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Abstract 

This dissertation traces networks of power and of resistance. Specifically, it explores how diffuse claims 

about school violence as a growing social problem are picked up and used by administrators and students 

at one Canadian university in ways that coalesce around understandings of a safe campus environment as 

necessarily technologically-mediated. The primary data used to facilitate this exploratory comparative 

analysis are publically available documents produced following public knowledge of an act of sexualized 

violence that occurred at that university in the summer of 2007.  Together, I read these sets of 

documented claims as a security project that simultaneously represents changes made to campus 

environments in the name of safety as (1) preventative means to ensure student, faculty and staff safety, 

(2) reactions to socially meditated individual and institutional fears, and (3) constitutive of intertwining 

processes associated with corporatization and militarization. Two main claims that emerge from this 

comparative analysis are (1) that techno-securitized campuses are both responses to, and constitutive of, 

acts of violence, socially mediated fears and uneven distributions of power and (2) that university 

administrators and students co-narrate campus safety through an ongoing process of discursive 

negotiation and re-negotiation. Indeed, following the analyses presented in this dissertation, just as 

students are subject to administrative security-related consumption choices, so too are administrators 

subject to student-led claims about how best to achieve a safe campus environment. I suggest that these 

claims-making convergences and divergences oblige analyses that neither deny that techno-security 

measures are promoted in good faith by people hoping to make people safer nor ignore the importance of 

contextualizing these efforts in relation to processes which help constitute campuses as unsafe spaces, 

administrators and students as moral regulatory objects and subjects, and some solutions as more or less 

reasonable. When situated in relation to the sociological scholarship about moral panics, social problems, 

and moral regulation this case study draws to the fore the volatile, co-constructed and constitutive aspects 

of claims-making, with a notable focus on some of the economic forces that inform these discourses. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

Who is more paranoid: the person who sees the need for all this security 

technology or the one who sees it as a form of totalitarianism? 

(Casella 2003a: 92)  

 

In this dissertation, I undertake a comparative analysis of administrative and 

student claims made about the need to make one Canadian university’s campus safer 

following public knowledge of the sexualized assault of Jane Doe that occurred on that 

campus in the summer of 2007.
1
 Methodologically, this dissertation represents a case 

study approach to research which assumes that analytic explorations of this event, 

institution and related documents – or parts thereof – provide a fruitful vantage point 

from which to learn about and make a broad argument regarding processes that extend 

beyond the relatively limited spatial-temporal boundaries of the particular research site in 

question (Inglis 2010: 510). The starting thesis that drives this dissertation is that in a 

context characterized by diffuse concerns about acts of violence on school grounds, 

campuses are constructed as unsafe spaces and techno-securitization is constituted by 

many people – albeit following different logics – as an institutional necessity.
2
  

                                                     

1
 Throughout this dissertation, I use the term sexualized assault to underscore my agreement that such 

occurrences exist on “a continuum of threatened violence that ranges from sexual remarks to sexual 

touching to rape” that are less about sex and more about pervasive beliefs that buttress widespread 

understandings of “violence… as sexy and sexuality as violence” (Buchwald, Fletcher and Roth 2005: xi).  
2
 Following Devine (1996: 86), here techno-securitization is shorthand for tendencies to promote campus 

safety via “network[s] of security guards and technolog[ical] devices.” More broadly, in this dissertation 

technologies are defined as the “use of scientific knowledge to specify ways of doing things in a 

reproducible manner” (Bell 1999: 29, original emphasis) and securitization is defined as a “sustained 

argumentative practice aimed at convincing a target audience to accept… that a specific development is 

threatening enough to deserve an immediate policy to curb it” (Balzacq 2012: 60). 



 

2 

 

In these regards, the shooting-deaths of fourteen students and one teacher at 

Columbine High School in Jefferson County, Colorado, USA on April 20, 1999 tend to 

be described as a turning point in academic discussions.
3
 In particular, this event has been 

causally-linked to various ‘security’-related changes made to contemporary campuses – 

including and not limited to high schools (for example, Addington 2009; Lewis 2003; 

Seeger et al. 2001; Snell et al. 2002).
4
 In addition, Columbine (as it is now colloquially 

known) has been described as the impetus for a proliferation of academic attention paid 

to school violence (see, Brown and Munn 2008). In relation to the former trend, Berger 

(2002: 119) notes, “[t]he climate of fear generated by [this and other]… school shootings 

has spurred school administrators to increase security through physical means (locks, 

surveillance cameras, metal detectors) and to hire more police and security guards.” This 

same mediated climate of fear has been said to influence widespread parental “support 

for intrusive solutions to school violence, such as searching students’ belongings and 

installing armed guards and metal detectors” (Bliss et al. 2006: 276). Taken together, 

these studies support claims that Columbine is a “landmark narrative” insofar as it is 

repeatedly referred to in ways that “typify the nature of [this] newly discovered problem” 

and, I add, to support normative claims about its purported solutions (Duwe 2005: 61).
5
  

In his in-depth study, Cullen (2009) highlights this aspect of knowledge 

production by calling into question much of the commonly accepted and reproduced 

                                                     

3
 These numbers include the shooters, Eric Harris and Dylan Klebold, among the people who died that day. 

4
 The term security is put in quotation marks here to foreshadow the claim thread throughout this 

dissertation that promotion and proliferation of such purported solutions to the problem of school violence 

relies on and buttresses conceptions of security that obfuscate links between security and insecurity, 

security and capital, and security and claims-making (see, Monahan 2006; Valverde 2011). 
5
 Elsewhere in this dissertation I draw on Kellner’s (2003, 2005, 2007, 2008) work on media spectacles to 

highlight use of various media platforms by people with diverse interests to propel their competing claims 

about the best ways to interpret and respond to events that garner widespread public attention, including but 

not limited to shootings on school grounds. 



 

3 

 

claims associated with Columbine – not the least of which is the labeling of this event as 

either a school shooting or an act of school violence given that Harris and Klebold 

understood themselves to be planning the country’s largest mass murder, which was to 

extend beyond the confines of the high school campus (125). More to the point, Cullen 

convincingly reveals that despite questions regarding their accuracy, some claims about 

these boys, their motivations and their victims have been reiterated so many times, 

through so many channels, that they are generally accepted as Truths (149).
 
Indeed, many 

of the myths Cullen discusses inform academic research.
6
 For example, there is no dearth 

of studies which begin with debatable representations of Harris and Klebold as neo-Nazis 

to support claims about the need to address rampant racism within high schools (for 

example, Opsata and Achten 2000). Likewise, the ‘fact’ that Harris and Klebold were 

outcasts within their school’s social hierarchy is used to corroborate claims about the 

need for research that explains shootings on campuses with reference to social rejection 

experienced by perpetrators in relation to normative gender and sexuality scripts, for 

examples (see, Danner and Carmody 2001; Kimmel and Mahler 2003; Klein 2006a, 

2006b; Leary et al. 2003; Tonso 2009).
7
 

Reiteration of this landmark narrative likely helps to explain some trends in 

research about school violence and social control that I aim to address in this dissertation. 

For example, constant references made to Columbine by various claims-makers may 

clarify why – despite occurrence of shootings on other campuses, in other countries – the 

                                                     

6
 Following Valverde (2006: 25), to call something a myth is not to state that it is “false, posed, biased or 

inaccurate,” but rather to acknowledge that “large amount[s] of cultural and political work” help – often 

unwittingly – to sustain and naturalize particular conceptions of the world (Valverde 2011: 10).  
7
 My intention in this paragraph is not to suggest that intersections between racism, sexism and/or 

homophobia and acts of violence on school grounds should not be the objects of academic or institutional 

concern, but to underscore theoretically-informed claims about the intermingling of various knowledge 

sources in ways that shift social attention toward some issues/interpretations and away from others. 
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majority of related research is American-centric. More to the point, there is limited 

academic research which is specific to Canadian schools or which draws on examples of 

violence on campuses in this country as entry points into discussions about the 

construction of school violence as a pressing social problem (c.f. Howells 2012; 

O’Grady, Parnaby and Schikschneit 2010). Importantly, this trend is not explainable by 

an absence of related examples: the first recorded shooting at a Canadian school occurred 

on May 28, 1975 at Brampton Centennial Secondary School in Brampton, Ontario. Since 

then there have been at least twenty-seven incidents of gun violence at Canadian schools. 

Of these, three occurred on post-secondary campuses and seven may be interpreted as 

rampage school shootings (see, Howells 2012: 111-4).
8
  

Myopic attention paid to the now infamous attacks at Columbine also may help to 

explain tendencies to equate the problem of school violence with extreme examples of 

student-on-student aggression (i.e. shooting-deaths) rather than with systemic 

violence/discipline. In relation to this claim, consider Adams’s (2000) work which points 

to a historical tendency for high school administrators to employ individualizing, 

paternalistic policies (e.g. student suspension or expulsion) as the preferred means of 

addressing violence while denying links between the stated problem (violence) and such 

‘solutions’ (punishment). From this perspective, when talking about, or defining, school 

violence we must acknowledge that at least some policies and practices instituted within 

school environments (and more broadly) support normative distributions and relations of 

power (see also, Henry 2000). Following this critical reading, and as elaborated in 

                                                     

8
 Newman et al. (2004: 15-6) define “[r]ampage school shootings… [as those] that involve attacks on 

multiple parties, selected almost at random.”   
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Chapter Five of this dissertation, even some practices instituted in the name of campus 

safety may be experienced by some people as discriminatory and oppressive. 

Following the above discussion, “‘Columbine’ has become a keyword for a 

complex set of emotions surrounding youth, risk, fear, and delinquency in 21
st
 century 

America” and beyond (Muschert 2007: 60). Stated more broadly, at the current historical 

juncture, Columbine is a discourse that informs diffusely shared understandings of school 

violence as a growing social problem in need of a solution.
9
 In this sense, this 

introductory discussion may be read as suggesting more about the social construction of 

knowledge and related allocations of resources than about how best to interpret or solve 

the problem of school violence. More to this point, this introductory discussion 

foreshadows three foundational premises that inform this dissertation.
10

 

The first premise with which I begin this research is that to accept that 

“identification of specific problems and causes tends to constrain the range of possible 

‘reasonable’ solutions and strategies advocated” is not to suggest that there are hard-

wired links to be uncovered between prognostic and diagnostic framing of issues 

(Benford and Snow 2000: 616).
11

 As an illustrative example that extends from the above 

discussion, consider Greenberg and Wilson’s (2006: 107) finding that Canadian news 

media coverage tends to represent acts of gun violence on campuses as attributable to 

                                                     

9
 In this dissertation, discourses are “sanctioned statements which have some institutionalised force, which 

means that they have a profound influence on the way[s] that individuals act and think” (Mills 2004: 55). In 

terms of what constitutes a sanctioned statement, Phillips and Hardy (2002: 3) define “discourse as an 

interrelated set of texts, and the practices of their production, dissemination, and reception that brings an 

object into [conscious] being.” 
10

 Please note that these premises are informed by and elaborated in relation to the three bodies of 

sociological scholarship reviewed in Chapter Two of this dissertation. 
11

 Here and throughout this dissertation, I use the term frame (and its derivatives) to denote processes by 

which phenomena “pregnant with interpretative possibilities” are represented as if their meanings are 

straightforward, uncomplicated and obvious (Snow 2008: 4). 
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“the putative[ly harmful] influences of movies, video games, music and (to a lesser 

extent) news coverage of violence” and yet these same journalists are more likely to 

suggest that increased techno-security measures on school grounds (not increased media 

literacy) is the most appropriate response to this problem. Again, as this example is meant 

to indicate, acceptance of a particular issue (i.e. school violence) as a problem does not 

guarantee agreement about how to interpret, or solve, that problem.  

Rather, the second premise that informs this dissertation is that the meanings 

attributed to people, places, conditions and phenomena “are… projected onto them by 

[people] with… different interests,” experiences and resources (Weinberg 2009: 73). For 

this reason, claims about how best to interpret and act toward a ‘thing’ are subject to 

disagreements and, as such, their maintenance and diffusion require sustained work 

(Holstein and Miller 1993). This work may be especially unstable given that, in an age of 

proliferating social media, increasing numbers of people are consumers and producers of 

problem-solution claims (see, Best 2001a; Maratea 2008).  

This brings me to a third premise that shapes this dissertation: problem-solution 

claims figure centrally in institutional narratives. As Loseke (2007: 678) writes, these 

narratives are “composed… by a variety of authors for the purpose of convincing publics 

that morally intolerable conditions exist and must be eliminated.” In the context of the 

case study that forms the core of this dissertation, the suggestion here is two-fold: 

institutions – including and not limited to Canadian universities – are shaped by what 

Hunt (2013: 55) refers to as moral politics: activities whereby “some agents act to 

problematize the conduct, values, or culture of others and seek to act upon them through 
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moralizing discourses”; campus safety is a discourse co-narrated across social arenas by 

competing agents within and outside the institution.
12

  

With these foundational premises outlined, below I review three sets of logics that 

emerge as significant from my readings of academic research related to school violence 

as well as from my analyses of administrator (Chapter Four) and student (Chapter Five) 

claims about how best to interpret and respond to sexualized assaults on Canadian 

university campuses.
13

 I label these logics, respectively, as preventative, reactive, and 

constitutive. In this first instance, augmentations made to schools’ techno-security 

apparatuses are means to ensure student, faculty and staff safety. Next, this trend is 

represented as means to address individual and institutional fears about violence on 

campuses. Finally, proliferation of techno-security measures on campuses is read as 

constitutive of intertwining processes associated with corporatization and militarization.
14

  

In what follows, I provide an overview of each of these logics in turn. However, 

my presentation of these logics into separate sub-sections is meant neither as a claim that 

they are mutually exclusive nor as a claim that this list is exhaustive. Rather, these 

identified logics are analytically separated in this introductory chapter so that I can refer 

back to them throughout the analysis chapters that are the focal point of this dissertation 

in ways that engage theoretical claims that multiple – even seemingly contradictory – 

logics can, and do, coalesce into security projects (Valverde 2011).
 
 

                                                     

12
 Here and throughout this dissertation, following Foucault (1988), to problematize something is to 

highlight the ontologies, consequences, and relations of power associated with truth-telling efforts. 
13

 Following Valverde (2011: 9), in this dissertation I use the term logics to refer to “the rationale, the 

objectives… and… the ethical justifications” used to ground security-related claims.  
14

 In the context of my dissertation, corporatization is shorthand for tendencies for “universities to… make 

closer ties with… for-profit businesses” (Entin 2005: 26) and militarization is “the shaping of institutions in 

synchrony with military goals” especially competition (Lutz 2002: 723).  
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1.1 Techno-Securitization as Preventative 

It is not difficult to find academic research which promotes understandings of use 

of techno-security measures on campuses as earnest attempts to achieve campus safety. 

