lives through developing a comprehensive understanding of the best techniques 
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and strategies for identifying and managing threats of violence. During the last century, 

281 deaths and 247 injuries have occurred in U.S. schools due to acts of violence 

(Drysdale, Modzeleski, & Simmons, 2010). Unfortunately, during the writing of this 

article, at least another two target-based incidents of violence occurred which took the 

lives of several people connected with colleges.  

It is therefore overwhelmingly imperative that we as a nation implement more 

effective threat assessment protocols. This article provides a review of the most up-to-

date research on this topic. 

Objectives 

The systematic review of literature had two objectives: to summarize best 

practices and recommendations for TATs and to indicate the unique needs for threat 

assessment and management for IHE. A primary goal of the present study is to assess the 

literature and to determine the most effective criteria for creating protocols to identify 

and manage threats of target-based violence. Results were envisioned to inform TAT 

practitioners of potential training implications for best practices. The findings will 

contribute to the process of developing and training TAT practitioners within IHE. The 

results will also provide new findings for future employees in colleges and universities 

relative to their differing needs for threat assessment. 

 
Methods  

Protocol. The author uses the guidelines and guidance set forth by the Preferred 

Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) Group (2009), 

which include the PRISMA 27-item checklist. The aim in using PRISMA was to 
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maintain consistency in the research, to include both systematic reviews and meta-

analysis, and to allow the research project to be duplicated by others (Moher, Liberati, 

Tetalaff, Altman, & PRISMA Group, 2009). The author also used the PRISMA flow of 

information chart as a way to structure the systematic review (see Figure 1).  

Eligibility criteria. Articles were determined to be eligible based on the 

relevancy to the subject on threat assessment in IHE. The English language and the 

date/time frame were also factors used to determine eligibility. 

Information sources. The following electronic databases were used in this 

search: Elton B. Stephens Company Host (EBSCOhost), PsycINFO, and Homeland 

Security Digital Library (HSDL). The titles and abstracts of publications identified 

through these searches were reviewed, and their relevance to the research topic was 

determined. If an abstract indicated that a publication was relevant, a full transcript of the 

paper was obtained. Approximately 390 relevant articles were reviewed. 

 Search strategy. The following topics related to the research questions were 

investigated: threat assessment and management, higher education, campus violence, and 

prevention of targeted acts of violence. The following combinations of terms were used 

in database searches: college AND threat assessment NOT testing NOT diagnostic NOT 

aptitude NOT hazards NOT science NOT children, mass murder AND schools AND 

multiple homicides. Hand searching of reference lists of included reviews was also 

conducted. If an abstract indicated that a publication was relevant, a full transcript of the 

paper was obtained. Approximately 390 relevant articles were reviewed and 55 articles 

were included in the synthesis. Table 1 summarizes the literature search and retrieval 

process. 
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In addition to searching these databases, books and websites of relevant 

associations were searched to identify other possible sources of information. The 

following programs were contacted and queried about new research being conducted on 

threat assessment in IHE by leading authors in the field: Salem Oregon’s Willamette 

Valley Threat Advisory Team, Mid-Valley Student Threat Assessment Team, 

Association of Threat Assessment Professionals, FBI–Behavioral Analysis, International 

Association of Campus Law Enforcement (IACLEA), University of Nebraska Public 

Policy Center, Factor One, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, A 

Forensic Psychological Corporation, Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, and University of 

Virginia. Finally, the Web of Science was accessed to identify cited sources from lead 

authors in the field of threat assessment: Gene Deisinger, Reid Meloy, Mary Ellen 

O’Toole, Dewey Cornell, and Marissa Randazzo. These authors were selected because 

they either developed recommendations for TATs in IHE or were regularly cited by other 

authors writing about TATs in IHE. 

Study selection. Articles were selected based on factors related to the topic on 

TATs in IHE. These factors included topics such as prevention of targeted acts of 

violence, warning behavior signs, threat assessment, threat management, and best 

practices for violence prevention. 

Data collection process. The quality of review reporting was assessed using the 

PRISMA checklist (Moher et al., 2009). This included an itemized checklist focused on 

the subject/topic as a way to validate the quality of the search. 
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Data items. The data items were defined by using the Population Intervention 

Comparison Outcome Study (PICOS) design. This allowed for an extensive itemization 

of the variables for which the data were sought. 

Population. The population included in this review included factors such as adult 

age, gender, and higher education. Because the research involving IHE populations is in 

the infancy stage, the criteria utilized in this review were expanded to a broader scope 

(such as youth and other locations).   

Intervention. Various techniques and strategies are being conducted based on the 

variables related to the situation. These interventions range from actuarial tables to 

informed investigative practices. Some of the terminology for the interventions includes 

threat assessment, threat assessment management, safety plans, risk management, and 

risk assessment. These interventions also include a strong element of connecting with law 

enforcement. 

Comparison. There are alternatives to the interventions that include elements of 

TATs but have unique and different approaches. Some of these alternatives are 

behavioral assessment, profiling, and student/employee code of conduct. 

Outcomes. The desired or expected outcome of this systematic review is to gain 

clarification on best practices for TATs in IHE. This would include improving confidence 

within the TATs in IHE and at the same time reducing the incidence of targeted violence 

within the school campus and community. 

Outcome of results. The relevant and desired outcomes of this systematic review 

are all related to the prevention of targeted violence and providing the necessary support 

to individuals in need of interventions. 
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Study design. Randomized controlled studies provide a design with the least 

biased form of evidence but are not realistic within the intent of this study. This approach 

was not appropriate as it violates ethical issues within the design. 

The study design was based on retrospective data from past incidents. The 

systematic review of literature included all study designs within the scope of exclusionary 

and inclusionary searches. 

Risk of bias across studies. Awareness of bias in studies and publications was 

taken into consideration. These conflicts included funding sources for the study, training 

materials, and content supporting the research. Some studies and publications focused on 

specific actuarial tools developed by the author to support the instrument’s validity. Few 

studies included biases or conflicts within their publication to address the potential 

conflicts.   

Results  

The literature was organized on the basis of themes and placed in chronological 

order. This brought about insight into how research and writing on this topic has 

progressed over time. An initial literature search conducted on December 10, 2012, 

identified 1,325 potentially relevant articles within electronic databases. Of those 1,325 

articles, 55 fulfilled the eligibility criteria (see Figure 2).   

Theme 1: Origins of the threat assessment team. In the United States, school 

violence and the profound tragedy of mass murder in the education system became more 

socially recognized in 1999 as a result of the shootings at Columbine High School in 

Colorado, in which two students killed 12 others, injured 21 students, then killed 

themselves.  
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The TAT concept was based on a comprehensive endeavor to achieve greater 

understanding of school threats and to generate strategies, trainings, and a dynamic and 

interactive effort by school, community, and law enforcement officials to identify and 

prevent targeted violence (Albrecht, 2010; Cornell & Allen, 2011; Cornell, Sheras, 

Gregory, & Fan, 2009; Nolan, Randazzo, & Deisinger, 2011; Scalora, Simons, & 

VanSlyke, 2010). In fact, school violence was well-recognized by the U.S. government 

before the Columbine shootings. In 1998, attorney general Janet Reno and secretary of 

education Richard W. Riley sent a letter to U.S. schools calling for a “comprehensive 

violence prevention plan,” which would become the foundation of the entire U.S. school 

safety system (O’Toole, 2000, p. 5). A few years later, the National Center for the 

Analysis of Violent Crime (NCAVC) constructed a threat assessment intervention model 

that described “a methodical procedure for evaluating a threat and the person making the 

threat, with the aim of reaching an informed judgment on the danger that a violent act 

will actually be carried out” (O’Toole, 2000, p. 6).   

In 1999, the Safe School Initiative (SSI) was developed through a collaborative 

effort by the U.S. Secret Service and the U.S. Department of Education (Pollack, 

Modzeleski, & Ronney, 2008). By reviewing past incidents of targeted violence in 

schools, the SSI sought to identify repeating patterns and “whether pre-attack behaviors 

of perpetrators could be identified to prevent future attacks” (Pollack et al., 2008, p. 3). 

The SSI determined that in many cases of target-based violence in schools, the subject 

had either directly or indirectly revealed his or her intentions to others. In most cases, 

witnesses of such information said and did nothing to prevent the attack. Therefore, the 
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SSI focused on educating students and school employees to identify and report such 

information to the appropriate authorities so as to better prevent future attacks. 

The Mid-Valley Student Threat Advisory Team (MV-STAT) in Salem, Oregon, is 

a good example of a multidisciplinary team that includes a diverse membership of 

community professionals to approach the problem of target-based violence in schools 

(Van Dreal, Cunningham, & Nishioka, 2005). The Oregon MV-STAT utilizes a protocol 

that “ensures an immediate and systematic response to youth who have committed or 

pose a serious threat to commit a violent behavior toward another student or teacher” 

(Van Dreal et al., 2005, p. 3). The MV-STAT accomplishes this by identifying and 

addressing warning behaviors or concerning situations so that risk factors to the school 

community are reduced and protective factors are increased. 

Targeted violence is not isolated to the learning environments and is a 

community-based issue. These multidisciplinary teams can include law enforcement 

agencies, the district attorney’s office, government and court security staff, public mental 

health departments, and educational intuitions (Okada et al., 2011).  

Violence in the U.S. education system also exists in institutions of higher learning 

(IHE), such as colleges and universities (Bondü, Cornell, & Scheithauer, 2011; Cornell, 

2010, 2011; Cornell et al., 2009). In 2007, an armed student at Virginia Tech shot and 

killed 32 people and wounded 23, then killed himself (Cornell et al., 2009). This tragic 

event spurred the college to create its own TAT. Similar to the NCAVC, the Virginia 

Tech plan for assessing the threat of violence on the college campus involved a four-step 

process (Cornell et al., 2009).  
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The development of plans and protocols for the effective functioning of a TAT is 

a high priority of the U.S. education system, law enforcement, and the United States as a 

nation. This review of literature provided an overview of progress toward creating 

comprehensive TATs and protocols throughout the U.S. education system.  

Theme 2: Threat assessment approaches for targeted violence. Threat 

assessment regarding violence aimed at a particular person, group, or cause is also known 

as target-based violence (Reddy, Borum, Berglund, Vossekuil, Fein, & Modzelski, 2001). 

Threat assessment, which “is concerned almost wholly with the risk of targeted 

violence by a subject of concern, and has a behavioral and observational policing focus” 

is differentiated from risk assessment, which is “the probability of generally violent 

behavior … for an individual based upon his membership in a particular at-risk group” 

(Meloy, Hoffmann, Guldimann, & James, 2011). Historically, there have been four main 

approaches to assess situations for the risk of target-based acts of violence: (a) clinical 

judgment; (b) profiling; (c) the use of automated or actuarial tools, including artificial 

intelligence and computerized databases; and (d) guided professional judgment (Borum, 

Cornell, Modzeleski, & Jimerson, 2010). Approaches a, b, and c have also been 

correlated, respectively, as first-, second-, and third-generation threat assessment 

responses to the occurrence of violence (Bernes & Bardick, 2007). As such, the four 

approaches mark an evolution in the formulation of strategies to identify and prevent 

violence in the form of mass murder at schools and in the public.   

Unstructured clinical judgment. This approach for assessing a threat of targeted 

violence comprised an initial response to the problem by an official, probably a school 

counselor, who made an individual attempt to understand and resolve the situation. 