More to the point, there is an abundance of research by people who maintain that acts of 

violence pose an actual and growing problem to school communities and that this 

problem can – and must – be addressed via a range of techniques. Amongst the most 

commonly-suggested solutions in this regard are networks of educational, health and 

police experts sharing information across institutional fields (see, Dorn 2002; Evans and 

Rey 2001; Gajda 2004; Luna and Johnson 2004; Turk 2004) and adaptation of various 

technological gadgets for security purposes (for example, Federal Bureau of 

Investigations 2006).
15

 As I read them, in these cases, violence on schools grounds is 

understood as a problem of a lack of information and, thus, solving this problem is 

represented as contingent on the collection and sharing of information amongst experts, 

with students only sometimes explicitly acknowledged as integral to such processes (see, 

Bickmore 2008; Brinkley and Saarino 2006; see also, Sacco and Nakhaie 2007).  

Another commonly suggested solution to school violence that exemplifies this 

problem-solution construction is institutional hiring of police officers to patrol campus 

grounds and interact with students. Whether referred to as school resource officer 

programs or professionalization of campus security employees, within related research 

this technique is said to have four benefits: to “reduce the workload of patrol officers or 

road deputies, improve the image of [police] officers among juveniles, create and 

                                                     

15
 An example of this latter trend that emerges as significant in my analysis of solutions supported by 

university administrators (Chapter Four) and students (Chapter Five) is use of cellphones and related 

applications that allow people to report threats and/or be informed about threats on campuses (see also, 

Sulkowski and Lazarus 2011: 345; Rasmussen and Johnson 2008: 16). 
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maintain better [police] relationships with the schools, and enhance the [police] agency’s 

reputation in the community” (Finn 2006: 2; see also, Carroll 2004). In other words, these 

solutions are depicted as emblematic of a community-oriented policing, which “involves 

customer-based organizational transformation, unlimited partnerships, and… 

information-based, unified effort[s] to solve problems” (Morash and Ford 2002: xiii).
16

 

More so, and notwithstanding implications that these techniques may have more 

symbolic than deterrent effects, the main claim that emerges from the above-cited works 

is that proliferating techno-security techniques on campuses (i.e. more cops and cameras) 

are necessary if we are to reduce the likelihood of what Stein (2005: 179) calls 

(apparently with no irony) “an inevitable event”: another school shooting.  

Elaborating upon the preventative logic that informs use of such tactics, Welsh 

and Farrington (2009: 9) note that they are exemplars of situational crime prevention 

approaches which dovetail understandings of crimes as the outcomes of three variables: 

motivated offenders, suitable targets and absent guardians (see also, Felson and Cohen 

1979). In other words, the most commonly suggested tactics for preventing crimes on 

school grounds are informed by theories which represent crimes as choices made by 

calculating agents.
17

 Following this line of reasoning, Clarke (1995: 109-19) offers the 

following as particularly effective means for making and keeping public places safe: 

                                                     

16
 As discussed in Chapter Four of this dissertation, some scholars suggest that, compared with traditional 

crime-control oriented policing tactics, community policing may be especially conducive to contemporary 

efforts to police campus environments (for example, Bromley 2007; Sloan and Lanier 2007).  
17

 Some people argue that to conceptualize crimes as outcomes of rationally calculating agents is to ignore 

both that collective understandings of what constitutes crimes (e.g. legal norms) are socially defined, not 

absolute and that many acts designated as criminal are more ‘expressive’ than ‘rational’ (for example, 

Hayward  2004a, 2004b, 2007; Young 2003). Anticipating such critiques, Clarke (1983: 231) argues that 

emphasis on a motivated offender does not preclude acceptance that crimes are not always “rational”, but 

rather “wide[ns] the potential scope for preventative action” by revealing criminal acts to be informed as 

much by choice as disposition (232). 
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target hardening; access control; deflecting offenders; controlling facilitators; entry/exit 

screening; formal surveillance; surveillance by employees; natural surveillance; target 

removal; identifying property; removing inducements; rule setting (see also, Clarke 1980, 

1983, 1997). Stated explicitly, following rational choice and routine activities theorists, 

because they target those factors found to be especially spatially and temporally 

criminogenic, these tactics are consistently found to be effective, cost efficient means to 

diminish the likelihood of crimes in public places (see, Guerette and Bowers 2009). 

This consistency noted, to take up a preventative logic in relation to school 

violence is not to deny that these techniques are not equally applicable across contexts. 

For example, differences in the ages of secondary as compared with post-secondary 

students are found to intersect with differing motivations for (and assumed solutions to) 

violence on campuses. Newman and Fox (2009: 1304), for example, find that whereas 

rampage shootings committed by high school students tend to be motivated by a desire to 

“impress or join” their peers, most post-secondary students have “stopped trying to 

integrate into groups” and, thus, are motivated more by a desire to “express hostility.” In 

the former instance, students are more likely to warn their peers about their violent 

ideations whereas in the latter case, these intentions are rarely broadcast explicitly.  

Bringing this challenge into conversation with the above-noted, though rare, 

efforts to incorporate students into informational networks intended to prevent acts of 

crime on campuses, a somewhat implicit claim here is that such efforts may be especially 

difficult in post-secondary educational contexts. Perhaps it is at least partially for this 

reason that common suggestions for addressing acts of violence on post-secondary 

campuses are those which work within the confines of pre-existing legal and health care 
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structures (see, Bonnie et al. 2009; Evans and Rey 2001; Shuchman 2007; Ward 2008). I 

return to this point in Chapter Five of this dissertation with reference to student-led 

critiques of normative legal and medical approaches to addressing sexualized violence on 

campuses, as elsewhere. Presently, the point is that to identify specific factors that shape 

acts of violence in one context (e.g. secondary schools) as compared to another (e.g. 

colleges) is to support confluences between a preventive logic and ‘best practice’ tactics.  

In this regard, Fox and Savage (2009) identify the following as the most common 

recommendations put forth by members of American task forces and study groups as 

necessary for preventing  shootings on post-secondary campuses: creation of an all-

hazards Emergency Response Plan (1469); adoption of a mass notification and 

communications system (1470); establishment of a multidisciplinary response team 

(1471); training of college and university personnel about privacy regulations and laws 

(1472); development of a memorandum of understanding with community health care 

and police agencies (1472); emergency plan rehearsals (1472); education and training of 

campus community about mass notification systems and their respective roles and 

responsibilities (1473). Of these suggestions, Fox and Savage are skeptical of all but two: 

familiarizing people about privacy regulations and laws and developing education-health-

police information-sharing networks. Specifically, they maintain that a main effect of the 

other recommendations is not to produce safe campus environments, but rather to support 

(misinformed) images of post-secondary campuses as especially unsafe spaces (1466).   

I return to these suggestions – particularly those related to mass notification 

systems – in Chapter Four of this dissertation. Suffice it to end this discussion with two 

claims. The first claim is one that has already been introduced in this dissertation: diffuse 
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efforts to know about and prevent acts of violence on post-secondary campuses may lead 

to a downplaying of differences and an over-emphasis of similarities between incidents 

within and across time-space boundaries. Indeed, and perhaps by definition, this is what 

happens when we draw on landmark narratives (i.e. Columbine) to make claims about a 

wider, more diverse population (Harding, Fox and Mehta 2002). Stated in relation to the 

logic that techno-securitization is a preventative act, the point here is that these narratives 

dovetail with efforts to identify various risk factors associated with acts of violence on 

campuses (for example, Verlinden, Hersen and Thomas 2000; Wetterneck, Sass and 

Davies 2005; c.f. Mulvey and Caufmann 2001).  

A second and related point that emerges from the above discussion is that to be 

critical of algorithmic patterns (read: statistics) as providing weak bases for addressing 

the particularities of specific incidents in specific locales is not to deny the possibility that 

actual incidents of violence on secondary and post-secondary campuses “have… 

motivated some important and long-overdue changes that carry wide-ranging [pre-

emptive] impact[s]” (Fox and Savage 2009: 1477; see also, Fox and Burstein 2010; 

Nicoletti, Spencer-Thomas and Bollinger 2001). Rather, it is to accept that interpretations 

of particular methods as preventative (or not) are contingent on our focus and aim. In this 

regard, recall that some people applaud situational crime prevention measures as effective 

means for mitigating at least some factors that contribute to criminal acts, while others 

critique them as buttressing actuarial-based types of knowledge, thus bolstering neo-
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liberal forms of governance that constitute individuals as responsible for crime and 

victimization (see also, Garland 2001; Young 2004).
18

 

These two points form part of the basis for the logics reviewed in the next two 

sub-sections of this chapter. Following review of these logics, given the questionable 

effectiveness of many of the measures implemented in the name of addressing acts of 

violence on campuses, their diffusion must be attributable to something other than – or, in 

addition to – prevention. Drawing on research in which fear is interpreted as socially 

mediated and real, in the next sub-section of this chapter, that ‘something’ is represented 

as two-fold: individual fears of victimization and institutional fears about third party 

charges of negligence in cases of violence on campuses. 

1.2 Techno-Securitization as Reactive  

As foreshadowed above, some people are concerned that promotion of safe 

campuses via more cops and cameras, for examples, is more of a symbolic than a 

deterrent act. More to the point, following the reactive logic reviewed in this sub-section, 

these tactics represent efforts to make students and employees feel – not necessarily be – 

safe while on campus. In support of this reading, consider both that schools are 

consistently found to be relatively safe spaces (see, Best 2006) and that – as developed in 

Chapter Four of this dissertation – techno-security measures are explicitly framed by 

some university administrators with reference to perceptions that campuses are not safe.  

                                                     

18
 Herein, neo-liberalism is understood as a political rationality that constitutes people as sovereign citizens 

(Larner 2000). As Lemke (2001: 201) explains, “[t]he key feature of neo-liberal rationality is the 

congruence it endeavours to achieve between a responsible and moral individual and an economic-rational 

actor.” Lemke summarizes, “[n]eo-liberalism is a political rationality that tries to render the social domain 

economic and to link a reduction in (welfare) state services and security systems to the increasing call for 

‘personal responsibility’ and ‘self-care’” and, as such, it calls for analyses of links between relatively micro 

and macro aspects of social life (203).   
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To begin to unpack this reactive logic, it is thus necessary to ask: by whom, if 

anyone, and under what circumstances are schools deemed to be unsafe spaces requiring 

techno-security measures? In relation to these questions, consider, first, that a significant 

corollary of the so-called Columbine narrative (see above) is that it has sparked fear 

amongst teachers and parents about violence on school grounds. In relation to teachers 

specifically, Williams and Corvo (2005) find that pre-service and in-service teachers 

believe that violence in schools is a growing problem and that this belief is linked to their 

fears of violence, which interviewees directly “associate... with… media representations 

of massacres such as Columbine” that have allowed them to literally “see the potential 

disaster” (55). A main difference that emerges between these groups of interviewees is 

that as compared with their more experienced counterparts, people in the pre-service, 

post-practicum stage of their careers express more fear about harm to themselves (i.e. 

“fear of being shot, attacked, or hurt”) than to students (56). Amongst both groups, 

however, “belief in the likelihood of… violent acts… is significantly correlated with 

[interviewees’] fear of these acts,” which does not map neatly onto either their structural 

risks of or personal experiences with violence (58, emphases added). Rather, this fear is 

found to be inter-textually shaped by a combination of interviewees’ work-related 

experiences and attachments, as well as their differing engagements with news media.
19

  

Other researchers suggest similar links between media narratives and feelings of 

fear amongst and beyond teachers. For example, based on a review of related opinion 

                                                     

19
 Throughout this dissertation, I use the term inter-textual to highlight my acceptance that the meanings 

people attribute to particular events and texts are never final, but rather contingent on, and constructed and 

reconstructed in relation to other events and texts, for example. Doyle (2006: 876) makes this point, stating 

that the meanings we attribute to phenomena “develop in complex interplay between various cultural 

representations… some modern, some age old [which] are… interpreted differently by diverse audiences.”  
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polls and academic research, Addington (2009: 1428) claims that in the wake of popular 

knowledge about incidents of violence on campuses, parents – perhaps especially those 

with school-age children – display “altruistic fear.”
20

 In keeping with the claims made in 

the introductory paragraph of this dissertation, the finding here is that this fear compels 

parental support for intrusive, draconian responses to violence on campuses (recall, Bliss 

et al. 2006: 276). According to scholars such as Berger (2002, 2003), the irony is that 

while these purported solutions are framed with reference to students’ safety, they may in 

fact heighten this group’s risks of victimization.  

Nyers (2004: 205) articulates this irony on a somewhat philosophical level, noting 

that at the same time that “[a]cts of [ostensible] security seek to provide protection from 

danger, freedom from doubt, and relief from anxiety… [they also] encourage fear, foster 

apprehension, and feed off nervousness.” In a similar vein, other scholars are critical of 

the ways in which purported crime and violence prevention techniques reproduce 

conceptions of security “as a universal value and a good beyond question,” thus 

obfuscating consistent findings that what is experienced as safe and secure for some 

people may be experienced as risky and dangerous by other people (Monahan 2006: 113; 

see also, Hannah-Moffat and O’Malley 2007; Lupton and Tulloch 1999; Walklate and 

Mythen 2011). I return to this point in the next sub-section of this chapter where techno-

securitized campuses are presented as constitutive of intertwining corporate-military 

logics. Whether framed as reactive or constitutive, however, as I read it, the shared claim 

                                                     

20
 Following Warr (1992: 724), altruistic fear denotes concerns expressed by people about the safety of 

others (i.e. loved ones). As compared with personal fear (i.e. fear for one’s well-being) – which is found to 

be common among women and older people – altruistic fear is more commonly expressed by relatively 

younger people and by both men and women (730-1). Interestingly, Warr finds a significant link between 

altruistic fear expressed fathers and husbands and support for firearms as a protective measure (733).       
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here is that fear discourses can have the effect of making some people feel – and, actually 

be – less safe.
21

 

Findings such as these suggest that if our aim is to prevent violence on campuses, 

techno-security measures represent a misuse of funds. In a similar vein, the above-cited 

studies suggest that if our aim is to address students’ fears (or experiences) of violence, 

these same tactics are questionable. To elaborate this latter point, consider that a number 

of scholars find that increased presence of police officers and CCTV cameras on 

campuses have negligible impacts on students’ perceptions of police officers and of 

offending (Brown 2005; Brown and Benedict 2005; Griffiths 1982; Jackson 2002). 

Again, following this logic, given its dubious effectiveness at deterring (pace 

documenting) violence, promotion of more cops and cameras must be ‘about’ something 

else, notably popular perceptions that schools are unsafe spaces and that techno-security 

tactics are – at the very least – “visual deterrents” (Garcia 2003: 43; see also, Doyle, 

Lippert and Lyon 2012).  

To be clear, my intention is not to reproduce parent-blaming discourses or to 

ignore that some students also perceive, and experience, schools as unsafe spaces and 

techno-security measures as addressing their related fears. Rather, my intention is to 

highlight a claim that I identify within at least some research reviewed for this 

dissertation: there are at least discursive intersections to be noted between landmark 

narratives (see above), socially constructed and expressed fears, and the proliferation of 

techno-securitized campuses. Stated otherwise, a main claim that I take away from the 

                                                     

21
 This idea that crime causes crime has a long pedigree in Criminology (see, Jacobs 1961; Wilson and 

Kelling 1982). The claim here is that social fears compel some people to attempt to mitigate their (actual or 

perceived) risks of victimization via acts that (also) promote fear and violence (i.e. weapon-carrying, etc.) 

See Thompkins (2000) for a pertinent example of this argument. 
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studies reviewed in this sub-section is that security-related changes made to campuses are 

more reactions to media narratives than preventative acts as such. 

In support of this reading, consider Altheide’s (2002) study of changes in the use 

of the term fear in mainstream news media. Altheide’s main finding is that fear has 

moved from a term used to describe and discuss individual acts of crime to one applied 

by media workers to frame a range of issues. According to this analysis, emergence of a 

so-called discourse of fear explains why – despite declines in recorded crime rates – most 

people believe that rates of crime are escalating.
22

 Stated theoretically, Altheide reasons, 

“[w]hen [valued] speech communities… provide perspectives that celebrate fear… we 

should not be surprised [when] people embrace fear” (191).
 
To this statement I add (as 

does Altheide) that we also should not be surprised when, in this context, people embrace 

militaristic “‘solutions’ to fear” (125; see also, Furedi 2005, 2006).  

With regards to intersections between what is described as this expanding fear 

discourse and techno-security changes made to at least some campuses, Altheide (2009a) 

has also analyzed media frame changes of rampage school shootings in the context of 

emergent national and international preoccupation with terrorism. Here, Altheide notes 

that since the attacks on the World Trade Centre and Pentagon in the United Stated on 

September 11, 2001, school shootings have been discursively framed as instances of 

terrorism (1358; see also, Kellner 2008). Again, following this analysis, a main effect of 

this merging of fear and terror is construction, diffusion and exploitation of social 

                                                     

22
 Altheide (2002: 2) uses the term “discourse of fear [to denote] the pervasive communication, symbolic 

awareness, and expectation that danger and risk are central features of the effective environment or the 

physical and symbolic environment as people define and experience it in everyday life” (emphases added). 
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anxieties in ways that justify “expan[sion]… [of] the purview of social control agencies” 

to deal with an array of discursively convergent social problems (Altheide 2009a: 1367).  

In light of these analyses, consider another, related point that I take away from 

this research reviewed in this sub-section: at the same time as techno-securitized 

campuses may be framed with reference to individual-level fears of victimization, they 

also can be read as reactions to institutional fears about possible lawsuits and/or negative 

publicity following acts of violence on campuses. To develop this latter reading, consider 

Addington’s (2009: 1433) finding that in light of diffuse attention paid to violence on 

campuses, politicians and school administrators feel increasing pressures from “likely 

voters” to make schools at least appear safer. Consider also Kellner’s (2007: 6) 

suggestion that a main corollary of media coverage that followed the shooting-deaths of 

thirty-three people at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University (hereafter 

referred to as Virginia Tech) on April 17, 2007 was “intense anger” and public inquests 

into why administrators did not warn students of the shootings (see also, Rasmussen and 

Johnson 2008).
23

 Stated more directly, in a context of other instances of shooting-deaths 

on campuses, the shootings at Virginia Tech and ensuing media spectacle helped solidify 

a socio-legal context within which post-secondary campus administrators in the United 

States and beyond are expected to adopt various measures (e.g. Emergency Notification 

Systems) despite their dubious preventative capabilities.
24

  

Following the above discussion, one effect of the discursive linking of discreet 

incidents across institutional contexts is proliferation and diffusion of a climate of fear 

                                                     

23
 This death-toll includes the shooter, Seung Hui Cho.  

24
 Kellner (2003, 2005, 2007, 2008) explains media spectacles as the process whereby real-world incidents 

are used as platforms for various claims-makers’ to propel widely (e.g. via various media channels) their 

competing claims about how best to interpret and solve an ostensible social problem (e.g. school violence).  
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and related assumptions about how best to interpret and address the problem of school 

violence (see also, Herda-Rapp 2003). More to the point, following my readings of the 

above-cited scholars, insofar as fear is a socially constructed emotion that is discursively 

linked with claims about how best to respond to the (also constructed) problem of 

violence, both are real – “if”, as Ferrell et al. (2004: 4) cogently note, “by ‘real’ we 

denote those dimensions of social life that produce consequences; shape attitudes and 

policy; define the effects of crime and criminal justice; generate fear, avoidance and 

pleasure and [otherwise] alter the lives [and structures] of those involved.” Stated more 

broadly, techno-securitized campuses are reactions to socially mediated discourses (of 

which fear is one) that convince an array of stakeholders “that security technology is 

worth the expenditure” (Casella 2003a: 83). 

In the next sub-section of this chapter, I present a third reading of techno-

securitized campuses: they are constitutive of intertwining processes of corporatization 

and militarization. To summarize the claims made above and foreshadow those made 

below, consider Schuck’s (2005) analysis of links between neo-liberalism and neo-

conservatism and cross-contextual diffusion of surveillance and other purported crime 

control tactics.
25

 As compared with claims that such measures deter acts of violence in 

public places or that their presences assuage socially real individual and/or institutional 

fears, the main claim I take away from Schuck’s discussion and those reviewed below is 

that techno-securitized campuses rely on and reproduce understandings of campus safety 

as a commodity and as a marker of distinction.  

                                                     

25
 Snider (1990: 382) explains overlaps between neo-liberalism and neo-conservatism in terms of the 

coming-together, since at least the 1980s and within corporate and government discursive fields of “reason-

based appeals to remain competitive combined [and] emotional appeals to religion and nationalism.”  
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1.3 Techno-securitization as Constitutive 

A number of scholars lament that despite research which highlights the 

ineffectiveness of – and injustices reproduced by – various social control measures 

enacted in the name of campus safety, “there seems to be no discussion among educators, 

policy-makers, the media, or the general public about whether polic[ing]… schools might 

be a bad idea” (Kupchik and Bracy 2010: 21).
26

 Specifically, in keeping with findings 

that schools are key sites for the reproduction of social norms (see, Bourdieu and 

Passeron 1990; Willis 1977), some scholars continue to argue that current educational 

systems and policies buttress inequitable ways of structuring social environments (for 

example, Kupchik and Ellis 2008). In support of this reading, consider that some scholars 

find that one corollary of techno-securitized campuses is an increased tendency to 

criminalize already marginalized student populations (for example, Easterbrook 2000; 

Eitle and Eitle 2004; Ferguson 2001; Simon 2007; Welch and Payne 2010).
27

  

As foreshadowed in the previous sub-section of this chapter, at least part of the 

claim that informs such readings is that to promote techno-security networks on 

campuses is to reproduce liberal-humanist understandings of safety and security as 

guaranteed and static states of being. Lewis (2003) articulates this point with reference to 

“The Surveillance Economy of Post-Columbine Schools,” surmising that the “logic that 

drives implementation of safety measures [in schools] is far from ideologically neutral.” 

In addition to re-inscribing conflations of “safety with surveillance and security with 

militarism,” Lewis maintains that many technologies put into operation in school 

                                                     

26
 Following Valverde (2009: 147-8), policing entails discretion vis-à-vis “ever changing situations… that 

seem to require [or are amenable to] tailor-made risk management strategies rather than the application of 

fixed laws,” thus differentiating policing from justice and likening it to processes of urbanization. 
27

 In this context, criminalization refers to a “shift toward a crime paradigm in the definition and 

management of student deviance” (Hirschfield 2008: 80). 
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environments support “a…neoconservative and neoliberal agenda… bent on retracting 

[some citizens’] civil liberties and expanding the disciplinary mechanisms of the state” 

(335 recall; Berger 2002, 2003).  

In a similar vein, and returning to dangers associated with Columbine as a 

landmark narrative, Monahan (2006: 109) notes, ironically, “that although the school’s 

surveillance system and an on-site, armed security guard were unable to prevent the 

killings at Columbine, the terrifying shooting has become a key reference point in 

justifying increased surveillance and security systems in schools.” In this context, 

Monahan highlights increased tendencies for school administrators not only to install 

more cameras on campuses, but also to employ people with police and/or military 

connections as ‘school safety experts’.
28

 Monahan’s main observation is that many of 

“the ‘solutions’ [these ‘experts’] provide to their clients [i.e. school administrators] are 

explicitly militaristic ‘command and control systems’ developed in government 

laboratories” (112). In other words, like Altheide (2002, 2009a), Casella (2003a) and 

Lewis (2003), Monahan (2006) reads techno-securitized campuses as (re)solidifying 

education-corporate-military linkages (see also, Kupchik and Monahan 2006).
29

 

In relation to institutional responses to incidents of crime and violence on post-

secondary campuses specifically, Rentschler (2003) interprets changes made to the 

University of Illinois campus following the murder of a female employee as protecting 

campus property – and, thus, capital  – while hindering the development of close 

                                                     

28
 I return to this finding in Chapter Four of this dissertation with reference to trends toward 

professionalization of campus security in Canada, as elsewhere.  
29

 I include the prefix (re) here to foreshadow a claim presented in more detail in Chapter Three of this 

dissertation: while expansive networks of cops and cameras on campus may be considered contemporary 

phenomena, this is not to deny more longstanding education-corporate-military linkages.  
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relationships amongst the various people who use that space. In particular, Rentschler is 

suspicious that situational crime prevention measures such as erecting fences, removing 

and trimming shrubbery and installing additional lighting on campus walkways rely on 

and perpetuate assumptions “that threats of violence [necessarily] come from outside the 

university,” thus reinforcing an in-group/out-group mentality (243). More poignantly, 

Rentschler reads these tactics as supporting an environment in which acts of violence – 

particularly those committed by ‘community’ members – are made especially difficult to 

discuss, critique, and prevent. 

A main argument I take away from the above-cited studies is that contemporary 

schools are best analyzed “in relation to the enforcement of corporate economic 

imperatives and a rising trend towards ‘law and order’ that pervades popular culture, 

educational discourse, foreign policy, and language” (Saltman 2007: 30; see also, Giroux 

2008; Saltman and Gabbard 2003). When juxtaposed with the logic that techno-

securitized campuses are reactions to socially-mediated fears (see above), I read this as a 

critique of proliferating risk discourses and tendencies to commodify security generally 

and campus safety specifically. Following this reading, a focus on perceptions bodes well 

with intertwining corporate-military logics – in the context of techno-securitized 

campuses and more fundamentally.
30

 

Amongst sociologists and criminologists, Spitzer’s (1987) work often is cited as a 

benchmark in this regard. Here, Spitzer defines a security commodity as that which “is 

produced and consumed to make people feel safe, free from doubt, care, anxiety or 

                                                     

30
 Indeed, as I read and present them, an underlying assumption that informs the studies reviewed in this 

sub-section is that consumerism (i.e. tendencies to structure and interpret the social world through the lens 

of goods and services) and militarism (i.e. tendencies to promote hierarchy, competition, discipline, for 

example, as important values) are, if not one and the same, highly resonant processes.   
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apprehension” (44, emphasis added).
 
Spitzer’s main position is that under late capitalist 

arrangements, security commodities are “fetishistic in a double sense”: they “take on new 

meanings which are divorced from the process of production” and “those meanings are 

themselves socially organized and imputed through... the production of claims, promises 

and representations by the modern industries of advertising and marketing” (52). It is in 

this context that Spitzer argues for a need to move beyond materialist conceptions of 

social control to consider convergences of multiple processes which endow a range of 

products (and institutions) with an aura of security (55).  

Taking up this call, Loader (1999) reads the commodification of security through 

a sociological lens of consumption. Of particular interest here are “the expressive, 

signifying aspects of consumption” (379) – that is: how consumption of policing services 

(and security products more broadly) promotes feelings of safety, protection (381-2), 

community (382-4) consumer choice and sovereignty (384-5). Paralleling Spitzer’s 

(1987) position, the claim here is that “[t]o consume [security] commodities is not only to 

‘do something’, but also to ‘say something’” (Loader 1999: 379). Loader clarifies: 

“[c]onsumption involves not only a material act (in the present case, purchasing goods 

and services that purport to offer protection from crime); it is also an emotionally-laden 

cultural performance” (379) – at least at the individual level (fn. 2).  

More recently, Loader and colleagues have sought to complicate this latter 

assumption. In particular, Goold, Loader and Thumala (2010) note that while it may be 

true that many individuals buy commodities based on their ostensible capacities to 

provide them with various levels (or  feelings) of safety, the overwhelming amount of 

security consumption takes place at the institutional level. The specific position here is 
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that insofar as individuals (e.g. students) are “consumers of the [security] consumption 

decisions of others [e.g. parents, politicians, school administrators] – that is, [the] takers 

rather more than makers of security decisions” (13), empirically analyzing divergences 

and overlaps between these levels of consumption, their rationalizations and counter-

rationalizations may reveal something significant about “our capacit[ies] to live 

confidently and comfortably [together] with risk” (24).  

In relation to my impending analysis chapters, I maintain that such comparative 

analyses help to support understandings of security as a discourse that is produced and 

consumed at both individual and institutional levels. Indeed, following the analyses 

presented in Chapter Four and Chapter Five of this dissertation, just as students are 

subject to administrative consumption choices related to security, so too are 

administrators subject to student-led claims about how best to achieve a safe campus 

environment. In this scenario, university administrators and students co-narrate campus 

safety through an ongoing process of negotiation and re-negotiation – or securitization 

(recall, Balzacq 2012: 60). More to the point, following these analyses, security 

consumption is a cultural performance at institutional as well as the individual level 

(recall, Loader 1999: 379). 