26 

 

However, this approach lacked reference to an empirical body of knowledge and research 

into the topic of threat assessment risk factors or documented behavior warning signs 

(Bernes & Bardick, 2007). According to Bernes and Bardick (2007), “Such informal 

assessments may result in the over-identification of students at risk for committing a 

violent act”. Therefore, without an informed background on the topic, unstructured 

clinical judgment was found to be very ineffective in its inclination to predict or intervene 

in school violence (Bernes & Bardick, 2007, p. 421).    

Profiling. Profiling was one of the first somewhat structured attempts to compile 

a composite portrait of the violent perpetrator: how the person looked and behaved, the 

way the person thought, and his or her particular background (Borum et al., 2010; 

Sulkowski & Lazarus, 2011). The idea implicit in profiling was that by analyzing actual 

violent perpetrators, potential perpetrators of violence could be more easily identified and 

then interventions could be made to prevent future violent acts from occurring (Cornell, 

2011). Profiling is seemingly an attempt to resolve a very complex situation using an 

oversimplified method of reasoning (O’Toole, 2002).  

Like unstructured clinical judgment, profiling has proven to be ineffective, as it 

elicits an extremely high number of false-positive assessments for persons considered to 

be potentially violent (Borum et al., 2010). According to Vossekuil, Fein, Reddy, Borum, 

and Modzeleski (2002), both the U.S. Department of Education and the U.S. Secret 

Service reviewed target-based shooting incidents and concurred that “no accurate or 

useful demographic or social profile of school attackers” truly existed (Borum et al., 

2010). Randazzo and Cameron (2012) categorized profiling not as a bona fide form of 
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fact-based, deductive threat assessment but rather as a form of generalized risk 

assessment.  

Automated or actuarial tools. The development and use of actuarial tools in the 

assessment of threat for targeted violence was the first approach that utilized empirical 

risk factors and warning behavior data in order to better understand the degree of threat 

(Reddy et al., 2001). However, in the case of targeted violence in school, due to the lack 

of relevant knowledge regarding the variables involved and the lack of frequency of the 

event, it has been impossible to arrive at statistically valid results using actuarial tools to 

assess the level of threat or likelihood of violence (Reddy et al., 2001). Of course, the 

hope is to increase knowledge of the variables while also preventing further violent 

incidents. Therefore, the use of actuarial tools to identify and assess threat and to prevent 

violence is not a significant solution to the problem.  

Guided professional judgment. Guided professional judgment, also known as 

structured clinical assessment and structured professional judgment, is the umbrella term 

used for the most recent attempts to assess the threat of target-based violence (Reddy et 

al., 2001, p. 2). Reddy et al. (2001) defined guided professional judgment as “a set of 

operational activities that combine the use of an investigative process and information-

gathering strategies with target-violence relevant questions” (p. 6). The format of guided 

professional judgment entails an analysis of the risk factors and warning behaviors 

exhibited by the subject of concern that are associated with actual known cases of 

violence (Reddy et al., 2001).  

Unlike the previous three approaches to threat assessment, guided professional 

judgment involves a collection of evidence-based knowledge and deductive protocols for 
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identifying and preventing violence. However, although based on empirical research, 

guided professional judgment also envisions threats of violence as highly dynamic, fluid, 

and ever-changing situations that must be continuously managed in an equally time- and 

change-sensitive manner. As such, the approach of guided professional judgment is in 

current use and is considered the most advanced approach to threat assessment of target-

based violence prevention (Douglas, 2009; Meloy et al., 2012; Simon & Tardiff, 2008; 

Skeem & Monahan, 2001). 

Theme 3: Leakage, risk factors and warning behaviors.  

Leakage. The term “leakage”, as it relates to threat assessment, was coined by 

O’Toole (2000) in her study of the school shooter. Leakage is a warning behavior that 

consists of revealing clues through communication to a third party through various 

methods such as: e-mails, letters, tweets, social media (e.g., Facebook, YouTube, etc.), 

drawings, stories, poems, and the like (Meloy & O’Toole, 2011). According to O’Toole, 

this warning behavior is considered the most important clue preceding an adolescent’s 

violent act. In the Exceptional Case Study Project, in which the U.S. Secret Service and 

U.S. Department of Treasury examined the situations of 83 subjects planning or 

attempting assassinations of public figures, they found 63% had various forms of leakage 

(Fein & Vossekuil, 1998, 1999). 

 Leakage is common in school shootings (Augustyniak, 2005; Bondü et al., 2011; 

Meloy & O’Toole, 2011). In the Campus Attacks study, 73% (n = 198) subjects targeted 

one or more specifically named individuals (Drysdale et al., 2010). In a study conducted 

by the U.S. Secret Service on school shooters, 81% of the cases (n = 37) indicated that at 

least one individual knew the shooter was thinking about or planning the shooting 
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(Vossekuil, Reddy, Fein, Borum, & Modzelski, 2000). After analyzing 18 cases of school 

shootings, the NCAVC determined that 81% of the shootings involved some form of 

leakage about the violent act (Augustyniak, 2005). This led researchers to believe that 

identification of leakage plays a primary role in determining how to prevent violent acts 

(Augustyniak, 2005; Bondü et al., 2011; Meloy & O’Toole, 2011).  

The problem is that persons who witness leakage of the perpetrator’s plan to 

commit violence usually remain silent and fail to notify an authority who could intervene 

and prevent the violence from happening (Augustyniak, 2005; Pollard, Nolan, & 

Deisinger, 2012; Weisenback Keller, Hughes, & Hertz, 2011). Because leakage presents 

an opportunity to identify and intercept violent acts, a prime aspect of most TATs is to 

create a social context in which reporting leakage is encouraged, as well as a community 

infrastructure that is prepared to act on reports in order to prevent school violence 

(Cornell, 2011; Scalora et al., 2010). This process requires educating the community on 

how to identify leakage and empowering them to report leakage to school officials or 

TAT members. 

Risk factors and warning behaviors. According to Meloy and O’Toole (2011), 

warning behaviors associated with leakage include research, planning, preparation, or 

implementation of an attack (Calhoun & Weston, 2003)—behaviors that indicate a 

pathological preoccupation with violence that is connected to a particular person (Mullen 

et al., 2009).  Leakage appears to be one of the most readily available initial warning 

behaviors of the subjects and can thus be utilized to signal a need to investigate and 

assess the person in question. By conducting a thorough assessment, team members can 
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develop a comprehensive understanding of the person’s warning behaviors and life 

dynamics in order to make an efficient decision (Van Brunt, 2012).  

Meloy et al. (2012) stated, “Warning behaviors constitute particularly toxic 

changes in patterns of behavior which require an operational response” (p. 6). Another 

important consideration is the imminence of the attack, which pertains to “an increasing 

probability of the act occurring within a specific time-frame” (Meloy et al., 2012, p. 6). 

Meloy et al. also emphasized that risk factors and the degree of risk involved in a 

potential threat of violence is a dynamic and constantly changing process that must be 

continually tracked until the threat is fully diminished.  

Key investigative questions. A crucial aspect of threat assessment for target-based 

violence is utilizing key questions to determine whether there is evidence to suggest 

movement toward violent action (Reddy et al., 2001). Specific questions help to discern 

the presence and magnitude of risk factors and warnings behaviors vital in the assessment 

of the threat for violence. Borum et al. (2010) detailed the core questions that enable a 

fuller understanding of the threat. The following is a representative question from Borum 

et al.: “Does the student see violence as an acceptable—or desirable—or the only—way 

to solve problems?” (p. 32). 

Investigative questions attempt to collect any evidence of an interest or intent in 

committing violence, along with motivations, psychological or emotional state, and ideas 

about violence that would suggest the presence of a threat. The Salem-Keizer system for 

assessing threats of violence in schools utilizes additional questions to probe for a fuller 

picture of the situation (Van Dreal, 2011). A few of the areas these questions explore are 

the involvement of other students or persons in the threat plan, the level of concern of 
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other students and teachers regarding the subject of concern, the main source of 

information about the subject of concern, and the degree of development and specificity 

in the subject’s research, plan, and/or communication of the threat (Van Dreal, 2011). 

After combining information from all these perspectives regarding the presence of a 

threat, a better understanding of the degree of the threat, as well as modes of intervention, 

becomes possible. 

Contemporary approaches to threat assessment of target-based violence, 

especially in IHE, employ a highly structured professional methodology that involves an 

elaborate protocol for utilizing investigative questions to determine the level of risk in 

any given threat (Randazzo & Cameron, 2012). Because this field of inquiry is relatively 

new and not yet fully understood, its ability to work practically toward the identification 

of threat and prevention of violence is in an early developmental stage. Yet it is 

imperative that research, planning, and development of strategies to assess threats and 

prevent violence in schools continue to evolve. It is this overarching goal that the 

remainder of this dissertation hopes to achieve. 

Theme 4: Defining the problem of targeted violence related to IHE. To 

develop a comprehensive awareness of the problem, it is important to look at the diverse 

aspects of targeted violence in IHE, the statistical data regarding subjects and victims, the 

environmental and social contexts, the motivations, and the prevention and the 

management strategies that TATs can utilize (Randazzo & Cameron, 2012). A distinction 

can also be made between threat assessment strategies for K–12 and IHE (Sulkowski & 

Lazarus, 2011).  



32 

 

Statistical data. In 2010, the FBI released a report that analyzed violent and lethal 

incidents—including campus violence—in IHE between 1900 and 2008. The report 

focused on defining the most important data regarding subjects and victims involved in 

campus attacks, as well as the prevalence of these violent acts (Drysdale et al., 2010). 

During the stated period, the FBI discovered that 272 incidents of violence at IHE had 

occurred, resulting in 281 deaths and 247 non-death injuries. However, unlike other 

crimes, these result in the loss of life and limb, as well as profoundly disturbing 

psychological damage to the campuses and communities in which they occur.  

The campus attacks report highlights the essential need to establish connections to 

community resources ahead of time, as these situations are not specifically defined to the 

current student population. The concern has a broader aspect, and we should be careful 

not to focus on only the current student population. According to this study, students 

represented 45 percent of the incidents. The remaining 55 percent of the cases included 

former students (15%), current and former employees (11%), people indirectly affiliated 

with the IHE (20%), and subjects with no known affiliation with the IHE (9%). Almost 

all of the acts of violence were perpetrated by one person, and 94% of the subjects were 

male. The percentage of subjects who were in a relationship with a student or employee 

at the IHE was 20%. Lastly, the report found evidence of leakage in many of the violent 

incidents: In 13% of the cases, subjects threatened victims verbally or in writing; 19% of 

subjects stalked or harassed victims; 10% of subjects engaged in violent behaviors upon 

victims; and in 31% of the cases, outside observers of the subject were aware of 

suspicious or threatening behaviors of concern (Drysdale et al., 2010). 
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The campus attacks report also concluded that in over 75% of the cases a specific 

target was in mind and that the violence was usually enacted as retribution in the context 

of a relationship (Drysdale et al., 2010). Along these lines, it is vital for TATs to better 

understand the psychological and emotional stressors and motivations that lead to 

incidents of targeted violence.  

Distinction between targeted violence in K–12 and IHE. Providing threat 

assessment and prevention of target-based violence at IHE involves an understanding of 

the unique social and environmental conditions present at these institutions. Citing the 

work of Boynton (2003), Sulkowski and Lazarus (2011) stated, “College campuses are 

prime locations for violent perpetrators to stage devastating multiple victim attacks due to 

their dense populations, relatively low police presence, and open and welcoming nature” 

(p. 338). Further, IHE typically feature larger, more diverse campuses than K–12, in 

which strict monitoring—such as metal detectors and physical access control—is not 

appropriate (Fox & Savage, 2009).  