Bringing this discussion back into more direct focus on the logic that techno-

securitized campuses are constitutive, a main claim that I read into the studies reviewed 

in this sub-section is that schools are increasingly – or at least more explicitly – 

incorporated as key nodes in public-private alliances vis-à-vis security provision and that 

the effect of such alliances may be more to secure the political-economic positioning of 

schools (and of policing as a generally accepted rationality) than to ensure public safety 
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(see, Zedner 2006: 280). In these regards and with reference to contemporary universities 

specifically, consider Tuchman’s (2009) analysis of many of the policies and practices 

that constitute these spaces as simultaneously serving to make employees more 

accountable for their (non) actions and as representing conscious efforts by key 

stakeholders to increase the standing – or perceived reputation – of respective 

institutions. This leads Tuchman to state that “[r]ather than being subordinated to the 

production and transmittal of knowledge, knowledge is... subordinated to the needs of 

universities for profit and recognition” (11; see also, Neocleous 2008: Chapter 5). 

Following Neocleous (2007: 340), this conceptualization highlights promotion of 

security as “as much a commercial enterprise as a political one” (original emphasis). 

Thus, Neocleous continues, requiring explorations of the ways that “the ideology of 

security… [is] governed as much by the process of capital accumulation as by… 

strateg[ies] against this or that enemy.” I elaborate this reading in Chapter Six of this 

dissertation. Presently, the claim is that contemporary universities are enveloped by, and 

reproductive of, intertwining corporate-military rationalities which support subject 

positions including but not limited to “professionals of unease management” (Bigo 2006).   

By way of conclusion to this introductory chapter, recall that the three above-

reviewed logics emerge as meaningful from both my careful readings of the academic 

literatures reviewed in this chapter and my impending analyses of documented claims 

made by university administrators (Chapter Four) and students (Chapter Five) vis-à-vis 

campus safety. With regards to these analyses, it is useful to reiterate that both of these 

sets of claims are informed by a mingling of these logics. In other words, both university 
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administrators and students draw on preventative, reactive and constitutive logics to 

ground their claims about how best to achieve a safe campus environment. 

When situated in relation to the question used to frame this introductory chapter, 

this finding suggests that when studying techno-securitized campuses, analysts “should 

explore the [stated] purposes behind this security buildup and refuse to accept simple 

answers about safety and protection”(Casella 2003a: 92). More specifically, this finding 

begs for understandings of this security buildup which move beyond a binary logic – that 

is, as either necessary or tyrannical. Rather, there is at least one other possibility: more 

cops and cameras on campuses are reactions to socially mediated individual and 

institutional fears (Casella 2003a: 83).  

This point is developed in the next chapter of this dissertation. In particular, in 

Chapter Two of this dissertation I present my understanding of security projects as 

constituted via an assemblage of logics by situating this claim in relation to three 

foundational sociological concepts: moral panics, social problems and moral regulation. 

A main – if implicit – claim to emerge from this discussion is that pervasive presence and 

combination of the above-noted logics oblige me neither to deny that techno-securitized 

campuses are promoted in good faith by people hoping to make people safer nor to ignore 

the importance of contextualizing these efforts in relation to processes (i.e. moral panics, 

social problems, moral regulation) that help constitute some ‘solutions’ as more or less 

reasonable (recall, Benford and Snow 2000: 616). 
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Chapter 2 

Literature Review 

Hegemonic dominance is never total, never static; it is always challenged in large ways 

and small, internally and externally.  

(Snider 2000: 182) 

 

In this second chapter, I situate this dissertation in relation to sociological 

readings of moral panics, social problems and moral regulation. Part of the aim in this 

chapter is to set a backdrop against which to read my claim that campus safety is a 

discourse co-narrated by university administrators and students through a process of 

ongoing securitization. As the quotation used to frame this chapter is meant to 

underscore, following this conceptualization, security is an action and a process which is 

constituted by, and analyzable with reference to, sometimes overlapping, sometimes 

competing claims made by an array of differently-situated agents (recall, Valverde 2011) 

The conceptual overviews presented in this chapter also help to elaborate the three 

foundational premises presented in Chapter One as informing this dissertation. Indeed, 

my readings of these bodies of literatures shape my claims that there are no unequivocal 

and unidirectional links to be uncovered between conceptions of phenomena as problems 

and claims about how best to resolve those ostensible problems, but rather that problem-

solution linkages require ongoing work which is constitutive of and by claims (and 

related identities) about what is real, right and good. Specifically, a common claim that I 

read into studies that have moral panics, social problems and moral regulation as their 
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main conceptual tool is that “knowledge of reality is… determined by social factors” 

(Lindgren 2005: 6).
31

  

This discussion begins with engagement of works by scholars who maintain that 

people’s understandings of reality are corollaries of uneven distributions of social 

power.
32

 In particular, the scholars whose works are reviewed in the first sub-section of 

this chapter highlight the influences that journalists and other assumed elite claims-

makers have vis-à-vis arousal of widespread understandings of phenomena as problems. 

Next, I review scholarly works which build on these readings by situating moral panics as 

indicative of more diffuse problem-defining contests. An important claim to emerge from 

my reading of this body of scholarship is that numerous interested groups (i.e. beyond 

journalists and politicians) are engaged in making claims about how best to define and 

respond to putative social problems. Third, I review scholarly claims that moral panics 

and social problems are epiphenomenal of enduring processes of moralization.
33

 

Specifically, in the final section of this chapter, I represent moral regulation scholars as 

those who shift analytic focus away from the social construction of social problems per 

se toward problematization of the overlapping power relations involved in constituting – 

and challenging – regulatory activities and identities. 

                                                     

31
 While the framing of this claim is somewhat deterministic, I read Lindgren (2005) as highlighting a main 

claim introduced in Chapter One and woven throughout this entire dissertation: the meanings that we 

attribute to phenomena are contingent – that is, our knowledge beliefs and claims are shaped by and read in 

relation to our interpretations of various claims, claims-makers and contexts (recall, Doyle 2006: 876). In 

line with this depiction, Maines (2000, 2003) reads social constructionism as the quintessential paradigm of 

sociology (see also, Berger and Luckman 1966; Lippert and Stenson 2010; Munro 2010; Pascale 2011). 
32

 Following Altheide (2002: x) social power refers to people’s differential “capacit[ies to] define situations 

for self and others” – including but not limited to what constitutes proper regulatory activities. In keeping 

with this explanation, the term agent is used throughout this dissertation to highlight the importance of 

inquiring into people’s responses to attempts to limit what can and cannot be said (see, Hunt 1999: 18).  
33

 While discussed at length in the third sub-section of this chapter, note here that moralization entails 

“imposing judgments on the rightness or wrongness of the conduct or values of others” (Hunt 2003: 364).  
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2.1 Moral Panics 

A somewhat implicit claim to emerge from Chapter One of this dissertation is that 

whether read as a preventative, reactive or constitutive, techno-securitized campuses are 

responses to something. In this regard, recall that in the first instance, this trend is 

interpreted as a response to actual acts of violence on campuses, while in the second 

instance it is represented as a response to mediated – yet socially real – fears about 

violence on campuses, and in the third instance it is read as an offshoot of political-

economic processes that compel people to accept techno-securitization as a reasonable 

response to a range of ostensible problems. In light of this shared underpinning, I 

understand Cohen’s (1972) benchmark study of moral panics to be an antecedent to the 

current project. Thus, below I review Cohen’s main claims and some of the ways these 

have been taken up and extended.     

In Folk Devils and Moral Panics, Cohen (1972) uses the term moral panic to 

explain generation of widespread social concern following a confrontation between two 

groups of teenagers. Specifically, Cohen employs the term to denote what is understood 

as a fairly well-defined process by which  

[a] condition, episode, person or group of persons… become[s] defined as a threat 

to social values and interests; its nature is presented in a stylized and stereotypical 

fashion by the mass media; the moral barricades are manned by editors, bishops, 

politicians, and other right-thinking people; [and] socially accredited experts 

pronounce their diagnoses and solutions; ways of coping are evolved or (more 

often) resorted to; the condition then disappears, submerges or deteriorates and 

becomes more visible. Sometimes the object of panic is quite novel and at other 

times it is something which has been in existence long enough, but suddenly 

appears in the limelight. Sometimes the panic passes over and is forgotten, except 

in folklore and collective memory; at other times, it has more serious and long-

lasting repercussions and might produce changes… in legal and social policy or 

even in the way society conceives itself. (9)  

 



 

30 

 

Following this oft-cited conceptualization, a number of groups are involved in the arousal 

of social concerns: journalists, editors, bishops, politicians, for examples. In other words, 

notwithstanding the above framing of moral panics as responses to something (i.e. a 

skirmish between teenagers), this aspect is downplayed in favour of sustained attention to 

the various roles ‘socially accredited experts’ play in the co-production of collective 

understandings of people (folk devils) or their activities as panic-worthy. In other words, 

the primary focus of moral panic analyses is not “the materiality of problems” per se, but 

rather sanctioned claims made thereabout (Goode and Ben-Yeduda 2011: 23).  

Like Cohen (1972), a number of scholars analyze popular news media in their 

efforts to pinpoint the processes by which some people, conditions and places are viewed 

and acted toward as panic worthy, problematic and/or criminal (for example, Carrabine 

2008; Cohen and Young 1981; Ericson, Baranek and Chan 1991; Jewkes 2006; 

McCormick 1995; Pollak and Kubrin 2007; Potter and Kappeler 2006).
  
A central claim 

made by these scholars is that, especially in the absence of personal experiences, popular 

representations are central to the shaping of public opinion about how best to interpret 

and act toward phenomena (Surette 2007).
34

 Thus, so the argument goes, we must be 

especially aware of journalistic tendencies to distort and amplify what are, in fact, rare 

events via “deliberate heightening of those elements in the story considered news” and/or 

entertainment, for example (Cohen 1972: 31; see also, Altheide 1976; Fishman 1980; 

                                                     

34
 With regards to media depictions that extend beyond mainstream news media, consider works by 

scholars who point to the roles television dramas (Cavender and Deutsch 2007; Cecil 2007; Fishman and 

Cavender 1998; Robbers 2008), non-fictional documentary style crime shows (Kort-Butler and Hartshorn 

2011), films (Rafter 2006, 2007; Sparks 1996) and comic books (Phillips and Strobl 2006; Stoddart 2006) 

play in disseminating what Best (1995) refers to as normative “images of issues.” 
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Tuchman 1978).
35

 More to the point, a number of scholars maintain that media workers 

help ensure that a general consensus emerges with regards to understandings of some 

conditions and/or people as especially “damaging, threatening or deviant.” Such 

consensus, Cohen (1972: 76) avers, is more than misdirected and absurd; it points to 

intersections between mainstream images of phenomena and diffusion of “agents of 

control” (85) and provides the basis for the commercial and ideological exploitation of 

folk devils and social problems (139; recall, Altheide 2002, 2009a).  

In Policing the Crisis, Hall et al. (1978) build an empirical case for what they 

describe as this symbiotic and cyclical relationship between news media and political 

representations of ‘crimes’ (see also, Sacco 1995). In other words, like Cohen (1972), 

Hall et al. (1978) understand convergences between media and political narratives as 

leading to ideological closures around understandings of some phenomena and not others 

as deserving of – or better, requiring – widespread attention and action.
36

 Following this 

analysis, these mergers create crimes, in a double sense: they reinforce the ostensible 

appropriateness of labelling some person, group and/or behaviour as criminal and they 

deflect attention away from this process and its inherent biases. In relation to this latter 

point, Hall et al. define moral panics with reference to “official reaction[s] to a person, 

groups of persons or series of events [that are] out of proportion to… [that] which a 

sober, realistic appraisal could sustain” (16, original emphases). An important point I take 

away from reading this text is that the proper source of panic is not normatively labeled 

                                                     

35
 Linking this point to the earlier discussion of Columbine, consider the extent to which this event has been 

used by academics as an entry point for theorizing media coverage of shootings that occur on school 

grounds à propos the moral panic concept (for example, Aitken 2001; Burns and Crawford 1999; Chenault 

2004; Ferguson 2008; Killingbeck 2001; Springhall 1999; Wright 2000). 
36

 It is important to note here, that this assumption contradicts research which finds no direct links between 

people’s understandings of reality and their exposure to popular cultural representations (see, Reiner 2007). 
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crimes/criminals; rather, following Hall et al., the real source of concern is official 

signifying processes that are constitutive of deep-seated political-economic crises (226).
37

    

Extending this comparison, one might note that where Cohen (1972) directs 

relative attention to the emergence of diffuse agents of control, Hall et al. (1978) 

emphasize the abilities of normatively understood state actors to maintain, and divert 

attention away from, such crises. As Hallsworth and Lea (2012: 189) note, particularly in 

the latter text, “the state is… [represented as] a coercive formation which mobilizes the 

mechanisms [and rhetoric] of… criminal justice” as a way to continually re-justify its 

existence. Critiques of state-centered analyses are elaborated later in this chapter. Suffice 

it to note here that, to more or less degrees, moral panic scholars have been charged with 

promoting a form of “‘vulgar’ Marxism... [that] downplay[s both] the role of agency or 

independent choice” in the social construction of reality and understandings of legal and 

political systems as representational not absolute (Goode and Ben-Yehuda 2009: 71). 

In “Rethinking ‘Moral Panic’ for Multi-Mediated Social Worlds,” McRobbie and 

Thornton (1995: 560) articulate this argument as follows:  

proliferation and fragmentation of mass, niche and micro-media and the 

multiplicity of voices, which compete and contest the meaning[s] of the issues 

subject to ‘moral panic’, suggest that both [Cohen’s] original and [Hall et al.’s] 

revised models [of moral panics] are outdated in so far as they could not possibly 

take account of the labyrinthine web of determining relations which now exist 

between social groups and the media, ‘reality’ and representation.  

 

Following common readings of this critique, at the same time as it is important to 

appreciate the historical import of Cohen (1972) and Hall et al.’s (1978) analyses, it also 

is important to acknowledge that these works require revision so as to ensure that 
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 Throughout this dissertation, I understand the term crisis to refer to “strains or tensions... [making it] 

increasingly problematic for some people to continue in the way in which they have been accustomed” 

(Hunt 1999: 200-1). 
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researchers do not overlook the multiple venues available to purported “folk devils [to] 

fight… back” (Critcher 2008: 1137; McRobbie 1994; Zajdow 2008). The main claim 

made here is that especially in an age of proliferating social media and increasing media 

literacy, it is empirically and theoretically necessary to account for deviantized and/or 

criminalized individuals as active agents in the construction of ‘reality’ (Gamson et al. 

1992; for example, Griffiths 2010; Hier 2002a; Sacco 2003).
38

  

Returning to Cohen’s (1972) and Hall et al.’s (1978) works, whereas Cohen 

(1972) analyzes widespread representations of so-called ‘soft’ acts of deviance, Hall et al. 

(1978) suggest the malleability of the moral panic concept to analyses of official 

representations of more serious (read: criminal) acts (Garland 2008: 18-9). This focus on 

crime and criminalization has had a number of cumulative effects. First, insofar as they 

focus on an act collectively labeled as mugging and accept that label to have real, 

negative referents, Hall et al. (1978) have been read as making explicit a point that gets 

lost in Cohen’s (1972) analysis: moral panics are neither fabricated from thin air nor 

created by journalists; they are responses to something. Second, this focus has ensured 

that the moral panic concept has “become firmly established in the conceptual apparatus 

of criminologists” and sociologists (Waddington 1986: 245; see also, Doran 2008: 194-

6). Third, this conceptual diffusion has spurred debates about whether or not moral panic 

is more “a polemic… than an analytic concept” (Waddington 1986: 258).  

As I read these debates, they point to questions about whether or not use of the 

moral panic concept requires one to make claims about the materiality of the reputedly 

                                                     

38
 Snider (2003) illustrates this point by exploring the reflexive and recursive aspects of knowledge claims 

– how claims made by and/or about deviantized groups are taken up in ways that help to further perpetuate 

this stigmatization. For Snider, the main questions are not what claims are made and by whom, but rather 

which are heard and used, to what ends, and for whose benefit?    
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catalyzing “condition, episode, person or group of persons” (Cohen 1972: 9) and/or the 

appropriateness of ensuing social reactions. I elaborate on this point in the next sub-

section of this chapter and again in Chapter Three of this dissertation. Suffice it to note 

here that it is generally accepted amongst sociologists that at the same time as it is 

logistically necessary to accept some phenomena as (at least tentatively) real, our analytic 

focus ought to be directed toward the processual and discursive aspects of official and 

more widespread claims made about these phenomena – that is, influential convergences 

and divergences between such sanctioned statements (including but not limited to 

scholarly claims) and individual and institutional reality narratives.  

This general agreement notwithstanding, concerns abound that to invoke the 

moral panic concept is to channel prima facie assumptions into our analyses. For 

example, Critcher (2008: 1137) argues that the ascription moral “prevents links to [be 

drawn between concern about deviance and crime per se and] other kinds of issues, such 

as health scares.”
39

 Similarly, Waiton (2008) reasons that to use the language of morality 

ignores the extents to which our social environments are characterized by pluralism about 

what constitutes right from wrong and a lack of public confidence in a range of 

institutions (read: secularization).
40

 In a similar though divergent vein, Unger (2001) 

questions the utility of the moral panic concept because he understands typical usages of 

this concept as glossing over the ways in which our social environments are characterized 

(and experienced) more by anxieties à propos non-tangible ‘bads’ associated with 

                                                     

39
 Of course, part of the argument here is that, however discursive, there is an identifiable moral order 

against which activities and identities can, and should, be assessed. More specifically, Hunt (2011, 2013) 

argues that this conceptualization ignores how medical discourses also buttress some regulatory activities 

and claims over others – that is, how ‘health scares’ are also constituted by and of moral politics.  
40

 For these reasons, Waiton (2008) suggests that if the concept is to be used at all, it is more analytically 

pertinent and politically effective to talk about amoral panics than moral panics. 
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proliferating scientific rationalities than by fear of concrete people, places, or things 

(read: folk devils). I return to these claims later in this chapter. The point here is that a 

number of scholars raise questions about the utility of analyzing phenomena according to 

competing assertions about right and wrong, good and bad – that is morals.
41

 

At the same time, other scholars question the use of the term panic in moral panic. 

For example, Sacco (2005: 5) suggests that to call something a “panic implies that the 

fear people experience during such episodes, or that the precautions they take to protect 

themselves [against so-constructed folk devils and/or social problems], are an 

‘overreaction’” (original emphasis). In other words, analyses offered by moral panic 

scholars tend to obscure the strategic and structured ways people respond to immediate 

and perceived threats (see also, Cornwell and Linders 2002). Stated otherwise, because 

common usages of the moral panic concept provide “no guidelines regarding what is and 

what it not a proportionate response” to identified catalyzing phenomena, “it is difficult 

to determine whose perspective we are… to employ in judging what is and what is not an 

overreaction” – what does and does not constitute ‘legitimate’ fear (Sacco 2005: 6).  

As I read it, this reasoning resonates with Garland’s (2008: 19) depiction of the 

moral panic concept as a term employed mostly by “deviance-appreciating participant 

observer[s] who [are] often culturally closer to deviants than to their controllers, and who 

[thus represent] criminal law [and other forms of social control] as a misplaced form of 

oppression.” Following this depiction, moral panic analyses are necessarily propelled by 

realist assumptions about both the phenomena to which media and political activities are 

reactions and the misdirected nature of those reactions. When situated in relation to 

                                                     

41
 Following Hunt (2013: 55), I “treat morals as involving all instances in which… [values and practices] 

are deemed to be wrong to a degree that justifies condemnation.” 
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Sacco’s (2005) above-cited claims, Garland’s (2008) point is that it is not difficult to 

determine whose perspective we are to take; whether implicitly or not, moral panic 

scholars assume that readers will agree with their assessments of official reactions to so-

labelled deviance/crime as disproportionate to the harms caused thereby and/or as 

harmful in and of themselves. In other words, use of the moral panic concept is equated 

by some people with statements that official responses to putative crime and deviance are 

misdirected scapegoating tactics.  

It is in this sense that Altheide (2009a, 2009b) and Garland (2008) implore people 

to consider the extent to which the moral panic concept is entrapped by “an ethics of 

attribution” which makes it particularly amenable to analyses of some phenomena and 

not others (24, original emphases). Specifically, these scholars suggest that since at least 

the 1990s the term moral panic has been taken up and interpreted by academics and 

journalists as “synonymous with panic or overreaction” and that this has had the effect of 

ensuring that the concept is applied to analyze some actions (i.e. ‘terrorism’) and groups 

(i.e. ‘terrorists’) and not others (Altheide 2009b: 90; Altheide 2009a; Garland 2008: 24-

5). This finding leads Altheide (2009b) to suggest collusions between applications of the 

moral panic concept and efforts to guide what is and is not spoken, what is and is not 

accepted as ‘fact’; “[p]aradoxically,” Altheide concludes, “it may be that even this 

powerful and potentially liberating (from social control) concept [has] become a resource 

to use in limiting discourse and communication” (95). From my perspective, moral panics 

studies are themselves “projects of ‘moral regulation’…  [that is: efforts by interested 

parties to] problematize some aspect of the conduct, values or culture of others on moral 

grounds” (Hunt 1999: 1). 
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In an effort to divert such critiques, Goode and Ben-Yeduha (1994, 2009) 

promote a definition of moral panics according to five criteria and detail three theories 

that help to explain those processes many academics label as moral panics. In relation to 

the first effort, Goode and Ben-Yehuda (1994) denote the following as the key 

characteristics that must be met for a process to be referred to as a moral panic: concern 

about a group and/or behavior, as measured by social movements, processes of 

criminalization, and media attention, for example (152); hostility as manifested by 

promotion of in-group/out-group dichotomizations (157); relative consensus that the 

problem identified is real and attributable to the behaviour of this group, as measured by 

public polls (157); beliefs that this concern about the identified group and/or behavior are 

disproportionate to the posed threat, as determined by “a sober empirical evaluation” of 

both (158); and the volatility of manifest concern and hostility (158-9; see also, Goode 

and Ben-Yehuda 2009: 37-43). Importantly, Goode and Ben-Yehuda understand each of 

these aspects of a moral panic to be constantly changing and fluid and, thus, they suggest 

some concrete venues through which to identify related fluctuations. That said, a careful 

reading of the above-listed criteria reveals that Goode and Ben-Yehuda’s explanation of 

volatility is somewhat tautological; to identify a discourse as volatile, they suggest, is not 

to imply that is has no historic-social antecedents, but to highlight “the degree[s] of fear, 

hostility, and concern” it generates (158). More specifically, while they clarify what they 

mean by hostility and concern and how these criteria can be measured, Goode and Ben-

Yehuda do not offer a comparable conceptualization of fear.
42
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 Perhaps, this is why fear and its corollaries risk and anxiety figure prominently in scholarly efforts (some 

of which are reviewed in the third section of this chapter) to expand upon the moral panic concept (see, 

Ericson and Doyle 2003).  
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Again, with regards to academic theories about moral panics, Goode and Ben-

Yehuda (1994) identify three. In the first instance, moral panics are triggered by 

widespread and “deeply felt attitudes and beliefs [i.e. concern; anxiety] on the part of a 

broad sector of… society that a given phenomenon represents a real and present threat to 

their values, their safety, or even their very existence” (161). Following the second 

model, which Goode and Ben-Yehuda term the elite-engineered model, “fear, concern, 

and panic” is generated by a group of socially powerful people as a diversion from more 

pressing and harmful problems, “whose genuine solution would threaten or undermine 

the interests of the[se powerful] elite” (164). Following the third theory, which Goode 

and Ben-Yehuda say is the most common and reasonable explanation, moral panics are 

manifestations of efforts by middleclass citizens (i.e. moral entrepreneurs) to bring “to 

the fore an issue which is independent of the interests of the elite” (165; see also, Goode 

and Ben-Yehuda 2009: Chapter Three).  

These divisions noted, Goode and Ben-Yehuda are adamant that none of these 

theories is parsimonious; each, they contend, speaks to a different aspect of phenomena 

scholars refer to as moral panics. Specifically, according to Goode and Ben-Yehuda 

(1994: 167), while the interest group model understands latent public concern as a 

necessary aspect of moral panics, we must turn to one of the other two explanatory 

models if we are to “explain how and why [these concerns] find expression at a particular 

time.” After providing this option, Goode and Ben-Yehuda argue that the elite model (i.e. 

that propounded in Hall et al.’s (1978) above-reviewed text) relies too narrowly on 

understandings of claims-makers as unambiguously interested parties and audience 

members as passive cultural dupes (recall, Goode and Ben-Yehuda 2009: 71; McRobbie 
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and Thornton 1995). As compared with this critical approach, Goode and Ben-Yehuda 

(1994: 168) advocate a social constructionist reading of moral panics which accounts for 

“all societal levels, from elites to the grassroots, and the full spectrum of ideology and 

morality at one end to crass status and material interests at the other.”
43

  

As the above discussion is meant to suggest, while it is generally agreed that 

introduction of the moral panic concept into the sociological lexicon was a significant 

and productive happening, disagreements abound about its lasting analytic relevance. 

One the one hand, some people are adamant that “the ‘panic’ in ‘moral panic’ is only a 

metaphor and has nothing to do with physical panics” (Ben-Yehuda 2009: 2); that 

discrepancies between actual and perceived problem-solutions can be measured 

accurately with the tools of science; and that this is the linchpin of the moral panic 

concept (Goode 2008). On the other hand, other people reason that “the ‘extent’ of a 

problem is never simply ‘revealed’[; instead, l]ike the problem’s character, or causes, or 

consequences , it is a property… subject to [ongoing] dispute and… negotiation” and thus 

cannot be measured (Garland 2008: 13).
44

 In other words, while some scholars call for 

disowning the moral panic concept because typical usages gloss over the multiple and 

shifting people (including moral panic scholars) and processes involved in the 

constitution of purported folk devils, social problems and morality more generally (see 

also, Hunt 2011), others maintain that these pitfalls are circumvented when moral panics 

are read through the analytic lens offered by social constructionist approaches to social 

problems (see also, Goode and Ben-Yehuda 2011).  
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 Notably, Goode and Ben-Yehuda (1994, 2009) cite Cohen’s (1972) work as a benchmark in this regard. 

44
 As will become increasingly clear throughout this dissertation, I agree with this statement, but think that 

it is important to add and emphasize that this same interpretive relativity characterizes stated “solutions.” 
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Below, I review works by scholars who adhere to this latter position. The specific 

claim made by these scholars is that moral panics are instances of general “processes by 

which social problems are constructed in public arenas” (Critcher 2008: 1134). An 

important claim to emerge from this discussion is that supplementing our analyses of 

moral panics with insights gleaned from definitional readings of social problems provides 

further insights into the volatile – that is, conflictual – aspects of claims-making.  

2.2 Social Problems 

 To begin this review of constructionist readings of social problems, consider 

Spector and Kitsuse’s (1977: 1) influential assertion that social problems have never been 

treated by sociologists as anything other than a technical term and thus “there is no 

adequate definition of social problems within sociology, and there is not and never has 

been a sociology of social problems.” Following this argument, despite emphases placed 

by some scholars (such as Cohen (1972) and Hall et al. (1978), as reviewed above) on the 

more-or-less official labelling of some phenomena as problematic, sociologists have 

fallen short of systematically analyzing the more general processes which converge to 

buttress widespread beliefs that a problem exists in objective form (6). More critically, 

Spector and Kitsuse charge that moral panic scholars (and conflict theorists more 

broadly) “reintroduce… the concept of objective conditions into their formulation[s, 

thereby]… obscur[ing] the originality and distinctiveness of the[ir sociological] 

approach” (44; see also, Harris 2008; Woolgar and Pawluck 1985a, 1985b).  

Following this delineation of a “theory of social problems [as] distinct from 

sociological theory used in research on undesirable conditions,” analysts are to refrain 
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from allowing any value-tinged assertions to enter into their analyses (Schneider 1985: 

210, original emphasis). As Spector and Kitsuse (1977: 76) reason, 

the significance of objective conditions for us is the assertions made about them, 

not the validity of those assertions as judged from some independent standpoint… 

To guard against the tendency to slip back into an analysis of the condition, we 

assert that even the existence of the condition itself is irrelevant to and outside of 

our analys[e]s. We are not concerned whether or not the imputed condition exists. 

(original emphases) 

  

Specifically, Spector and Kituses maintain that achievement of a thoroughgoing 

sociological analysis of social problems requires two, related maneuvers: re-

conceptualization of social problems as “the activities of groups making assertions of 

grievances and claims with respect to some putative condition”; refusal to draw any 

conclusions beyond the data generated from close readings of those activities (Kitsuse 

and Spector 1973: 415, original emphases). Specifically, they urge sociologists to embark 

on empirically-driven research which “account[s] for the emergence and maintenance of 

claims-making and responding activities” (415, original emphasis). To do otherwise, they 

maintain, is to de-emphasize the constructive and productive aspects of claim-making 

activities specifically and of language more generally and to slip back into analyses that 

accept Reality as tangible and quantifiable (for a review, see Best 2002). 

Two camps of scholarship have emerged in response to this call for sociological 

analyses of social problems. On the one hand, some scholars – those Best (1993, 2003b) 

labels as strict constructionists – interpret it as a challenge to produce ontologically and 

epistemologically consistent analyses. The goal in this respect is to remain focused on 

describing claims made about putative conditions, thus refraining from getting 

“sidetracked [by] theoretically unproductive issues” about the ontological status of either 

those conditions or any extra-discursive factors that may influence the veracity of related 
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claims (Troyer 1992: 35). According to this position, it is claims-making activities about 

putative problems – of what Ibarra and Kitsuse (1993, 2003) call putative condition-

categories – and not scholarly assessments thereof that are analysts’ proper foci.    