Discussion/Conclusion 

This review of the literature has demonstrated that experts use specific set of 

strategies in unique ways to identify, manage, and prevent target-based threats of 

violence within community colleges. Threat assessment and management is proactive, 

not reactive, and requires a comprehensive review of the situation, context, and subject’s 

psychosocial and behavioral dynamics. College officials must be aware of students, staff, 

and affiliates who exhibit warning behaviors that signal profound psychosocial distress 

and respond with appropriate support strategies to stabilize and mitigate potential 

violence. 
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Effective threat assessment also involves an individualistic approach of guided 

professional judgment in each case, not a generalized response based on actuarial 

algorithms. An effective IHE TAT will empower team members to assess threats 

innovatively as dynamic situations that are constantly changing while collaborating with 

community threat assessment partners.  This represents the movement from simplistic 

responses to more complex approaches. 

Most importantly, the problem and prevention of target-based violence at IHE 

must be viewed as the responsibility of the community. IHE officials must be aware of 

students who exhibit warning behaviors that signal profound psychosocial distress and 

respond with appropriate support strategies to stabilize and mitigate potential violence. 

There must be open communication between faculty, administrators, students, and 

community members regarding the possibility of violence, as well as sanctioned methods 

of reporting relevant information—such as leakage of such an event—to the IHE TAT.  

There must also be direct involvement of community-based law enforcement and mental 

health professionals in the TAT in order to provide strong intervention with subjects 

when the potential exists for a targeted act of violence. Because the field of threat 

assessment/management is in an early stage of development, it is very important to 

continue research into intervention strategies that reduce the overall incidence of violence 

at IHE. Discerning best practice approaches to threat assessment and management is an 

ongoing task and learning process to which we aspire to contribute. 
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Table 1 

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 

Inclusion criteria Exclusion criteria 

Focus on IHE Environmental threats 

Threat Assessment Testing (diagnostic) 

Violence Science 

Shooting Workplace violence 

English language Non-English language 

Published during 1990–2012  

Scholarly, peer reviewed  

Qualitative and quantitative  
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Abstract 

Threat assessment and management in higher education is still in the early stages of 

development. Little is known about those who conduct threat assessments in this setting. 

To fill this knowledge gap, a random  national sample 15% (n = 148) of those who 

identify as practicing threat assessment in public community colleges in the United States 

were surveyed concerning their TAT practices and continuing education needs. A return 

rate of 76% was obtained. Threat assessment practices and continuing education needs 

were reported. Inferential statistical analyses revealed that despite diverse professional 

backgrounds, threat assessment practitioners similarly rank their (a) continuing education 

needs and (b) training delivery mode (e.g., in-person v. online). 

Keywords: targeted violence, college, campus shootings, and campus murders 
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Threat Assessment Practices in Community Colleges 

Threats are being assessed in community colleges throughout the United States. 

The common name for a group of professionals that cooperatively work together to 

assess and manage threats of targeted violence is a threat assessment team (TAT). The 

need for TATs to take the lead in assessing and managing threats of violence within the 

community college environment is based on the current high incidence of violence on 

college campuses throughout the United States. Since the school shooting at Columbine 

in 1999 and the Virginia Tech massacre in 2007, the TAT is becoming an increasingly 

recognized component of institutions of higher education (IHE) and is responsible for 

assessing, managing, and mitigating the impact of target-based violence as it related to 

community colleges. Yet, little is known about the practices of those doing threat 

assessment and management, especially within community colleges. There are no other 

studies focusing on community colleges and the unique dynamics contained therein.  

Community colleges have a very diverse array of students and staff, have open campuses, 

have open enrollment and serve a population very different than K-12 and university 

settings. 

To fill this knowledge gap, threat assessment practitioners were queried about 

their professional background, activities, and training needs. An evolution in the 

assessment of targeted violence has occurred over the years, from unstructured clinical 

judgment, profiling, and development of actuarial tools to predict violence to the current 

best practice known as guided clinical judgment. The most contemporary approach to 

threat assessment and management advises that the TAT be comprised of a 

multidisciplinary group of school and community officials, including law enforcement, 
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mental health professionals, and appointed school employees (Meloy et al., 2011; 

O’Toole, 2000). These TAT members work collaboratively to assess and mitigate the 

threat of violence from multiple perspectives. The team approach to threat management 

in colleges has proven the most effective because it allows a comprehensive and dynamic 

response to a complex and extremely dangerous situation (Deisinger et al., 2008; 

Deisinger, Randazzo, & Nolan, 2014; Meloy et al., 2011; Van Dreal & Speckmaier, 

2011; Vossekuil et al., 2002). 

 Because a perpetrator often displays warning signs, or leakage, of an intent to 

commit an act of target-based violence before the event, threat management in the college 

environment is becoming increasingly viewed as a job in which the entire community of 

campus employees and students must participate (Borum, Cornell, Modzeleski, & 

Jimerson, 2010; Hollister, Scalora, Hoff, & Marquez, in press; Meloy et al., 2011; 

O’Toole, 2000; Vossekuil et al., 2002).  

There are numerous TAT structures and protocols within community colleges that 

are being used to assess and manage targeted violence. These range from one 

professional assessing the situation to contracting with an outside threat assessment 

professional and having a formal TAT of college professionals. Historically, these 

processes stem from research based on workplace violence, political assassinations, K–12 

violence, and domestic violence. This research project aimed to identify the common 

features of community college TATs. 

Understanding the essential TAT composition, functionality, procedures, and 

training needs will help to develop the most effective practices for college-based TATs. 

TAT training and protocol development need to be site specific at the college level, 
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because higher education and K-12 settings differ in terms of (a) physical parameters and 

limitations, and (b) behavioral expectations of the students. Additionally, the higher 

education setting is also different from a non-educational work setting where the physical 

environment and behavioral expectations of the workers are even more varied.   

Furthermore, community colleges provide access and opportunities for a variety 

of people with a variety of different uses and activities. The open college environments 

also become a place for community members to congregate, attend functions, and explore 

resources. There is also a more diverse range of ages, abilities, backgrounds, intellectual 

levels, and motivations at the community college than at other IHE. Therefore, it is of 

utmost importance to develop TAT trainings and protocols to meet the specific needs of 

the places in which they are implemented.   

There is now a standard for TATs that includes having a multidisciplinary team 

that is created and trained to identify, assess, and prevent/mitigate situations that might 

lead to targeted violence. This standard is supported by the American National Standards 

Institute (ANSI), which produced the publication A Risk Analysis Standard for Natural 

and Man-Made Hazards to Higher Education Institutions (ASME Innovative 

Technologies Institute, 2010). The multidisciplinary team should establish and utilize 

community relationships with both law enforcement and mental health agencies. 

The present study was designed to identify the threat assessment practices and 

needs of practitioners working in U.S. community colleges. Three research questions 

guided this study: What are threat assessment team practices in community colleges? Is 

there a relationship between professional background of a threat assessment professional 

and the ranking of the continuing education activities in terms of priority? Is there an 
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association between professional background of a threat assessment professional and 

whether web-delivered training is acceptable? 

Methods 

Research design. This study used a cross-sectional observational design 

following the STROBE protocol (Jepsen, Johnsen, Gillman, & Sørensen, 2004; 

Vandenbroucke et al., 2007). Participants were surveyed following Dillman’s tailored 

design method (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2009). A post hoc power analysis was 

conducted using G*Power 3.1 (Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2009). The effect size 

was drawn from a mean of effects sizes reported for educational and psychotherapy 

studies reported in Lipsey and Wilson (1993). Several input parameters were employed: 

(a) Mann-Whitney U, (b) two-tailed, (c) d=.47, (d) parent distribution = Laplace, (e) size 

of sample #1=52, (f) size of sample #2=55, and (g) α < .05. The G*Power 3.1 output 

contained an actual power (i.e., 1-β error probability) of 0.84. 

 

Participants.  Professionals at randomly selected community colleges who were 

identified as the lead threat assessment practitioner within their institution. There were 

113 participants with completed surveys in the final sample. This represented a return 

rate of 76%. Participants included male and female community college administrators 

and law enforcement personnel of different ethnicities and ages with varying levels of 

experience with threat assessment. 

Measure. Participants were first queried about nine demographic factors. Then 

the participants were asked 11 questions about their threat assessment work (items #10-

#21 on the survey): (a) nature of participants’ TAT (4 questions), (b) participants’ threat 
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assessment work (5 questions), and (c) participants’ threat assessment continuing 

education needs (2 questions). These questions were derived and refined after 

consultation and review from leading experts in the field of threat assessment.  

In order to develop a comprehensive list of threat assessment activities for this 

query, the following research-based resources were consulted: (a) Exceptional Case 

Study Project (Borum, Fein, Vossekuil, & Berglund, 1999), (b) The School Shooter 

(O’Toole, 2000), (c) Safe School Initiative (Vossekuil, Fein, Reddy, Borum, & 

Modzeleski, 2002), (d) “The Role of Warning Behaviors in Threat Assessment” (Meloy, 

Hoffmann, Guldimann, & James, 2011), (e) “Campus Threat Assessment and 

Management Teams” (Deisinger, Randazzo, O’Neil, & Savage, 2008), (f) Workplace 

Assessment of Violence Risk (WAVR-21) (White & Meloy, 2010), (g) Risk Assessment 

Guideline Elements for Violence (Association of Threat Assessment Professionals, 2006), 

(h) Workplace Violence Prevention and Response Guideline (American Society for 

Industrial Security  2005), (i) the Oregon’s Willamette Valley Adult Threat Advisory 

Team (Van Dreal & Okada, 2013), and (j) Oregon’s Mid-Valley Student Threat 

Assessment Team (Van Dreal, 2013). 

Survey questions regarding participants’ TAT activities pertained to the extent 

and nature of threat assessment and management practices. These questions also 

pertained to the kinds of situations to which the TAT would respond and what specific 

strategies and documentation of incidents they would employ. Survey questions 

regarding participants’ continuing education needs for threat assessment pertained to the 

priority levels assigned to specific TAT concerns, such as confidentiality and legal 

implications, as well as the preferred mode of educational training. The specific survey 
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questions and response options for items #10-#19 can be found in Tables 1 and 2. The 

text for item #20 addressed three training modalities:  In Person, Live Web (e.g., Adobe 

Connect, Skype), and Anytime Web (e.g., You Tube). Please select all of the delivery 

modalities in which you would be willing to participate: (1) In Person, (2) Live Web, and  

(3) Anytime Web (e.g., You Tube). For the acceptability of web delivery endorsement 

variable, endorsing only “In person” was recoded “No.” Endorsing a synchronous and/or 

asynchronous delivery method was recoded “Yes.”  

Procedures. A random selection of 15% (n = 148) was made of the 986 public 

community colleges in the U.S. The researchers contacted each college for information 

on how to find the lead threat assessment practitioner within their institution. Colleges 

with no threat assessment practitioner at their institution were replaced by a random draw 

from the population of U.S. public community colleges not selected from the initial 

random selection. Once the threat assessment personnel were identified, Dillman’s 

protocol for Internet surveys was followed (Dillman et al., 2009). The purpose of the 

study was described in an introductory e-mail along with the request for participation. 

The participants received an online 20-item survey asking for demographic information, 

as well as their view on a number of aspects of threat assessment issues. Reminder e-

mails were sent to participants encouraging the completion of the online survey. Research 

data was obtained by the completion of the online survey (Qualtrics), which included the 

collection of demographic information, threat assessment composition, functionality, 

protocol, and training needs. Anonymity was maintained through the Qualtrics feature 

“anonymizing responses using survey options” permitting the researchers to see who had 

completed a survey while anonymizing the responses. 
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Data analysis. For the first research question, the following descriptive statistics 

were calculated: (a) the percentage of respondents who selected an item’s response option 

(survey items 1–6 and 9) and (b) the mean and standard deviation for each item’s 

response option (Items 7, 8, 10, and 11). For the second research question, a Mann-

Whitney U was used. For this analysis, the independent variable was the participants’ 

professional category (Law Enforcement/Security or College Administration), and the 

dependent variable was the ranking of each continuing education activity based upon the 

count of “high priority.” For the third research question, a Chi Square Test of 

Independence was used. The rows for the cross tab were the professional background 

categories (i.e., law enforcement/security or college administration), and the columns 

were the acceptability of web delivery (i.e., yes or no). All analyses were done using 

Microsoft Excel.   

Results 

There were 113 participants with completed surveys in the final sample. This 

represented a return rate of 76%.  

Survey respondents were 83 men and 28 women ranging in age from 29 to 70 

years (M = 52.9, SD = 8.67). Most were non-Hispanic Whites (75%), with 10 Hispanics, 

12 African Americans, 2 Native Americans, and 1 Pacific Islander. Almost half of the 

participants held a master’s degree (48%). 

The professional breakdown of respondents was law enforcement/security (n  = 

52), college administration (n  = 55), and other (n  = 6). The professions that comprised 

the “Other” category included counselor, human resource professional, and attorney. 

Because of the small number and heterogeneity of persons in the “Other” category (n = 
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6), this category was not used for the inferential statistical analyses. On average, 

respondents had 13 years of experience (SD  = 1) as a threat assessment professional and 

had received fewer than 10 hours of training in this area (SD  = 2). The respondents 

reported membership in threat assessment professional associations: Association of 

Threat Assessment Professionals (5%), International Association of Campus Law 

Enforcement Administration (28%), Campus Law Enforcement Affiliate (12%), National 

Behavioral Intervention Team Association (24%), and ASIS International (8%). 

In terms of the first research question, a wide variety of threat assessment 

practices were reported. The majority of responses (72%) indicated having a formalized 

team structure in place. Only 20% of respondents indicated informal team structures. 

There were also colleges that were currently developing a structure for their college TAT 

(8%).  

In terms of team membership and composition, over half of the TATs (57%) are 

composed of employees at the college, whereas the membership of some teams (32%) 

was composed of a mix of worksite employees and people external to their college. Few 

teams (9%) decided on the team composition when the meeting is convened and based on 

the situation. Very few (2%) reported having no formal team at the college. TATs had 

different focuses. Teams that combined the focus of both student and staff issues were 

reported by 69% of the respondents, whereas 24% of the teams focus on student issues 

exclusively.  

There were various roles and functions for the community college TATs reported. 

These ranged from assessing people or situations that have the potential for targeted 

violence (80%) to assessing the physical environment of the college (54%). The majority 
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of the respondents indicated that their teams managed people or situations that have the 

potential for targeted violence. Other comments related to the function of the TAT 

included training employees on what and how to report situations of concern, violence 

prevention, and “supporting students who are at a low-level of distress.” 

TATs handled a variety of situations or cases. The majority of respondents 

indicated that their team would consider addressing reports of potentially threatening 

physical behavior (89%). Other events the majority of participants indicated would be 

addressed included (a) actual threatening verbal behavior (88%), (b) actual threatening 

physical behavior (88%), (c) written or digital threats (e.g., texts, anonymous social 

media posting, e-mail) (87%), and (d) reports of potential verbal threats (84%). A small 

portion of respondents (18%) indicated other types of cases that their TATs would 

consider. These situations included (a) natural threats (e.g., tornadoes), (b) significant 

changes in student behaviors, (c) guns, (d) terrorism, (e) student conduct issues, and (f) 

restraining orders. 

Various activities or threat assessment methods utilized by the TATs were 

reported. The majority of the teams (81%) conducted personal interviews with the subject 

of concern and interviews with people who were close to the subject of concern (71%). 

Almost half used a checklist of behaviors that did not include scoring systems (45%), 

while others (34%) administered a customized list of questions based on the situation. 

Structured risk assessment instruments were utilized by 28% of the teams, and checklists 

of behaviors with a scoring system were reported by 23%. Respondents also reported 

using a set list of questions (18%) and utilizing other assessment instruments (10%). 

Comments related that other activities included (a) social media examination, (b) having 
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no formal checklist, (c) utilizing charts, matrices and rubrics, (d) home visits, (e) 

background checks for weapon possession, and (f) utilizing psychological reports. Some 

teams contracted forensic psychologists to conduct risk assessments. 

The participants reported a low level of training specific to threat assessment. A 

total of 67% reported fewer than 40 hours of threat assessment training. As a reference 

point, the typical three-credit course requires 33 contact hours of instruction.  

The average number of new threat assessment cases that college teams received 

within a month varied from 0 to 75 cases (M=4). The responses for the number of threat 

assessment cases managed per month were 0 to 100 (M=4). Documentation practices 

specific to threat assessment and management included incident reports (88%), official 

case notes (62%), personal case notes (56%), an electronic database internal to the 

college (46%), and the use of electronic databases hosted off campus (19%).   

 In terms of the second research question, a Mann-Whitney U test was employed 

to determine if the ranking of continuing education activities differed based upon 

participants’ professional category (i.e., law enforcement/security or college 

administration). The results from this analysis suggested that there was no difference 

between the two groups (U mean = 37.5, df = 2, p = .8924). Since there was no 

difference, the nine continuing education activities combining all participant responses 

were ranked Table 2. Training needs reflected in the “Other” category included (a) 

FERPA, (b) communication and documentation techniques, and (c) implementing 

incident command systems.  

 For the third research question, a Chi-Square Test of Independence was used to 

examine whether professional background (i.e., law enforcement/security or college 
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administration) was related to whether web-delivered training was acceptable (i.e., yes = 

1 or no = 0). The results from this analysis did not report a difference, χ² = 3.2124, df = 

1., p = 0.2006. Overall, 93% of the participants reported in-person training as acceptable 

and 73% reported web-delivered training as acceptable.  

Discussion 

Understanding and implementing appropriate threat assessment and management 

practices is essential in order to establish an effective TAT system (Deisinger et al., 

2014). Community colleges have formulated teams under the context of threat assessment 

and management without having clear purpose, understanding, and training. With this 

study, we sought to identify actual practices and needs.  

There was variation in community college TAT practices. These practices ranged 

from assessing people or situations that have the potential for targeted violence (80%) to 

assessing the physical environment of the college (54%). TATs are responding to a 

variety of circumstances that clearly do not rise to the level of a threat of targeted 

violence. Some of the respondents’ comments indicated that a part of the function of their 

team is to address Clery Act and Hate/Bias crimes.  

The Jeanne Clery Disclosure of Campus Security Policy and Campus Crime 

Statistics Act or Clery Act is a federal statute codified at 20 U.S.C. § 1092(f), with 

implementing regulations in the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations at 34 C.F.R. 668.46. 

The Clery Act requires all colleges and universities that participate in federal financial 

aid programs to keep and disclose information about crime on and near their respective 

campuses.  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Statute
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Title_20_of_the_United_States_Code
http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/20/1092.html#f
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_States
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Code_of_Federal_Regulations
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Title_34_of_the_Code_of_Federal_Regulations
http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/get-cfr.cgi?TYPE=TEXT&YEAR=current&TITLE=34&PART=668&SECTION=46
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Financial_aid_(educational_expenses)
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Financial_aid_(educational_expenses)
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There should be an overlap in the reporting of threat assessment cases along with 

Clery Act cases and Hate/Bias crime cases, but not all threat assessment cases will be 

Clery Act or Hate/Bias crimes.  

The second research question looked at the relationship between professional 

background of a threat assessment practitioner and the ranking of continuing educational 

activities. The results of this analysis suggest that there is not a relationship between 

professional background of TAT practitioners and continuing education priorities. The 

top three training priorities were legal implications, confidentiality implications, and 

ethical considerations when conducting threat assessment.  

The third research question examined whether there was a difference between 

professional background and the acceptability of web-delivered training. The vast 

majority of participants reported both in-person training and web-based training as 

acceptable. 

 There are two important limitations to this study. First, this research was specific 

to public community colleges. Private colleges, universities and tribal community 

colleges were not within the scope of this study but would be good candidates for future 

research. Additional research is needed to explore the topic of violence mitigation within 

the wider scope of all institutions of higher education. The second limitation involves the 

target population of the study. This population did not extend beyond the person 

identified as the lead threat assessment practitioner at each school. As such, results 

cannot be generalized to those who do not participate in threat assessment on a regular 

basis.   
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Implications for Practitioners 

The results within this dissertation are relevant and critical to those in the field of 

counseling and in the various disciplines aligned to threat assessment and management. 

These include all levels of educational environments, law enforcement, social services, 

mental health, legal, victim advocacy, and other fields associated with the need for 

violence mitigation. Findings from this study support the growing need for education, 

awareness, and technical support around the best practices for threat assessment and 

management.  

This study also has implications for pre-service education. Educators who train 

future threat assessment professionals should adjust their curriculum to insure vital 

elements are covered adequately: (a) information sharing, (b) confidentiality of threat 

assessments, (c) coping skills training, (d) suicide prevention techniques, (e) recognizing 

and addressing homicidal ideation, and (f) recognizing preincident indicators.  

Implications for Researchers 

These conclusions set a foundation for further research in the arena of threat 

assessment practices. Such research may help to provide insight into methods for best 

practices for threat assessment and management. 

This study suggests many avenues for future research. At the present, there is very 

little research of any kind regarding threat assessment practices for IHE. TATs represent 

a common strategy to address the complex problem of assessment and management of 

threats of violence on community college campuses. Community colleges have unique 

administrative structures, diverse populations, open admission, and open campuses. 
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Public safety resources, counseling resources, cultural norms, and academic options are 

different at the community college than at four-year institutions. 

Consistency and quality are important layers that warrant additional research and 

attention. There is a need to provide technical support and guidance on the structure, 

protocols, and training needs, as well as upholding the true essence of threat assessment 

practices.   

 Future research is needed to examine the various levels of understanding of threat 

assessment practices and compare them to recommended best practices and approaches. 

It is important to understand that certain management interventions may also be strategies 

that could potentially trigger acts of violence (e.g., trespassing students) (Deisinger et al., 

2014; Van Dreal & Speckmaier, 2011).  

 Some topics that are as of yet unresolved are disaster, trauma, and crisis 

counseling after a critical incident. Critical incidents can have a devastating effect on 

IHE, particularly if the feelings of psychological safety are compromised by the event. 

Disaster, trauma, and crisis counseling can help return an IHE to normal functioning 

levels that promote comfort and learning. Other variables worth further investigative 

research include the potential impact of community college size and location on the 

operation and composition of TATs. For example, would TATs at large, urban 

community colleges differ in composition from those at smaller, more rural community 

colleges? Would the administrative structure of community colleges affect TATs?   