So-called contextual constructionists, on the other hand, are depicted as those 

analysts who simultaneously accept the centrality of language in relation to the 

emergence of collective definitions of reality and the veracity that “[w]hy and how 

[people] are influenced by particular rhetorical strategies are not questions that can 

usually be answered without a considerable amount of provisionally objectivist attention 

to the structural circumstances under which they are in fact influenced” (Weinberg 2009: 

72; see also, Best 1993, 2003; Rafter 1992). As Best (2003: 5) explains, contextual 

constructionists seek to account for various contingencies “that provide the foundations 

upon which [representational activities] stand” and fall (see also, Hilgartner and Bosk 

1988; Maratea 2008). As a result, Best (1993, 2003) reasons, these scholars produce 

relatively nuanced analyses which provide room for evaluations of some claims as more 

or less accurate and some claims-makers as more or less powerful. In other words, as 

compared with their strict constructionist colleagues, contextual constructionists “assume 

that we [can] understand the empirical world better if we pay attention to the manner in 

which social problems emerge [as such] and, at a more basic level, they… assume that 

understanding the empirical world is [both possible and] desirable” (Best 1993: 119).  

Foreshadowing the methodological position laid out in Chapter Three of this 

dissertation, presently I review this variant of social constructionist readings of social 

problems. As a prelude to this discussion, there are two points I want to reiterate. First, all 

self-identified social constructionists agree with Ibarra and Kitsuse (1993), Kituse and 
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Spector (1973) and Spector and Kituse (1977) that relative analytic attention is to be 

directed at assertions made about putative conditions rather than at conditions per se. 

Second, this agreement notwithstanding, a defining claim made by self-identified 

contextual constructionists is that claims, claims-makers and contexts have identifiable 

influences on the processes by which conditions, people and/or activities are identified as 

problematic. These points noted, for the sake of analytic clarity, below I address each of 

these aspects of this process in relative isolation (see also, Best 1995). 

In relation to the first of these (i.e. claims), recall that a main assertion 

propounded by all constructionist scholars is that social problems are not separable from 

rhetorical work, which “involves [claims-makers] selecting from available arguments, 

placing the arguments chosen in some sequence, and giving some arguments particular 

emphasis” (Best 1987: 115). In this regard, Best (2008: 31-40) suggests the importance of 

conceptualizing social problems as conglomerates of grounds, warrants and conclusions. 

Following this depiction, social problems are not defined by just any claims; rather, they 

are constructed and thus analyzable with reference to discursive efforts to persuade 

audience members that an issue is real, demands immediate attention and has a solution – 

efforts which, as illustrated in Chapter Five of this dissertation, tend to be framed using 

statistical and/or other scientific language (see also, Best 2001b, 2004, 2005; Sacco 200).  

This depiction resonates with another assumption that is central to contextual 

constructionist readings of social problems: claims are most likely to be e/affective when 

they “correspond with prevailing… arguments available in [a] culture that… fit with the 

political realities of the time” (Lowney 2008: 335-6). Stated otherwise, persuasive claims 

are those which ‘hook into’ pre-established ways of interpreting our social environments. 
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Within related literatures, a number of devices are said to help ensure such resonance. 

Nelson-Rowe (1995: 84), for example, notes tendencies to present claims about “power 

relations, interests, values, and motives in terms of good and evil, weak and strong” and, 

she suggests, such melodramatic claims tell us something significant about the social 

positions and identities of claims-makers (recall, Loader 1999: 379). In a similar vein, 

Loseke (2009: 498) suggests that problem claims are most likely to be successful when 

they do not disrupt, outright, “sets of ideas about what emotions are appropriate… when, 

where, and toward whom” (498) – when, in other words, they are in relative keeping with 

feeling, interpreting and acting norms (see also, Wharton 2009). 

The point here is that social problems are inseparable from claims constructed in 

ways that echo established ways of interpreting phenomena. Constructionist scholars of 

social problems identify piggybacking as a main rhetorical strategy in this regard; as 

Loseke (2003: 61) explains, this is when “a [putatively] new problem is constructed as a 

different instance of an already existing problem.” Amongst social movement and media 

studies scholars, this technique tends to be discussed more broadly as framing (recall, 

Snow 2008: 4; see also, Benford and Snow 2000; Van Gorp 2007). Davies (2002: 270) 

elaborates:  

Frames are vehicles by which activists and reformers shape meanings and convey 

their claims, grievances, and proposals. They use cultural resources – beliefs, 

ideologies, values, and myths – to make their goals persuasive, motivating and 

legitimate. They strive to make their proposals “resonate” among a certain audience 

by connecting them to popular beliefs, whether by amplifying previously muted 

themes or reexpressing old ideas in new idioms.  

 

In this sense, social problem claims – or rhetorical frames – are simultaneously durable 

and shifting ways of rationalizing reality and this discursive ambiguity is a resource 

people can use to propel their particular reality constructions. Stated more 
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epistemologically, the assumption here is that language has a cumulative, maintaining 

and structuring effect. Following this explanation, and building on the discussion of 

moral panics presented in the previous sub-section of this chapter, Best (2011) suggests 

that when they are constructed in ways that build on pre-existing typifications and 

presented with enough narrative consistently across arenas, rhetorical claims have the 

effect of transforming troubles into issues, and panics into problems.   

A significant point that follows from the above discussion is that “claims cannot 

exist without claimsmakers” (Best 1995: 103). Notwithstanding the commonsensical 

aspect of this statement, it underscores a number of assumptions that characterize 

contextual constructionist readings of social problems. The first is that circulating images 

of phenomena have less to do with empirical shifts of those phenomena than with the 

rhetorical activities of various people, including but not limited to journalists (Sacco 

2003: 54). In other words, claims about how best to interpret or act toward phenomena 

are tools employed by a range of “signifying agents actively engaged in the production 

and maintenance of meaning for constituents, antagonists, and bystanders or observers” 

(Benford and Snow 2000: 613). The significant assumption here is that our social worlds 

are fraught with so much interpretive ambiguity and contestation that people must 

employ specific rhetorical strategies if their reality constructions are to be disseminated 

widely and/or institutionalized – if, that is, they are to be interpreted as e/affective.  

Another related and important claim made by contextual constructionist scholars 

of social problems is that “the human activity of categorizing some – and only some – 

conditions and people as social problems” involves work (Loeke 2003: 19-20). Following 

this understanding, social problems work “is any practice contributing to the practical 
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construction or definition of an instance as a social problem” (Holstein and Miller 1993: 

134; recall Kitsuse and Spector 1973: 415). Again, from this perspective, social problems 

are not direct reflections of the objective world, but rather corollaries of people’s 

differently-structured definitional labours and abilities. In this sense, social problems 

emerge at the intersections of social capital and social power.
45

  

 It is perhaps in this sense that some scholars suggest that “social problems 

presume the presence of ‘problem-solvers’” (Schwartz 1997: 284, emphasis added). To 

speak of a social problem, as Best (1995: 259) notes, is to at least imply “that something 

can be done, that the matter can be solved.” As Loseke (2003: 6) suggests, it is to inject a 

“dose of optimism” into our claims: there is a problem, it can be solved, and we have the 

solution.
46

 While these claims suggest that claims-making involves moralization (recall 

Hunt 2003: 364), this aspect tends to get glossed over in social constructionist analyses of 

social problems in favour of a more direct focus on the discursive aspects of social 

problems – that is, their entanglements with institutional narratives (recall, Loseke 2007).  

Gusfield’s (1989) work is considered a scholarly touchstone in this regard. 

Gusfield theorizes links between “image-making industries” and “troubled-persons” 

professions. The former is said to include media and educational institutions whose 

political-economic existences depend on the (re)circulation of social problems 
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 Herein, “[s]ocial capital is the sum of the resources, actual or virtual, that accrue to an individual or 

group by virtue of a possessing a durable network of more or less institutionalized relationships of mutual 

acquaintance and recognition” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992: 119). And, as already stated, following 

Altheide (2002: x) I understand social power to refer to people’s differential “capacit[ies to] define 

situations for self and others.”  
46

 As this claim foreshadows, I am wary of tendencies to represent fear as the only or the main imputing 

emotion of social problems work. Rather, and as developed in the conclusion to this chapter, I agree with 

scholars like Casella (2003b, 2010) that we must move away from repressive models of social control 

toward acknowledgment that consumer desire, choice and hope figure centrally into the processes involved 

in the fortification of campus geographies via growing networks of cops and cameras. 
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representations. Gusfield describes the latter as inseparable from the activities of a range 

of people – from counsellors to social workers – with “social technolog[ies]… that can be 

effectively learned” and applied to sustain understandings of some people as the rightful 

objects of public concern and others as legitimate ‘solvers’ of those problems (433). It is 

in this sense, Gusfield maintains, that some people and professions ‘own’ social problems 

– that is, they “possess the [relative] authority to name that condition a ‘problem’ and to 

suggest what might be done about it” as well as “to influence the marshalling of public 

facilities … to help resolve the  problem” (433).
47

 From this perspective, social problems 

are those claims that acquire owners who both have relative amounts of capital to 

promote their particular reality constructions and benefit in some ways from sustainment 

of those constructions (see also, Best 2011). 

Another main claim that propels contextual constructionist analyses of social 

problems is that “all activities concerning putatively problematic [and, I would add, 

ostensibly remedial] conditions are embedded in historical, cultural, and interactional 

contexts that are themselves [more or less] empirically discoverable, available, and… 

indispensable… to better understand those activities” (Weinberg 2009: 67). To repeat a 

claim made above, the main assumption here is that reality claims flourish or flounder 

depending not only on their vernacular compositions, but also on their locations within 

discernible discursive matrices which help constitute some claims as more or less 

resonant and some claims-makers as more or less powerful. Specifically, as compared 

with their strict peers, “contextual constructionists assume that [we] can know – with 

reasonable confidence – about social conditions. They acknowledge,” this is to say, “the 
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 In this regard, Gusfield (1989) asserts that social problems are better thought of as public problems 

because they represent competing claims about how and where to redistribute state funds. 
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socially constructed nature of… [all] information about social conditions, but they 

assume that such information can be used to (imperfectly) describe the context within 

which claims-making occurs” (Best 1995: 247). 

To ground this defining contextual constructionist tenet in relation to the current 

research, recall claims presented in Chapter One of this dissertation that tendencies to 

promote corporate-militarized responses to the ostensible problem of school violence can 

be explained with reference to a generalized neo-conservative and neo-liberalist political-

economic climate. Likewise, recall studies reviewed throughout the present chapter by 

scholars who represent social problems as at least corollaries – if not evidence – of the 

institutional locations of claims-makers. When read under the umbrella of contextual 

constructionism, these claims converge on conceptions of “context as the cultural and 

institutional resources that claims-makers employ to construct [and sustain their reality] 

claims” (Del Rosso 2011: 166).
48

 In this sense, and as I elaborate in Chapter Three of this 

dissertation, while some people reject – at least for analytic purposes – the notion that 

objective conditions give rise to social problems, this is not to deny that “[r]eal world 

events provide tangible issues, episodes, and conditions that claims-makers can diagnose 

as problematic and then strategically frame… in order to mobilize allies… [and] 

minimize the impact of counterclaims” (Maratea 2008: 141). 

It is at this juncture that I suggest that contextual readings of social problems help 

to address a number of flaws often associated with the moral panic scholarship reviewed 

in the first sub-section of this chapter. First, as I read and present them, definitional 
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 As noted above, such resources are thought to include emotional codes and related beliefs and actions 

(Loseke 2009) as well as available ideologies, values, myths and narratives (Loseke 2007) in and through 

which conditions, episodes, persons or groups of persons are constructed as particular types (Loseke 2003). 
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understandings of social problems open up relative analytic space for inquiring into the 

volatile aspects claims-making – that is, the various factors that influence the emergence, 

disappearance and/or re-emergence of ostensible social problems (recall, Cohen 1972: 9; 

Kitsuse and Spector 1973: 415). Specifically, a main claim I take away from 

constructionist analyses of social problems is that this process is neither necessarily linear 

nor guaranteed: following my readings of these works, condition-claims are made and 

disputed and this process continues as long as there are conditions to be interpreted as 

problematic and people committed to sustaining (and contesting) these interpretations. In 

other words, as a group, I read constructionist scholars as underscoring the conflictual 

and precarious (pace consensual and stable) aspects of claims-making.  

A related contribution that I associate with constructionist approaches to social 

problems is that they account explicitly for the numerous official and non-official agents 

implicated in social problems work (see, Sasson 1995). In support of this reading, 

consider that a main claim that animates contextual analyses of social problems is that 

rhetoric is defined by “any verbal, visual, or behavioral statement that seeks to persuade 

audience members to define a condition as a social problem” and, in at least this sense, 

their authors challenge the media-centrism sometimes said to characterize much moral 

panic scholarship (Loseke 2003: 26). Best (2011) agrees, noting that while news media 

coverage may be a necessary aspect of the process by which condition-categories are 

constructed as problems, it is not sufficient; rather, social problems are phenomena that 

require the claims-making activities of a range of agents, including and not limited to 

journalists, politicians and academics (44).
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Notwithstanding these contributions, social constructionist analyses of social 

problems are subject to a number of critiques, many of which parallel those launched at 

studies which have moral panic as their central analytic concept. For example, because 

they direct relative focus at the rhetorical aspects of putative problems, these scholars 

may be read as at least discursively ignoring “the concerns of those [people who are] 

adversely affected by” phenomena collectively labeled as problematic (Garland 2008: 2). 

“Although few constructionists argue… that social problems [a]re just rhetoric,” as a 

group, they “nonetheless [have been] challenged for making [that] claim and taken to task 

for inconsistencies in their stance” (Gubrium and Holstein 2008: 8; recall, Woolgar and 

Pawluck 1985a). As compared with critiques that moral panic analyses are over(t)ly 

ideological, at least part of the charge here is that definitional analysts of social problems 

promote a degree of relativism which allows them to evade making explicit claims about 

specific power arrangements (and moralizing discourses) that intersect with problem 

construction processes – including their own vested interests.  