Beyond the need for clarification on the functionality of threat assessment and 

management for IHE, there is also a need for continued research in the area of why 

people fail to report preincident indicators in our communities. Reporting situations of 
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concern presupposes knowledge of preincident indicators or warning behaviors. Yet, this 

knowledge is not widespread in the higher education community. 

 Legislation, while not addressed in this research, is another extremely important 

area that is worthy of further study. Carefully thought-out legislation is needed 

addressing information-sharing mandates and protections regarding TATs in IHE, 

community-based TATs, and ensuring consistency and quality practices. The state of 

Virginia continues to lead in this arena, addressing confidentiality of health care records, 

ethics, accreditation standards, and state and federal laws. The Virginia code addresses 

violence prevention committees in addition to the TATs, providing IHE guidance on 

policy, procedures, oversight, and professional development opportunities (Code of 

Virginia  23, § 9.2.10). Other states are hungry for this type of information, as well as 

mandates and resources which allow for quality and clarity around this important topic. 

Time-series studies on the impact of such legislation would to help fill this gap.   

 Student-based threats are just one of many threats to safety on campus. Having a 

TAT within IHE needs to be approached globally, addressing student, staff, and 

community members as they relate to the campus community. IHE should have one 

threat assessment team that handles threat cases regardless of the status of the subject of 

concern, and that team should have working relationships in place with community 

resources in order to more completely assess and manage those threats (Okada et al., 

2011).  

 Since the field of threat assessment and management is in an early stage of 

development, it is very important to continue research into assessment and intervention 

strategies that reduce the overall incidence of targeted violence at IHE. It is very difficult 
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to measure success in this area, as quantifying acts of targeted violence that are prevented 

through mitigation are often not  included in statistical reports.  There is a need for 

education, awareness, and quality assurance around threat assessment strategies in our 

campus communities. Few studies examine the best practices for the threat assessment 

professionals, especially in the community college environment.  

 Having a threat assessment team in place is not enough and can give a false 

sense of security. The TAT must be effective in meeting the reason for why it exists. This 

study was the first of its kind to examine threat assessment practitioners and TAT 

practices in community colleges nationwide. This study revealed a confusing array of 

practices and practitioners with a limited amount of training. Clearly, the emerging field 

of threat assessment requires further standardization of practice and more continuing 

education for its practitioners.  

 In summary, the findings from this research indicate that TAT practices are in no 

way standardized, that there is a wide variation of practices among TATs at community 

colleges, and that there is a lack of information on best practices. Further, there is no 

relationship between professional background and the priority ranking of continuing 

education, nor is there a relationship between a TAT member’s professional background 

and the acceptability of web-delivered training. 
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Participant Reponses to Survey Items 

Item 
# Item Response options 

 
Response 

 
1. Which of the following 

best describes your threat 
assessment team at your 
worksite (circle one)? 

 Percentage 
selected 

  Informal team structure 19% 
  Formalized team structure 73% 
  Team contracted to outside 

agency/person  
0% 

  Team currently developing a structure  8% 
  No team structure in place 0% 

 
    
2. Which of the following 

best describes the threat 
assessment team at your 
worksite (circle one)?  

 Percentage 
selected 

  The team is exclusively employees of 
your worksite  

57% 

  The team is a mix of worksite 
employees and people external to your 
organization 

32% 

  There is no formal team at my 
worksite 

2% 

  The composition is determined when 
it is convened based on the situation 

9% 
 

    
3. Which of the following 

best describes the team at 
your worksite (circle 
one)?  

 Percentage 
selected 

  The team focuses on student issues 
only 

24% 

  The team focuses on employee/faculty 
issues only 

3% 

  There are separate teams for various 
groups 

4% 

  The team combines both student and 
employee/faculty issues 

69% 

Table 1 (continued) 
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Item 
# Item Response options 

 
Response 

 
4. Check each of the 

following functions that 
the threat assessment 
team at your worksite 
performs:  

 Percentage 
selected 

  Threat assessment team function 19% 
  Assessing people that have the 

potential for targeted violence 
 

  Assessing situations that have the 
potential for targeted violence 

19% 

  Assessing the physical environment of 
the college 

13% 

  Preparing for potential threats toward 
the college 

14% 

  Managing people that have the 
potential for targeted violence 

17% 

  Managing situations that have the 
potential for targeted violence 

16% 

  Other (please specify): 2% 
    
5. Check each of the 

following types of threat 
assessment cases that you 
would consider: 

 Percentage 
selected 

  Report of potential threatening 
physical behavior 

20% 

  Report of potential verbal threats 18% 
  Actual threatening physical behavior 19% 
  Actual threatening verbal behavior 19% 
  Written or digital threats (e.g., texts, 

anonymous social media, e-mail) 
19% 

  Other (please specify):  3% 
    
6. Check each of the 

following activities you 
utilize when conducting a 
threat assessment:  

 Percentage 
selected 

  Administer set list of questions 6% 
  Checklist of behaviors (no scoring 

system) 
16% 

Table 1 (continued) 
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Item 
# Item Response options 

 
Response 

 
   

Checklist of behaviors (with a scoring 
system) 

 
9% 

  Administer customized list of 
questions based on the situation 
Interview Suspect 
Interview Others 

12% 
 

29% 
25% 

  Structured risk assessment 
instruments 

3% 

  Other (please specify): 3% 
    
7. The average number of 

new threat assessments 
you perform in a month: 

 M = 4 
SD = 8.6 

    
8. The average number of 

continuing threat 
assessments you manage 
a month: 

 M = 4 
SD = 11 

    
9. Check each of the 

following that is part of 
your documentation 
process specific to threat 
assessment and 
management: 

 Percentage 
selected 

  Personal case notes  20% 
  Official case notes 22% 
  Electronic database internal to the 

college 
46% 

  Electronic database (hosted off 
campus/purchased) 

7% 

  Incident reports 31% 
  Other (please specify): 1% 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   

Table 1 (continued)   
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Item 
# Item Response options 

 
Response 

 
19. Listed below are a 

number of continuing 
education activities in the 
area of threat assessment 
and management. For 
each activity, please 
circle the number that 
best represents the 
priority of that continuing 
education activity. 

 Priority  
ranking % 
(high) 

  Basic overview of threat assessment 
and management 

49% 
 

  Advanced training of threat 
assessment and management 

42% 
 

  Threat assessment team dynamics 30% 
   

Investigative questions used during 
threat assessment 

 
35% 

  Confidentiality implications 59% 
  Ethical considerations when 

conducting threat assessment  
56% 

  Legal implications 74% 
  Practical exercises: (e.g., investigative 

practices) 
37% 

  Other (please specify): .8% 
    
11.  Listed below three 

delivery modalities: in 
person, live web (e.g., 
Adobe Connect, Skype), 
and anytime web (e.g., 
You Tube). Please check 
all of the delivery 
modalities you would be 
willing to participate in. 

 Percentage 
selected 

  In person  42% 
  Live web 30% 
  Anytime web (e.g. You Tube) 26% 

Note. The percentages for Items 1–3 do not add up to 100% because of rounding. 
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Table 2 

Continuing Education Activities in The Area of Threat Assessment And Management 

Item 
# Activity 

Rank 
(high to low) 

7 Legal implications  1st  
5 Confidentiality implications  2nd  
6 Ethical considerations when conducting threat assessment 3rd  
1 Basic overview of threat assessment and management 4th  
2 Advanced training of threat assessment and management 5th  
8 Practical exercises: (e.g., investigative practices) 6th  
4 Investigative questions used during threat assessment 7th  
3 Threat assessment team dynamics  8th  
9 Other (please specify) 9th  

 
 
Note. The text of the query was: “Listed below are a number of continuing education 
activities in the area of threat assessment and management. For each activity, please 
indicate the priority of that continuing education activity.” 
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Chapter 4: Threat Assessment in Community Colleges: Summary and 

Recommendations for Future Research and Practice 

This dissertation included two thematically linked article-style manuscripts 

examining the violence prevention strategy of threat assessment and management within 

institutions of higher education (IHE). Although threat assessment practices have been in 

place for over two decades, this concept is fairly new to our campus environments. The 

literature review and the survey results have clearly shown that there is a lack of 

standardized practices of threat assessment and management in community colleges.  

The first article-style manuscript presents a systematic review of literature 

summarizing best practices and recommendations for TATs in IHE. The second article 

adds to this field of research through a quantitative study conducted to understand the 

elements of how TATs assess and manage target-based violence. The study concludes 

that there is a desire and need for education and awareness around the essential elements 

for TATs within community colleges.   

 Consistency and quality of threat assessment practices warrant additional research 

and attention. There is a need to provide technical support and guidance on the structure, 

protocols, and training needs, as well as to uphold the true essence of threat assessment 

practices. The vast majority of IHE are utilizing a variety of threat assessment and 

management techniques, but there is a need for oversight to monitor the scope of these 

actions. The field of violence mitigation through threat assessment and management is 

relatively new to IHE, and having skillfully trained threat assessment professionals is of 

great importance. It is astounding how many respondents from this research survey have 

so little training in the area of threat assessment. When looking at violence mitigation 
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related to IHE, one might quickly assume that these are student-related issues when in 

reality, student issues are just one piece of this important puzzle. Having a TAT within an 

IHE needs to be approached globally, addressing student, staff, and community members 

as they relate to the campus community. IHE should have one TAT that handles threat 

cases regardless of the status of the subject of concern (student, staff, or community 

member), and the team should have working relationships in place with community 

resources in order to more completely assess and manage those threats. 

Recommendations for team composition would include, but would not be limited to the a 

variety of entities: chief of police/public safety director, dean of students, student affairs 

representative, academic affairs representative, legal counsel, human resources, employee 

assistance, counseling services (Deisinger, Randazzo, & Nolan, 2014; Randazzo & 

Plummer, 2009). 

The scope of this research was specific to institutions of higher education, specifically 

public community colleges. Private colleges, universities, and the 31 tribal community 

colleges were not within the scope of this study but would be good candidates for future 

research. Additional research is needed to explore the topic of violence mitigation within 

the wider scope of all IHE. Although this study did not necessarily identify what 

community colleges’ threat assessment practitioners believe are the present best 

practices, it did reflect some of the common features of current, established TATs. One 

such feature of concern for this author was how little training specific to threat 

assessment and management many TAT practitioners/leaders have. This concern is also 

related to various training topics that have a similar name but are not truly focused on 

threat assessment and management. 
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 Because the field of threat assessment and management is in an early stage of 

development, it is very important to continue research into assessment and intervention 

strategies that reduce the overall incidence of targeted violence at IHE. There is an urgent 

need for education, awareness, and quality assurance around threat assessment strategies 

in our campus communities. Few studies examine the best practices for threat assessment 

professionals, especially in the community college environment. Discerning the best 

practices for approaches to threat assessment is an ongoing task and learning process to 

which this researcher aspires to contribute. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

 An evolution in threat assessment and management for the prevention of targeted 

violence has occurred over the years. The evolution began with unstructured clinical 

judgment, then profiling, progressing through the development of actuarial tools to 

predict violence and then to the current best practice known as guided clinical judgment. 

The most contemporary approach to threat assessment and management recommends the 

TAT be comprised of a multidisciplinary group of school and community officials, 

including community law enforcement, mental health professionals, and appointed school 

employees (Meloy, Hoffmann, Guldimann, & James, 2011; O’Toole, 2000).  

 There is now a standard for TATs that includes having a multidisciplinary team 

that is created and trained to identify, assess, and prevent/mitigate situations that might 

lead to targeted violence. This standard is supported by the American National Standards 

Institute (ANSI), which produced the publication A Risk Analysis Standard for Natural 

and Man-Made Hazards to Higher Education Institutions (ASME Innovative 

Technologies Institute, 2010). The multidisciplinary team should establish and utilize 
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community relationships with both law enforcement and mental health agencies. This 

practice of having a multidisciplinary approach is essential for an effective TAT to assess 

and manage situations of concern. Even though this standard has been created, there is a 

vast need for educating practitioners on these best practices. Training and protocol 

development for TAT needs to be site specific. The logic supporting this assertion is 

deductive and well-grounded. The unique setting of colleges—inclusive of the physical 

parameters and limitations, the social paradigm, and the behavioral expectations of the 

students—is significantly different from K–12 schools (Van Dreal & Speckmaier, 2011). 

 Future research is needed to examine the various levels of understanding of threat 

assessment practices and compare them to the recommended best practices and 

approaches. This can have a significant impact, such as learning that some management 

interventions may also trigger acts of violence (trespassing the student, mandated 

psychological evaluation, etc.) (Deisinger et al., 2014; Van Dreal & Speckmaier, 2011).  

 Another area for research is the need for management or support strategies for the 

victims or targets of violence, as the energy of TAT tends to be focused on the attacker or 

perpetrator. Creating a culture of communication and care can be increased if the victims’ 

or targets’ psychological safety is addressed during this process. Salem Oregon’s 

Willamette Valley Threat Advisory Team demonstrates an excellent example of having 

victim advocates as part of the team’s composition. Victim advocates are instrumental in 

the overall threat management strategy, as they can help to keep the victim/target safe 

and informed and can also assist in accessing resources for the victim (Okada et al., 

2011). Team members can also provide coaching and guidance to targets and potential 

victims regarding personal safety (Deisinger et al., 2014). 
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Beyond the need for clarification on the functionality of threat assessment and 

management for IHE, there is also a need for continued research in the area of why 

people fail to report preincident indicators in our communities. Reporting situations of 

concern presupposes knowledge and understanding of preincident indicators or warning 

behaviors. Many people have clarity and understanding of what they witnessed only after 

the targeted violence is over. In order to educate the community about what and how to 

report situations of concern, TATs must have a solid understanding around these 

specifics and educate their communities about the same (Hollister, Scalora, Hoff, & 

Marquez, in press; Scalora, Simons, & Van Slyke, 2010). This would also include 

dispelling the many myths such as violence only happens when someone “snaps” or that 

“disgruntled insiders are the only threats to the community” (Simmons A., personal 

communication, March 17, 2014) or that it might be overreacting to report suspicious 

circumstances simply because “things just don’t seem right” (Okada D., personal 

communication, April 6, 2014). 

 Legislation is another extremely important area that is worthy of further study. 

Carefully thought-out legislation is needed to address information-sharing mandates and 

protections regarding TATs and to ensure consistency and quality practices. Resources 

need to be allocated to provide training on the quality and consistency of threat 

assessment practices. The state of Virginia continues to lead in this arena, addressing 

confidentiality of health care records, ethics, accreditation standards, and state and federal 

laws. The Virginia code addresses violence prevention committees in addition to the 

TATs, providing IHE guidance on policy, procedures, oversight, and professional 

development opportunities (Code of Virginia 23, § 9.2.10). Other states are hungry for 
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this type of information, as well as mandates and resources that allow for quality and 

clarity around this important topic. Research into the impact of effect legislation would 

help fill this gap. 

Recommendations for Practitioners 

 Counselor training issues are plentiful and will need to be addressed in future 

research and training. Topics such as information sharing, confidentiality issues, ethical 

dilemmas, and skill-specific topics such as emphasis on coping skills, suicide prevention 

techniques, recognizing and addressing homicidal ideation, and recognizing preincident 

indicators must be addressed. Threat assessment as applied to the counseling profession 

is different from mental health, traditional counseling, and behavioral intervention 

practices and warrants specialized training and understanding of the role of counselors 

within a TAT (Van Dreal, Rainwater, & Okada, 2011).  

 Another important subject that warrants additional research and attention is the 

topic of disaster, trauma, and crisis counseling after a critical incident. Trauma response 

is not included in this dissertation but is of importance for the counseling field and for 

violence prevention programs. Counselor training programs are in the initial stages of 

developing curriculum around this important topic and have recently included this within 

the 2009 Council for Accreditation of Counseling & Related Educational Programs 

(CACREP) standards and the newly developed Clinical Rehabilitation Counseling 

Standards (CORE-CACREP Affiliation, 2014). 

Conclusion 

 The results within this dissertation are relevant and critical to those in the field of 

counseling and in the various disciplines aligned with threat assessment and management. 
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These include all levels of educational environments, law enforcement, social services, 

mental health, legal, victim advocacy, and other fields associated with the need for 

violence mitigation. Findings from this study support the growing need for education, 

awareness, and technical support around the best practices for threat assessment and 

management. These conclusions set a foundation for further research in the arena of 

threat assessment practices. Such research may help to provide insight into methods for 

best practices for threat assessment and management. 

 Increased awareness, understanding, and collaboration regarding threat 

assessment and management will decrease the potential incidents of targeted violence for 

our campuses, as well as our communities at large. Greater understanding of the 

preincident indicators and reporting strategies will increase the opportunity for TATs to 

mitigate targeted violence through strategies of support and redirection. This in turn 

should allow TAT practitioners the opportunities to provide management, support, and 

communication for all stakeholders.  

 Having a TAT in place is not enough and can give a false sense of security. TATs 

should be part of the greater violence prevention and comprehensive safety plan for the 

community. This would include increased education on violence prevention and 

increased capacity for professionals who are assigned to violence prevention. Our 

constantly changing world requires continued efforts to stay current with best practices, 

research and professional development in the field of threat assessment.  
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Publication:        American Psychological Association 

 Journal of Threat Assessment and Management 

First Author: Rebecca Bolante, PhD (cand.), CRC NCSC, MAC 

Second Author: Cass Dykeman, PhD, NCC, 

Manuscript: Research Article: Essential Elements of Threat 

Assessment in Community Colleges: A Survey of 

Threat Assessment Professionals 

Target Date: June 16, 2014 

 

 

Journal Description: Journal of Threat Assessment and Management is an 

international, peer-reviewed scholarly journal representing the science and 

practice of assessment and management of risk for interpersonal violence.   

Rationale for Selection: The research manuscript aligns with the editorial 

objectives of the American Psychological Association’s Journal of Threat 

Assessment and Management. The Threat Assessment and Management 

Journal is 

• Devoted exclusively to the subject of violence risk. 

• Applied in nature, dealing with the development, implementation, and 

evaluation of procedures for assessing and managing violence risk. 

• Focused on reflecting and promoting the values of interdisciplinarity 

and internationalism, based on the view that preventing violence 



82 

 

requires collaborations that cross professional and, in many cases, 

geopolitical boundaries. 

Journal of Threat Assessment and Management’s first issue of the journal 

will appear in March 2014.  

http://www.apa.org/pubs/journals/tam/general-call-for-papers-october-

2012.aspx 

Article Description: This research article is the first national study to 

focus on the understanding of threat assessment practices and 

continuing education needs specific to the community college setting. 

The results of this study will have implications for further development 

of threat assessment practices and training. This study included 

completing an online survey concerning threat assessment practices and 

training needs specific to the community college setting. 

Benefit: The results of this study will have implications for further 

development of threat assessment protocol and training. 
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Manuscript: Literature Review Article: Threat Assessment Teams 

for Institutions of Higher Education: A Review of 

Comprehensive Strategies for Mitigating Targeted Acts 

of Violence 

Target Date: June 16, 2014 

 

 

Journal Description:  Campus Law Enforcement Journal is an international 

journal providing information of campus security/public safety/law enforcement 

to better serve institutions of higher education. The target audience for this 

journal is the International Association of Campus Law Enforcement 

Administrators (IACLEA). 

Rationale for Selection: The review of literature aligns with the editorial 

objectives of the Campus Law Enforcement Journal.  The goals of the 

Campus Law Enforcement Journal are: 

• To act as the voice of the campus security/public safety/law 

enforcement community.  

• To function as a forum for the IACLEA membership to discuss campus 

issues, learn about new ideas and trends, and to monitor legislation.  
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• To encourage a professional approach by providing a sense of 

leadership in the field of campus security/public safety/law 

enforcement.  

The Campus Law Enforcement Journal is published six times annually on a 

bimonthly basis by IACLEA and has a circulation of 2,000+ readers. 

http://www.iaclea.org/visitors/resources/publication/clej/index.cfm 

Article Description:  This review of literature provides a comprehensive 

account of the history and evolution of threat assessment teams (TATs) 

for target-based violence in institutions of higher education (IHE). 

Through examination of diverse approaches to threat assessment, the 

review of literature investigates the most effective criteria for creating 

protocols to identify and manage threats of target-based violence. 

Benefit: This review of literature hopes to provide inspiration and a 

broader knowledge base to the challenge of addressing and reducing 

violence in our schools. 
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APPENDIX C 

SURVEY & DATA CODING KEY 

 
 
 
 
 
n.b., Data coding key is in italics and the Arial font. 
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Threat Assessment Practices 

 

Q1 Years of professional experience with threat assessment: enter raw data 

 

Q2 Hours of training received in threat assessment: enter raw data 

 

Q3 Select highest degree obtained:  

 

 High School Diploma (1) 

 Baccalaureate (2) 

 Master’s (3) 

 Doctorate (4) 

 

Q4 What is your profession? 

 Law Enforcement/Security (1) 

 Counselor/Psychologist/Social Worker (2) 

 Attorney (3) 

 Human Resources Professional (4) 

 Other (please specify): (5) ____________________ 

n.b., recoding for analysis 

2, 3, 4 = Other 

5 = Administrator 
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Q5 Select each threat-assessment related association in which you hold membership (all that apply): 

 Association of Threat Assessment Professionals (ATAP)  No = Blank, Yes =1 

 International Association of Campus Law Enforcement Administration (IACLEA) No = Blank, Yes 

=1 

 Campus Law Enforcement Affiliate (IACLEA Affiliate) No = Blank, Yes =1 

 National Behavioral Intervention Team Association (NaBITA) No = Blank, Yes =1 

 ASIS International  No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Other (please specify):  No = Blank, Yes =1 

 

Q6 Racial/ethnic identity (all that apply): 

 White/European No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Hispanic/Latino No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Black / African American No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Asian / Asian American No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Hawaiian / Pacific Islander No = Blank, Yes =1 

 American Indian / Alaska native No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Other: please specify No = Blank, Yes =1 

 

Q7 Gender:   

 Male (1) 

 Female (2) 

 

Q8 Age: enter raw data 

 

Q9 US state/territory of your institution: enter raw data 
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Q10 Which of the following best describes your threat assessment team at your work-site? (Select one) 

 Informal team structure (1) 

 Formalized team structure (2) 

 Team contracted to outside agency/person (3) 

 Team currently developing a structure (4) 

 No team structure in place (5) 

 

Q11 Which of the following best describes the focus of the threat assessment team at your work-

site?  (Select one) 

 The team is exclusively employees of your work-site (1) 

 The team is a mix of work-site employees and people external to your organization (2) 

 There is no formal team at my work-site (3) 

 The composition is determined when it is convened based on the situation (4) 

 