At the same time, some people remain skeptical that social problem scholars fail 

to consider the influences people situated beyond normatively-defined official arenas 

have (or not) on the establishment of Truth, evaluations thereof and resistances thereto 

(Rose 1990: 3-4). Following this critique, insofar as definitional scholars continue to 

assume that reality is structured according to an “Iron Quadrangle” of claims-makers 

(Best 1999: 63) or a “hierarchy of credibility” (Becker 1967; see also, Loseke 2003: 35), 

they lug with them ideological baggage which leads them to accept (and find) that there 

is a Reality, which is obviously (and only) distorted by the activities of people in 
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normatively powerful positions (see also, Plasek 1974).
49

 It is this line of critique that I 

develop in the next sub-section of this chapter.  

Specifically, below I read and represent moral regulation as a concept employed 

by scholars who conceptualize power as more diffuse and relational than tends to be 

assumed by common applications of either the moral panic or the social problem concept. 

When read in relation to the above discussion, the argument here is that – in both name 

and content – constructionist readings of social problems obscure important processes by 

which regulatory objects and subjects are constituted and challenged as such. Stated 

otherwise, the scholarly works reviewed below are characterized by an analytic shift 

away from constructions of purported folk devils and social problems toward 

problematizations of regulatory identities and activities.  

2.3 Moral Regulation 

Challenging Durkheim’s (1933, 1973, 2002) claims about intimate links between 

the presence or absence of regulatory mechanisms (e.g. laws) and social pathologies (i.e. 

anomie), Corrigan and Sayer (1985: 4) describe moral regulation as “a project of 

normalizing, rendering natural, taken for granted, in a word ‘obvious’, what are in fact 

ontological and epistemological premises of a particular and historical form of social 

order.” Following this re-conceptualization, moral regulation is not defined by 

disciplinary practices rooted in a collective conscience about how society ought to 

function; rather Corrigan and Sayer represent moral regulation as a process that is 
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 As I read it, part of the issue here is what Fairburn (1999) refers to as “the problem of socially 

constructed evidence.” Following Fairburn, if we can only study that which is documented then our 

theories are necessarily partial. In the present context, the methodological concern is that we fail to 

appreciate the circumstances in which social problem construction efforts fail (c.f. Gusfield 1984; Jenkins 

2009). I return to this point Chapter Three of this dissertation.  
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inseparable from attempts to make it appear as if cohesion is an achievable, necessary 

prerequisite of social life and as if the state is the most legitimate and powerful of 

enforcing agents. More to the point, following Corrigan and Sayer, it is not only our 

beliefs about what is right and wrong that are historically and culturally contingent; it is 

also that these beliefs are commensurate with formal arrangements, which are themselves 

“linked to… [shifting] formation[s] of individual and collective capacities, identities and 

conducts” (Thompson and Sharma 1998: 439). Ruonavaara (1997: 280) articulates this 

difference between Durkheim’s moral sociology and the position espoused by Corrigan 

and Sayer, noting that following the latter scholars, “moral regulation by the modern 

State serves not to guarantee equality and justice but rather to legitimate a [type of] rule 

that, in fact, has no justification.”  

While Corrigan and Sayer’s (1985) work has been applauded for “introduc[ing] 

considerations of individuality, identity, and subjectivity into the heart of… account[s] of 

the development of the… state,” it also has been critiqued as overly culturalist and statist 

(Dean 1994: 148). In the first regard, Dean is skeptical that insofar as Corrigan and Sayer 

(1985) conceive normalizing practices and state forms as culturally contingent, they 

assume a separation between the discursive and material, the representational and 

experiential (Dean 1994: 150). Following this critique, Corrigan and Sayer (1985) 

reproduce “a general theory of language and representation… [which] foreclose[s]… 

analysis of the [complex] relation[s] between specific political and governmental 

discourses and rationalities, and administrative techniques, practices, rituals and routines” 

(Dean 1994: 152). The charge here is that Corrigan and Sayer (1985) promote a type of 
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determinism that does not account for reciprocal, constitutive relations between various 

regulatory rationalities and techniques.  

Following a similar line of thought, Dean (1994: 152) is skeptical that 

notwithstanding their stated goal to call into question readings of the State as the central 

locus of regulation – “as the principal agent of the representation of experience and 

bestowal of meaning” – Corrigan and Sayer (1985) account neither for the diversity of 

work subsumed by the label ‘the state’ nor the multiplicity of activities that have distant 

state relations, yet which nevertheless involve processes of normalization.
50

 Specifically, 

Dean (1994) asks scholars to explore linkages between external (governmental) and 

internal (ethical) projects and processes of self-formation. To do otherwise, Dean avers, 

is to conflate regulation with coercion, thus overlooking “the existence of spheres of self-

regulation and self-formation that are not [strictly] political” but which are implicated in 

processes of political subjectification (155, original emphases).  

As the above discussion is meant to acknowledge, Corrigan and Sayer (1985) 

have been credited with reviving interest in scholarship which explores “complicated 

relationship[s] between public and private means of… regulation” (Valverde 1994a: ix). 

More specifically, their work has incited a body of scholarship – “moral regulation 

studies” – characterized by emphases their authors place on “persistence, in a post-

religious world, of decidedly ethical/moral regulatory practices” (vi). More generally, 

following Valverde, moral regulation is a concept that has been taken up and employed 

by scholars with a shared interest in three areas of scholarship: “1) the social construction 
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 Here one might acknowledge, as Hunt (1999: 15) does, “that [because] the Corrigan-Sayer account 

emerged from a project whose immediate object was precisely to provide an account of state formation[,] it 

seems to be beside the point to criticise such a project for being too state-centred.”   
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of ethical subjectivities; 2) the analysis of cultural codes shaping everyday life; and 3) the 

search for an analysis of the capitalist state that is thoroughly historical” (viii). These 

overlaps noted, like sociological analyses of social problems reviewed above, moral 

regulation studies tend to be characterized by a split.  

On the one hand, some scholars seek to substantiate the above-noted critique that 

just as regulation is not synonymous with social control, nor is government synonymous 

with the state. Specifically, in keeping with Dean (1994), and following Foucault’s 

lectures given at the Collège de France 1975-1984, a number of scholars argue for the 

importance of analyzing ‘government’ with reference to the activities of a range of 

differently-situated people, which – alone and in combination – are “productive of 

meanings, of interventions, of entities, of processes, of objects, of written traces and of 

lives” (Miller and Rose 2008: 9). As Rose, O’Malley and Valverde (2006: 85) note, 

“instead of seeing any single body… as responsible for managing the conduct of citizens, 

[the so-called governmentality scholar] recognizes that a whole variety of [reputed] 

authorities govern in different sites, in relation to different objectives” and yet reinforce 

shared understandings of who is to be governed, by whom, how and why.
51

 As Foucault 

(1982: 221) states, “[t]o govern… is to structure the possible field of action of others”; or 

as Gordon (1991: 2) explains, “the term ‘government’… mean[s] ‘the conduct of 

conduct’: that is to say, a form of activity aiming to shape, guide or affect the conduct of 

some person or persons.” 

                                                     

51
 It is in this context of “a family resemblance” amongst governing projects that scholars represent 

liberalism – and its contemporary manifestation, neo-liberalism – as a political rationality (re)produced via 

dispersed activities which constitute people as responsibilized and moralized citizens (Rose, O’Malley and 

Valverde 2006: 88). 
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Following these scholars, our analytic aim is “to understand the multiple and 

delicate networks that connect the lives of individuals, groups, and organizations” (Miller 

and Rose 2008: 55). The more specific methodological argument here is that 

“[p]roblematics of government may be analysed… in terms of [both] their political 

rationalities, [that is:] the changing discursive fields within which the exercise of power 

is conceptualized, the moral justifications for particular ways of exercising power by 

diverse authorities, notions of appropriate forms, objects and limits of politics, and 

conceptions of the proper distribution of such tasks among secular, spiritual, military and 

familial sectors” as well as “their governmental technologies, [that is:] the complex of 

mundane programmes, calculations, techniques, apparatuses, documents and procedures 

through which authorities seek to embody and give effect to governmental ambitions” 

(55, original emphases). Put succinctly: to ask specific questions about specific governing 

d/Discourses is to problematize top-down and stagnant readings of power.
52

 

At this juncture, we can identify another strand of moral regulation studies by 

scholars who explore what are conceptualized as analytically separate – yet empirically 

resonant – political, economic and moral circuits of capital (see, Valverde 1995).
53

 A 

main claim put forth in this regard is that “while moral regulation can be pursued as a 
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 Following Gee (2005: 1), the term d/Discourse denotes the double function of human language: “to 

support the performance of social activities and social identities and to support human affiliation within 

cultures, social groups, and institutions.” More to the point, Gee suggests that it is in and through 

d/Discourse that we build seven areas of reality: significance; activities; identities; relationships; politics 

(the distribution of social goods); connections; sign systems and knowledge (11-13). These are thus specific 

areas that are of most interest to social constructionist scholars generally, and discourse analysts more 

specifically – as discussed in Chapter Three of this dissertation.  
53

 As Hier (2011a: 537) notes, here, 

[t]he term circuit (rather than domain or sphere) is used as a metaphor to capture the dynamism and 

interactive character of social process as a mixed economy of government that has no natural, fixed, 

‘inherent’, or above all else, causal tendencies. The term capital (rather than class or status) is used 

to signify a developmental, relational assemblage of relations that endows its holders with attributes 

to exercise and resist forms of domination across social settings. In this sense, circuits of capital… 

are neither separate from the relations of power associated with the state nor reducible to them.  
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political project,” the two are not synonymous (Hunt 1999: 17).
54

 More to the point, some 

scholars working with the moral regulation concept draw attention to “non-economic 

aspects of bourgeois society” so as “to strengthen… [rather than refute] Marxism” 

(Valverde: 1994a: vi, vii). In this regard, consider Valverde’s (1994b: 218) exploration of 

confluences between social regulation (which is said to include economic and political 

processes) and what she terms moral capital: “that intangible resource known as 

‘character’.”
 
As Ruonavaara (1997: 284) notes, here “the moral regulator is seen as a 

long-term moral profit-seeker similar to the modern capitalist.” 

An important claim emphasized within this latter strand of scholarship is that to 

(re)distribute power “at a distance” – as Rose, O’Malley and Valverde (2006: 89) put it – 

is not to accept, unequivocally, that “the state… ceases to be a player” in processes of 

normalization (Chunn and Gavigan 2002: 223; see also, Curtis 1995; Hallsworth and Lea 

2012). Rather, following Hunt (2004: 607), questions about state-sanctioned roles in 

processes of regulation are best answered empirically – that is, by “look[ing] to both 

concentrated and dispersed powers, [and] assum[ing] no priority between the two.” In 

these instances, Brock (2003: xxvii) explains, our guiding research questions become 

“whose morals are being regulated, by whom or through what social relations, for what 

purpose[s]… [and h]ow is this kind of power conferred on some social groups and 

institutions and not others?” Stated otherwise, researchers are to direct analytic attention 

toward the activities of meaning-making (including disputing) agents within, across and 

beyond spatially and temporally discrete spaces, while simultaneously not losing sight of 

the State (normatively defined) or of more generally stratified relations of power.  
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 Following Hunt (1999: 7-8), these analytic divisions “are useful… so long as we do not fall into the trap 

of imagining that… there is some field, realm or space that is exclusively social, moral or economic.”  
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Questions such as these lead scholars like Hunt (1996, 1999) to conceptualize 

moral regulation as deployment – from the middle echelons of societies – of discourses 

which seek to condemn the behaviours of some people and confirm the righteousness of 

the activities of others (see also, Valverde 1991; recall also, Goode and Ben-Yehuda 

1994, 2009).
55

 As I read them, a number of important points emerge from these works. 

First, at the same time as moral regulation is an activity shaped by differences in social 

power, it is not an activity undertaken only by the politically and/or economically elite or 

one that serves only to buttress state directives (see also, Ruonavaara 1997). Second, 

moral regulation is an activity that may be conceptualized as deriving more from the 

ethical beliefs than the instrumental interests of regulators. To note this, is not to deny 

combinations of motivations amongst and between moralizing agents and campaigns, 

however. Rather it is to accept that “[m]oral regulation involves some people acting on 

other people and in so doing acting upon themselves” (Hunt 1999: 19).
56

 Third, insofar as 

it is defined with reference to the activities of an array of agents, “the moral element in 

moral regulation involves any normative judgment that some conduct is intrinsically bad, 

wrong or immoral” (7). As such, morality neither neatly maps onto some conditions and 

not others, nor ceases to be framed in terms of blame and responsibility. 

Below, I review scholarly efforts to merge insights from the sociologies of moral 

panics and moral regulation. The main claim that emerges from these efforts is that 
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 Following Hunt (2011), it is here that overlaps emerge between conceptions of moral panics and moral 

regulation. In particular, Hunt notes that insofar as scholars working with each of these concepts represent 

claims-makers as ‘moral entrepreneurs’, they “mark both general disapproval and political critique of 

agents of moralization… [by] impl[ying] a loose connection to some unspecified capitalist interest” (59).  
56

 Here, it is useful to note that Valverde now prefers the term ‘governance’ to ‘moral regulation’ because 

she understands the former as distancing her work from repressive notions of control and as emphasizing 

overlaps between moral and political regulation (Brock 2003: xxxi). Villadsen and Dean (2012) articulate 

this logic by suggesting that these (and other) social realms are inseparable insofar as they rely on and 

constitute one another. 
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“moral panics [are] extreme forms of risk [read: social problem] discourses integral to 

the process of moral regulation” (Critcher 2008: 1140, original emphases). Following 

this conceptualization, moral panics are (journalistic) claims that incite constructions of 

social problems (Best 2011; Goode and Ben-Yehuda 2011) and social problem discourses 

are epiphenomenal of more pervasive and enduring regulatory activities and identities 

(Hunt 2011: 66). To elaborate upon this conceptualization, consider Hier’s multiple 

works wherein moral panics are depicted as “a form of moral regulation” (2002b: 312, 

original emphases) which – at the current historical juncture at least – draw their force by 

framing putative social problems with reference to risk discourses (2003), which resonate 

well with harm and blame avoidance discourses (2008) that rely on and reproduce 

understandings of (other) “people, places, problems, and objects” as threats to (our) 

ideals of freedom and safety (2011a: 537).  Following this (neo)liberalist mentality, Hier 

avers, some people, places, and activities require direct intervention (moral panics) so as 

to be brought back into the fold of  more generalized forms of control (moral regulation). 

From this perspective, moral panics are tactics available to agents in their efforts to shape 

(i.e. govern) the activities and/or identities of ‘others’ – particularly at times “of 

perceived regulatory crisis” (Hier 2011b: 10). 