Q12 Which of the following best describes the team at your work-site? (Select one) 

 The team focuses on student issues only (1) 

 The team focuses on employee/faculty issues only (2) 

 There are separate teams for various groups (3) 

 The team combines both student and employee/faculty issues (4) 

 



90 

 

 

Q13 Select each of the following functions that the threat assessment team at your work-site performs (All 

that apply) 

 Assessing people who have the potential for targeted violence No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Assessing situations that have the potential for targeted violence No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Assessing the physical environment of the college No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Preparing for potential threats towards the college No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Managing people who have the potential for targeted violence No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Managing situations that have the potential for targeted violence No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Other (please specify):  No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Other (please specify):  No = Blank, Yes =1 

 

Q14 Select each of the following types of threat assessment cases that you would consider (All that apply) 

 Report of potential threatening physical behavior No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Report of potential verbal threats No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Actual threatening physical behavior No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Actual threatening verbal behavior No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Written or digital threats (e.g., Texts, anonymous social media posting, email) No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Other (please specify):  No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Other (please specify):  No = Blank, Yes =1 

 

Q15 Select each of the following activities you utilize when conducting a threat assessment: (All that 

apply) 

 Administer set list of questions No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Checklist of behaviors (no scoring system) No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Checklist of behaviors (with a scoring system) No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Administer customized list of questions based on the situation No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Conduct personal interview with the subject No = Blank, Yes =1 
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 Conduct personal interview with people close to the subject No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Structured risk assessment instruments No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Other (please specify):  No = Blank, Yes =1 

 If using assessment instruments, please specify the name of instrument(s): No = Blank, Yes =1 

Q16 The average number of new threat assessments you perform in a month: enter raw data 

 

Q17 The average number of continuing threat assessments you manage a month: enter raw data 

 

Q18 Select each of the following that is part of your documentation process specific to threat assessment 

and management:  (All that apply) 

 Personal case notes  No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Official case notes No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Electronic database internal to the college No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Electronic database (hosted off campus/purchased) No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Incident reports No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Other (please specify)  No = Blank, Yes =1 
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Q19 Listed below are a number of continuing education activities in the area of threat assessment and 

management. For each activity, please indicate the priority of that continuing education activity. For each 

box: No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Low Priority (1) Medium (2) High Priority (3) 

Basic overview of threat 
assessment and 
management (1) 

      

Advanced training of 
threat assessment and 

management (2) 
      

Threat assessment team 
dynamics (3)       

Investigative questions 
used during threat 

assessment (4) 
      

Confidentiality 
implications (5)       

Ethical considerations 
when conducting threat 

assessment (6) 
      

Legal implications (7)       
Practical exercises (e.g., 
investigative practices) 

(8) 
      

Other (please specify): 
(9)       

 

Q20 Listed below are three delivery modalities for training: In Person, Live Web (e.g., Adobe Connect, 

Skype), and Anytime Web (e.g., You Tube). Please select all of the delivery modalities in which you would 

be willing to participate. 

 In Person  No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Live Web No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Anytime Web (e.g. You Tube) No = Blank, Yes =1 

 Other No = Blank, Yes =1 

Recoding for analysis, if either Live Web or Anytime Web = 1, then recoded = 2. 
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Introductory Email 

 

I am contacting you for help in my research which focuses on threat assessment practices 

and continuing education needs specific to community college settings. I am a 

community college-threat assessment professional and a doctoral student.  

 

In one week you will receive via email a link to the Survey of Threat Assessment 

Practices. Your knowledge and experience is critical to improving our threat assessment 

practices. Thus, I hope you will consider filling out this brief 20-item survey.   

 

I am happy to answer any questions or concerns you may have. Please feel free to 

respond to me at my email address rebecca.bolante@gmail.com or call me at 

503.409.1385. Cass Dykeman, PhD, NCC, NCSC, MAC of Oregon State University is 

serving as the principal investigator for this study and can be reached at 

dykemanc@onid.orst.edu. Thank you very much for your assistance and time.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Rebecca Bolante, MS, CRC 

Oregon State University, Doctoral Student    

  

mailto:rebecca.bolante@gmail.com
mailto:dykemanc@onid.orst.edu
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Initial Email with Survey Link 

 

Last week I emailed you letting you know which a survey would be sent to you for your 

insights on community college threat assessment and management. You were selected 

based on your role as a community college threat assessment practitioner.  

 

Your knowledge and experience is critical to improving our threat assessment and 

management practices. Thus, I hope you will consider filling out the brief survey at this 

link: 

https://oregonstate.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_eDw3kVK6skzBDZX&Preview=Survey

&BrandID=oregonstate 

 

I am happy to answer any questions or concerns you may have. Please feel free to 

respond to me at my email address rebecca.bolante@gmail.com or call me at 

503.409.1385. Cass Dykeman, PhD, NCC, NCSC, MAC of Oregon State University is 

serving as the principal investigator for this study and can be reached at 

dykemanc@onid.orst.edu. Thank you very much for your assistance and time.   

Sincerely, 

 

Rebecca Bolante, MS, CRC 

Oregon State University, Doctoral Student 

503.409.1385 

rebecca.bolante@gmail.com 

https://oregonstate.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_eDw3kVK6skzBDZX&Preview=Survey&BrandID=oregonstate
https://oregonstate.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_eDw3kVK6skzBDZX&Preview=Survey&BrandID=oregonstate
mailto:rebecca.bolante@gmail.com
mailto:dykemanc@onid.orst.edu
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First Thank You/Reminder Email with Survey Link 

 

About three weeks ago I emailed you seeking your opinion on my research, which 

focuses on threat assessment practices in community college settings. If you filled out the 

survey, I want to say thank you for your time and efforts to improve threat assessment 

practices. 

 

If you have not completed this survey I wish to urge you to do so. I have undertaken this 

study because of the importance of the issue of threat assessment practices. As such, it is 

essential that each institution return their questionnaire. 

 

I have included the link to the survey in case you deleted the original: 

https://oregonstate.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_eDw3kVK6skzBDZX&Preview=Survey

&BrandID=oregonstate 

 

I am happy to answer any questions or concerns you may have. Please feel free to 

respond to me at my email address rebecca.bolante@gmail.com or call me at 

503.409.1385. Cass Dykeman, PhD, NCC, NCSC, MAC of Oregon State University is 

serving as the principal investigator for this study and can be reached at 

dykemanc@onid.orst.edu. Thank you very much for your assistance and time.   

Sincerely, 

Rebecca Bolante, MS, CRC 

Oregon State University, Doctoral Student 

https://oregonstate.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_eDw3kVK6skzBDZX&Preview=Survey&BrandID=oregonstate
https://oregonstate.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_eDw3kVK6skzBDZX&Preview=Survey&BrandID=oregonstate
mailto:rebecca.bolante@gmail.com
mailto:dykemanc@onid.orst.edu
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Second Thank You/Reminder Email with Survey Link 

I am contacting you about my study of the threat assessment practices in community 

college settings. I have not received your completed survey. 

The large number of questionnaires returned is very encouraging. Your completed survey 

will ensure that this research reflects accurate and current data regarding this very timely 

topic. 

This is the first national study of community college threat assessment. Therefore, the 

results are of particular importance to you and our college communities.  

It is for these reasons that I am sending the link to the survey again, in case my other 

correspondence was misplaced. I urge you to complete and return it as quickly as 

possible. 

Your contribution to the success of this study will be greatly appreciated. The link to the 

survey is: 

https://oregonstate.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_eDw3kVK6skzBDZX&Preview=Survey

&BrandID=oregonstate 

I am happy to answer any questions or concerns you may have. Please feel free to 

respond to me at my email address rebecca.bolante@gmail.com or call me at 

503.409.1385. Cass Dykeman, PhD, NCC, NCSC, MAC of Oregon State University is 

serving as the principal investigator for this study and can be reached at 

dykemanc@onid.orst.edu. Thank you very much for your assistance and time.   

Sincerely, 

Rebecca Bolante, MS, CRC 

Oregon State University, Doctoral Student 

https://oregonstate.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_eDw3kVK6skzBDZX&Preview=Survey&BrandID=oregonstate
https://oregonstate.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_eDw3kVK6skzBDZX&Preview=Survey&BrandID=oregonstate
mailto:rebecca.bolante@gmail.com
mailto:dykemanc@onid.orst.edu
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THREAT ASSESSMENT MATRIX 
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THREAT ASSESSMENT ORIGIN 

1998 Exceptional Case Study Project (ECSP) 
Fein, Vossekuil 

 Assassination (plans/attempts) of 83 people in a 47 yr. 
period (1949-1996) 

 9 Key questions 
 

1998 Willamette Valley Threat Advisory Team 
(WV-TAT) 
 

 Community-based TAT  Multi-disciplinary (law 
enforcement, courts, partners, schools) 

  Threats to public officials, courts, workplace, domestic 
violence, stalking 

2000 School Shooter Report 
FBI/O’Toole 
 

 4-Prongs 
 Personality, family, school, & social factors 

2000 
 

Mid-Valley Student Threat Assessment 
Team (MV-STAT) 
 

 K-12 district-wide TAT 
 15 key questions 

2002 Safe School Initiative 
(SSI)-Report 
Fein, Vossekuil, Pollack, Borum, 
Modzeleski, Reddy 
 

 Pre-TAT investigative questions 
 5 areas 

2002 Safe School Initiative 
(SSI)-Guide 
Fein, Vossekuil, Pollack, Borum, 
Modzeleski, Reddy 
 

 11 Key questions 
 37 case studies of targeted violence (1974-2000) 

2006 Risk Assessment Guideline Elements for 
Violence 
(RAGE-V)-ATAP 
 

 15 Risk Factors 
 Private and public sectors 

 

2007 Workplace Assessment of Violence & 
Risk (WAVR-21) 
White, Meloy 

 21 questions specific to work-place violence 
 The only Structured Professional Judgment instrument 

empirically validated. 
 Includes a short form and “stabilizers” form 

 
2007 United States Postal Service 

 
 24 questions specific to work-place violence 

2008 Campus TAT Handbook (VA) 
Deisinger & Randazzo 

 12 questions based on the SSI questions 

2010 Campus Attacks 
Drysdale, Modzeleski, Simons 
 

 3-step process: (Identify-Assess-Manage) 
 272 incidents of violence (IHE) from 1900-2008 

2011 Workplace Violence Prevention and 
Intervention 
American National Standard 
(ASIS/SHRM WVPI.1-2011) 

 12 warning signs of potential violence 
 Specific to work-place  
 ASIS International (ASIS) and the Society for Human 

Resources Management (SHRM) 
2012 Typology of eight warning behaviors 

Meloy, Hoffmann, Guldimann, James 
 8 behavior patterns indicating increasing threat 
 Clear definitions and typology to use during professional 

judgment which address both dynamic factors and change 
over time 

2013 Campus TAT Oregon 
Bolante, VanDreal, Okada 

 14 Key questions 
 Pre-incident indicators and inhibitors 
 Definitions, examples, and explanations of indicators 
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1 Attack-Related Behavior             
              

1.01 Pre-attack behavior developing a 
plan/practice 

X X  X X X X  X X X X 

1.02 Approaching/visiting the target/weapon X X   X X X      
1.03 Attempting to circumvent security X        X    
1.04 Assaulting or attempting to assault target X            
1.05 Rehearse attack  X   X X   X   X 
1.06 Pathway (research, planning, preparation)  X  X      X X  
1.07 Fantasy rehearsal      X       
1.08 Concealed weapon or flashing weapon        X   X  
1.09 Fixation/perseveration on person or cause           X  
1.10 Novel aggression, “tryout”, “proof to kill”  X         X X 
1.11 Identification warning behavior/“Pseudo-

commando”,  “Warrior mentality” 
          X  

1.12 Preparation of weapons, wearing specific 
clothing 

 X    X       

1.13 Availability of weapons  X X X     X    
1.14 Weapon acquisition X X  X X  X  X    
1.15 Breaching security       X   X   
1.16 Monitoring target       X  X X   
1.17 Ritualistic preparatory actions      X     X  
1.18 Energy burst warning/increase in frequency 

of activities 
 

        
X 

   
X 
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2 Behavior/Mindset             
              

2.01 Drastic, unexplained behavior changes  X X    X     X 
2.02 Inappropriate humor (insulting, mean)   X          
2.03 Behavioral or developmental issues    X         
2.04 Delinquent thinking    X         
2.05 Demonstrated disregard for safety of 

coworkers 
       X     

2.06 Verbal abuse          X   
2.07 Detached from others   X          
2.08 Adverse response to authority      X       
2.09 Angry emotional undertones           X  
              

3 Capacity             
              

3.01 Ability to plan and execute a violent action X            
3.02 Intellectual/mental capacity  X           
3.03 Capacity to carry out plan    X X    X  X X 
3.04 Ability to carry out plan    X X    X  X X 
3.05 Cognitive ability  X  X         
              

4 Circumstances that might affect violence             
              

4.01 Significant events that may act as a final straw  X           
4.02 Approaching significant dates  X  X         
4.03 Absence of positive supports  X  X    X     
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4.04 Other factors in life X X X   X X   X X X 
4.05 Event or experience  X  X         
4.06 Turbulent family relationship   X          
4.07 Acceptance (by family) of pathological 

behavior 
 X X X     X    

4.08 Future events/grievance, lawsuits, financial 
aid appeal, graduation 

  
X 

    
X 

    
X 

  
X 

4.09 Rejection  X X   X       
4.10 Extreme job attachment       X      
4.11 Current job problems  X    X X   X X  
4.12 Circumstances that might affect violence  X  X X   X X X   
4.13 Humiliation/failure  X X X X  X     X 
4.14 What is important in the person’s life 

(inhibitors/stabilizers) 
  

X 
  

X 
 

X 
 

X 
 

X 
   

X 
  

X 
              

5 Concerned (are people concerned)             
              

5.01 People are concerned X X   X    X   X 
5.02 People concerned about a potential for acting 

out aggressively 
    

X 
      

X 
  

              

6 Communication             
              

6.01 Stated/implied acceptance to violent 
consequences 
 

  
X 

       
X   
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6.02 Implied/conditional threat   X   X X     X X 
6.03 Strange/awkward intimidating 

communication 
 X           

6.04 “Leakage” (communication to 3rd party)   X  X X     X X 
6.05 Direct or veiled threats  X X X  X X X   X  
6.06 History of threats/violence/arrests      X X X  X   
6.07 Communicated intentions by words or other 

disclosures or actions 
 

X 
    

X 
  

X 
  

X 
 

X 
 

X 
 

6.08 Increasing strident (harsh) opinion           X  
              

7 Coping Skills             
              

7.01 Anger problems/emotional undertones X  X          
7.02 Coping skills/stress management  X   X        
7.03 Limited ability to cope  X  X         
7.04 Violence as a way to solve problems  X  X X    X    
7.05 Negative/poor coping skills   X   X X  X X   
7.06 Low tolerance to frustration   X       X   
7.07 Intolerance   X          
7.08 Lack of resiliency   X X         
7.09 Inability to handle constructive criticism   X     X     
7.10 Dealing with negative situations in the past          X  X 
7.11 Positive coping skills 

 
 

         
  

X 
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8 Harassment/Aggressive Behavior             
              

8.01 Intimidating communication/behavior  X      X     
8.02 Bullying, threatening behavior   X       X   
8.03 Harassment X      X X  X   
8.04 Menacing X      X      
8.05 Behaviors that instill fear/concern       X   X   
8.06 Vandalism  X      X     
8.07 Aggressive outbursts or comments          X   
8.08 Excessive displays of anger       X   X   
8.09 Outbursts of anger/anger management 

problems 
  X          

8.10 Assaultive behavior      X X      
              

9 Hopelessness/Desperation             
              

9.01 Hopelessness/desperation X X X X X  X  X  X X 
9.02 Perceived loss of options  X    X  X    X 
9.03 Suicidal thoughts X    X X    X  X 
9.04 Suicidal ideation  X  X  X X   X   
9.05 Last resort (feels trapped)       X    X X 
9.06 Suicidal history     X X X  X  X X 
9.07 Suicidal gestures/behaviors  X   X X X      
9.08 Despondency          X   
9.09 Diminished interest in almost all activities   X          
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9.10 Insoluble problems      X       
              

10 Inappropriate Interest/Thoughts             
              

10.01 Weapons: fascination, skill & access X X X  X X X X X X  X 
10.02 Thoughts to harm self/others  X           
10.03 Fascination with homicidal or violent 

incidents 
X X X  X   X X X  X 

10.04 Homicidal thoughts or ideas      X X   X   
10.05 Negative role models  X X          
10.06 Groups, heroes, affiliations (extremist groups) X X  X  X X   X   
10.07 Research into past acts of violence  X           
10.08 Dared by others     X    X    
10.09 Violent fantasies or preoccupation      X       
              

11 “Injustice Collector” Victim mindset             
              

11.01 Entitlement   X X  X X    X  
11.02 Victim mindset          X  X 
11.03 “Injustice Collector” will not forget/forgive    X   X    X  X 
11.04 Chronic unsubstantiated complaints          X   
11.05 Harboring grudges     X  X  X X   
11.06 Obsessive focus on a grudge        X     
11.07 Externalizing blame   X    X X  X  X 
11.08 Extreme sense of moral righteousness         X     
11.09 Revenge    X  X X      



106 
 

*Other names for Pre-Incident indicators: Inquiry questions, Risk Factors, Risk Indicators, Warning Sings, Warning behaviors/typology   

Rebecca Bolante (2014) 

 THREAT ASSESSMENT MATRIX 
PRE-INCIDENT INDICATORS* 
 
Questions ES

CP
 

W
V-

TA
T 

Sc
ho

ol
 

Sh
oo

te
r 

M
V-

ST
AT

 

SS
I 

RA
GE

-V
 

W
AV

R-
21

 

U
S 

Po
st

al
 

  Ca
m

pu
s 

TA
T-

VA
 

AS
IS

/ 
SH

RM
 

M
el

oy
 

Ty
po

lo
gy

 

Ca
m

pu
s 

TA
T-

 O
R 

 

11.10 Perceived injustices   X   X       
11.11 Inequitable discipline   X          
              

12 Isolating             
              

12.01 Alienation/not belonging   X          
12.02 Closed social group   X          
12.03 Socially Isolating       X X    X 
12.04 Lack of ability to form intimate relationships   X         X 
12.05 Abandonment/rejection  X     X      
              

13 Loss/Stressors             
              

13.01 Loss X X   X X X X X X  X 
13.02 Unbearable stress  X           
13.03 Diminishing inhibitors  X    X X      
13.04 Failed love relationship   X    X      
13.05 Foreseeable break-up            X 
13.06 High degree of emotional distress          X   
13.07 Personal stressors  X  X   X X X X   
              

14 Medical             
              

14.01 Head trauma      X       
14.02 Prior voluntary or involuntary commitment      X       
14.03 Physical deterioration (head injuries, cancer, 

disability, kidney failure, etc.) 
        

X 
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14.04 CNS Trauma (central nervous system)  X           
              

15 Mental Health Concerns             
              

15.01 History of mental illness X   X    X  X   
15.02 Command Hallucinations X     X       
15.03 Signs of depression   X   X X      
15.04 Psychopathy  X    X       
15.05 Mental health issues  X  X      X   
15.06 Bipolar      X       
15.07 Evidence of deteriorating mental state, 

psychosis 
     X       

15.08 Paranoia       X X   X  X 
15.09 Obsessive            X 
15.10 Altered consciousness (including blackouts)        X     
15.11 Odd or bizarre beliefs (magical or satanic 

beliefs, or sexual violent fantasies) 
        

X 
    

15.12 Delusional ideas X     X X   X   
15.13 Hallucinations X      X   X   
15.14 Feelings of persecution X      X      
15.15 Prior voluntary or involuntary commitments      X       
15.16 Noncompliance with recommended mental 

health treatment 
 
 
 

       
X 
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16 Motives Goals             
              

16.01 Motive/justification  X  X     X    
16.02 Motive X  X  X X X   X   
16.03 Violent intentions       X      
16.04 Specific target or focus  X  X   X      
              

17 Personality Factors             
              

17.01 Anti-social thoughts or behaviors     X        X 
17.02 Narcissism/attitude of 

superiority/grandiosity 
  X   X X     X 

17.03 Lacking empathy, guilt, love, sympathy    X    X     X 
17.04 Lack of conscience and remorse       X      
17.05 Masks low self-esteem   X          
17.06 Rigid and opinionated    X          
17.07 Dehumanizes/people as “nonpersons”   X          
17.08 Exaggerated need for attention   X          
17.09 Seeks to manipulate others    X          
17.10 Actively violent state of mind      X       
17.11 Erratic or bizarre behavior          X   
17.12 Impulsivity       X X  X   
17.13 Personality Disorders/Axis II  X    X       
17.14 Poor interpersonal skills       X X     
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17.15 Personality Disorders (narcissistic, paranoid, 
borderline, antisocial) 

      
X 

      

              

18 Stalking             
              

18.01 Stalking X X    X X  X X  X 
18.02 Excessive communication with target  X           
18.03 Obsessive/persistent romantic pursuit        X  X  X 
18.04 Emphasis on sexual fidelity of mate        X     
18.05 Fixation (perseveration, with a person or 

cause) 
      X X   X  

18.06 Obsessing on another person, location, 
behavior 

 X    X   X   X 

18.07 Tracking target through social media, social 
discussion, etc. 

  
X 

          

18.08 Being in proximity of target (might seem 
innocent) 

  
X 

          

18.09 Approaching a target or site       X   X   
              

19 Story Consistent with Actions             
              

19.01 Story/words consistent with action X    X    X   X 
19.02 Behavior relevant to carrying out task   X          
19.03 Actions and behaviors consistent with 

communication 
 
 

    
X 
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20 Substance Abuse             
              

20.01 Substance abuse  X     X X  X   
20.02 Drugs/ETOH  X           
20.03 Drug/alcohol use   X          
20.04 History of drug/alcohol issues    X         
20.05 Drug use-meth., cocaine, alcohol, steroids      X       
20.06 Noncompliance for drug/alcohol treatment       X      
              

21 Trusting relationship             
              

21.01 Trusting relationship with responsible person    X X    X   X 
21.02 Lack of trust   X          
21.03 Lack of intimacy   X          
21.04 Emotionally connected or disconnected to 

others 
 X   X    X    

              

22 Other              
              

22.01 Domestic violence  X     X      
22.02 No limits or monitoring at home   X          
22.04 Copycat effect   X          
22.05 Code of silence    X          
22.06 Interests (can either mitigate or increase level 

of concern) 
   

X 
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22.07 Organizational impact of real or perceived 
threats 

      X      
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