It is in this sense that Hier (2003) maintains that in an increasingly secularized 

world, blameworthiness (and its corollary responsibility) is more of a foraged than an 

imposed phenomenon (see also, Hier 2002a). For Hier (2008), an important point of 

agreement between moral panic and risk theorists is that regulation is a conjoining (not 

supplanting) mode of governance (recall, McRobbie and Thornton 1995). The claim here 

is that, notwithstanding epochal claims made by scholars like Beck (1992, 2009) and 
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Unger (2001) about qualitative and quantitative shifts in the ways risks are experienced, 

emergence of a so-called risk society does not mark disappearance of moral panics, but 

rather underscores linkages between anxiety and fear, the non-tangible/immeasurable and 

the tangible/measurable (Furedi 2011)
57

 and between ressentiment and disapproval, 

responsibilization and demoralization (see, Hunt 2011).
58

 Again, from this perspective, 

both moral panics and moral regulation are examples of what Hunt (2013: 55) refers to as 

moral politics: activities whereby “some agents act to problematize the conduct, values, 

or culture of others and seek to act upon them through moralizing discourses.”  

 As compared with these claims, Critcher (2009: 31) is adamant that while it may 

be useful to understand moral panics as ruptures in “wider, more diffuse and less volatile 

process[es] of… regulation,” this justifies neither outright abandonment nor discursive 

suppression of the former concept. Rather, Critcher suggests that these concepts denote 

different, though perhaps complementary, kinds of social control.
59

 As such, Critcher 

reasons, these and related concepts require different analytic foci. Specifically: from a 

moral panic perspective we inquire into “when the problem emerged and was given a 

name, the way the media stereotyped the perpetrators, the moral entrepreneurs and 

experts invited to speak about it, the measures adopted, the recurrent nature of the 
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 The claim here is that while fear relates to objects and anxiety relates to conditions, both are mediated 

through and shift in accordance with socio-historic-cultural frames of meaning (norms) which are always 

moral insofar as they rely on dichotomies of good/bad, right/wrong, just/unjust, etc. 
58

 Hunt (2011: 64) defines responsibilization as “a form of governing that discursively imposes specific 

responsibilities on individuals for their own conduct or for another for whom they are presented as being 

responsible.” Demoralization is explained with reference to “denial[s] of responsibility that [are] affected 

by the transfer of responsibility to others” (65).  
59

 Following this reasoning, whereas moral regulation entails normalization of ethical subjectivities via 

persuasive means, moral panics involve direct homogenizing efforts to shape the activities and/or identities 

of people deemed immoral (see also, Ruonavaara 1997: 289). As I read it, this critique recalls divergences 

between moral regulation and governmentality studies, where the former is characterized by a focus on 

morals/regulation/governance (pace ethics/self-formation/subjectivity). In other words, like the moral 

regulation scholars identified above, Critcher (2009) emphasizes an analytic need to keep normative 

understandings and distributions of power (e.g. the State) in sight.   
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concern”; from a constructionist reading of social problems we “focus on the level of 

concern of the problem, the extent of consensus, the folk devils singled out for hostile 

treatment, whether the concern has been disproportionate to the actual effects [of said 

problem], and the volatility of the whole thing” (Crither 2008: 1140); from a moral 

regulation perspective we “explore... who has defined this as immoral behaviour and on 

what grounds... [and w]hich parts of the population are being exhorted to change their 

behaviour and what are the implications for the rest of the population” and – to more or 

less degrees – how promotion of “responsible” behaviour is “an invitation to ‘subjects’ to 

monitor and adjust their own behaviour” (1141). Critcher’s (2009) main contention is that 

responding to these questions helps to emphasize the extents to which moral panics and 

moral regulation are sufficiently different concepts à propos discursive constructions of 

moral order (26), social control (27) and self-regulation (28).
60

 Critcher’s more direct 

claim is that these concepts must be differentiated in order to retain the political 

pointedness of moral panic analyses and to offer analytic clarity in relation to questions 

about where external control and internal regulation begin and end.  

I engage these debates in this dissertation. Indeed, my respective analyses of 

administrative (Chapter Four) and student (Chapter Five) claims about a need to make 

one Canadian university safe(r) suggest the importance of asking all of these questions. In 

particular, when set against the literature reviews presented in this chapter, these analyses 
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 As an aside, consider that Hunt (2011: 66) maintains that this argument “import[s] an ad hoc ranking of 

moral problems.” Likewise, Rohloff and Wright (2010) read Critcher’s (2006, 2008, 2009) work as 

buttressing restricted, formulaic understandings of moral panics and outmoded beliefs that the function of 

social science it to advance Truth. To this I would add that an interesting – if implicit – claim that propels 

Critcher’s work is that moral regulation studies are necessarily non- or a-political. Additionally, I am 

compelled to mention that as one of the scholars whose work contributed to inclusion of the moral concept 

into the sociological lexicon (Hall et al. 1978), it is not surprising that Critcher argues against what he reads 

as attempts at its erasure. 
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suggest that those processes which sociologists tend to refer to as moral panics, social 

problems and moral regulation are entangled in and reproductive of multi-directional 

processes of institutional securitization. In this sense, I might rephrase the driving thesis 

of this dissertation as follows: moral panics about school shootings inform general 

understandings of universities as key sites of violence and of both administrators and 

students as reasonable regulatory objects and subjects. In the context of the present 

discussion, my point is that each of the sensitizing concepts reviewed in this chapter 

speaks to intertwined processes through which a range of institutional narratives are 

called into being and – more importantly – discursively challenged and transformed.
61

  

If read as a theoretical trajectory, the conceptual overviews presented above may 

be read as an argument that since the inception of the moral panic concept, sociologists 

have shifted from realist claims about the hegemonic character of Truth to more 

concentrated attention on the influences of dispersed agents on the constitution of reality. 

If this is the argument readers take away from this chapter, I may be read as suggesting 

that scholars have lost sight of “[t]he relevance of empirical acts… in the [haze of the] 

rhetoric of the stigma contest” (Dotter 2002: 423). Alternatively, the reviews presented 

herein may be used to support claims that reality is “an amorphous and imprecise mix 

of… actual events” and competing significations thereof (440). Thus, I must be clear: my 

intention is to offer is a more middle-ground reading, one which understands moral panic, 

social problems and moral regulation as synergistic concepts which, together, highlight 

the discursive aspects of palpable events, institutions and documents (see, Merton 2007 

[1968]). It is this methodological position that I elaborate in Chapter Three. 
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 As per van den Hoonaard (1997: 2) sensitizing “concepts… are provisional [yet theoretically informed 

constructs, that]… may be dropped as more viable… concepts emerge in the course of… research.” 
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Chapter 3 

Methodology 

Because we live in both a physical and a symbolic world, we need to make use of 

explanations that place both subjective and objective aspects of our social worlds 

on the agenda. 

 (Sacco 2005: 9) 

 

In this third chapter I elaborate the methodological approach taken in this 

dissertation. The overarching claim I make here is that we all “call upon the ‘real’” in our 

efforts to produce and sustain our knowledge claims (Cromby and Nightingale 1999: 3; 

recall, Woolgar and Pawluch 1985a). In this regard, recall that in the analyses presented 

in the following chapters of this dissertation, both administrators (Chapter Four) and 

students (Chapter Five) use the sexualized assault of a female student on one Canadian 

university campus in the summer of 2007 as springboard to frame their differently-

situated claims about how best to achieve a safe campus environment. More to the point, 

my analyses of these sets of claims suggest that while they converge on acceptance of 

unsafe campuses as a problem requiring a solution, university administrators and students 

disagree with regards to the most appropriate techniques to achieve this goal. In keeping 

with the main claim that I pull from my review of sociological scholarship about moral 

panics, social problems, and moral regulation (i.e. that our knowledge of reality is 

thoroughly social – that is, constituted by our engagements with an array of claims-

making logics), it is to these problem-solution contests that I direct analytic focus. Again, 

a main claim that emerges from these analyses is that campus safety is a discourse co-

narrated through a process of securitization (recall, Balzacq 2012; Valverde 2011). 
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Stated otherwise, this third chapter is offered as a methodological backdrop 

against which to read the analyses presented in Chapter Four and Chapter Five of this 

dissertation. In particular, below I elaborate upon my sociologically-informed 

understanding of events, institutions and documents, respectively. As a whole, these 

discussions are offered as means to underscore my understanding of reality as made 

meaningful in and through discourses: “sanctioned statements which have some 

institutionalised force, which means that they have a profound influence on the way[s] 

that individuals act and think” (Mills 2004: 55). Individually, these discussions provide 

venues through which to introduce specific aspects of the present case study.  

3.1 Events 

In this sub-section, I introduce scholarly claims that to decide on the boundaries 

that constitute one’s research focus is to make ontological claims about what exists and 

what matters; it is, as numerous scholars note, to enact one’s definitional, theoretical and 

summary ‘casing’ abilities (see, Ragin and Becker 1992; Byrne and Ragin 2009). 

Following this line of thought, “[o]ne can (indeed, often, one must) mark out populations 

in particular ways in order to do research, but one must also recognise that this is what 

one is doing: ‘making up people’ [and/or other ‘things’] for a particular purpose” (Carter 

and Sealey 2009: 77). Stated more epistemologically, case studies are constituted by, and 

constitutive of, experts and events.  

In light of this claim, consider the following explanation of sociological case 

studies offered by Wieviorka (1992: 160):  

For a “case” to exist, we must be able to identify a characteristic unit, whose unity 

is given (at least initially) in concrete historical experiences. This unit must be 

observed, but it has no meaning in itself. It is significant only if an observer... can 
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refer it to an analytic category or theory. It does not suffice to observe a social 

phenomenon, historical event, or set of behaviours in order to declare them “cases.” 

If you want to talk about a “case”, you also need the means of interpreting it or 

placing it in context. Though necessarily referring to a stock of factual knowledge, 

a case study cannot be merely empirical. Regardless of the practical approach for 

studying it, a case is an opportunity for relating facts and concepts. 

 

More recently, Inglis (2010: 510) suggests that “[t]he task of the… sociologist is, when 

examining a particular case, to look for clues which, when analysed with appropriate 

theories and concepts, help reveal the structure of the case.” Together, I read these claims 

as depictions of sociological research as efforts to incite understandings of the particular 

and general as inextricable – that is, as efforts to explain cases as simultaneously 

idiosyncratic and synecdochic (see, also, Mills 1959).  

 Considering more directly intersections between sociological casing and event 

production (including the present case study), recall that a main claim thread throughout 

this dissertation is that phenomena which receive a relative burst in media attention (e.g. 

acts of violence on campuses) are resources available to, and used by, multiply-situated 

people to frame and “crystallize their problem[-solution] claims” (Maratea 2008: 153; see 

also, Kellner 2003, 2005, 2007, 2008). In other words, like these scholars, I also find that 

tangible – though mediated – issues, episodes, and conditions provide grounds upon 

which a range of agents can – and do – hoist their competing claims about how best to 

interpret and resolve a given social problem. Stated in language which parallels the 

discussions presented in Chapter One and Chapter Two of this dissertation, moral panics, 

social problems and moral regulation are discursive “technologies employed by an array 

of actors…vis-à-vis the discursive construction of an apparatus of security” (Hier 2002a: 

329). Stated here, the claim is that a real-world incident becomes an event-case when 

“people [including but not limited to journalists and scholars] are compelled to take its 
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history, seek out precedent, write its narratives, adjudicate claims about it, make a 

judgment, and file it somewhere” (Berlant 2006: 67).  

Epistemologically, this conceptualization suggests that analysts must strive to 

remain cognizant of the ways in which real-world events are “mobilis[ed] as… weapon[s] 

against any form of social constructionism” via depictions of them as “bedrock[s] of fact” 

(Frow 2003: 74). Berlant (2006: 666) elucidates this point, noting that to argue that an 

event is a case of something is to simultaneously constrain its demarcations and “incite an 

opening, an altered way of feeling things out.” In other words, insofar as the event-case 

“assumes the sociality of knowledge, the circulation of discourse[s]… and the clarifying 

obligation of analytic narrative,” it paves a path for explorations of links between the 

objective and the subjective, the political and the cultural (668; see also, Babe 2010).  

Bringing this reading to bear on questions about how to decide on one’s case 

(and/or units of analysis), I agree with LeGreco and Tracy (2009: 1524) who advise 

readers to make this choice with reference to “a turning point or rupture in the scene. In 

other words,” they continue, “researchers [should] define their cases according to 

significant events or changes that signal moments of discursive organization or 

reorganization.” Given the social constructivist paradigm within which LeGreco and 

Tracy present this choice, the aim here is not to produce understandings of our chosen 

event either as inherently triggering or as an obvious case.
 62

 Rather, this purposive 

sampling technique is offered as an optimal way to help researchers construct their case 

studies in ways that allow them speak to institutional reconfigurations. Specifically, 
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 Following Denzin and Lincoln (2004: 37-8), scholars working from within “[t]he constructivist paradigm 

assume… a relativist ontology (there are multiple realities), a subjectivist epistemology ([assumed] knower 

and subject co-create understanding) and a naturalistic (in the natural world) set of methodological 

procedures.”    
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LeGreco and Tracy provide researchers with two options: “this change point [can] be the 

primary focus” of one’s study or “the rupture [can]… be backgrounded in order to focus 

on [and analyze] the discursive practices that followed” and preceded it (1524). 

Following these suggestions, consider that the event that brought me to the 

current case study was the launching of an Emergency Notification System (ENS) at one 

Canadian university in 2009.
63

  I learned about this event when a friend familiar with my 

scholarly interests in school violence and social control gave me a copy of the September 

2009 issue of a monthly magazine distributed by a Department of University 

Communications. The lead story of this institutional document immediately caught my 

attention. Recalling the discussion with which I opened this dissertation, this article was 

about the uses of ENS technologies on university campuses during crises, “including a 

major fire, an armed intruder on campus and an evacuation” (Wallace 2009a: para 13). 

Foreshadowing my analysis of administrative rationalizations of this event, what 

intrigued me most about this article was the extent to which, in it, use of this technology 

is represented both as a reasonable response to a range of decided problems and as 

emblematic of the exceptionality of this particular university.
 
Additionally, my research 

interests were piqued by claims made within this article that installation of this ENS 

technology is not a one-off event, but rather part of ongoing efforts to address campus 

safety concerns – efforts depicted as beginning two years prior to this event (2007). 

These statements sparked a number of informed research questions. For example, 

I was curious to know what incident, if any, had occurred two years prior to publication 

of this article. Additionally, if such an incident could be identified, I wanted to learn more 
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 I identify and provide details of this institution in the next sub-section of this chapter.   
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about the ways it is used – and by whom – to support and/or discredit installation of an 

ENS on this campus. In this latter respect, I wondered who, if anyone, are the main 

resistors of this techno-security effort and in relation to what are their claims framed. 

To begin to respond to these questions, I searched this university’s online 

newsroom for other articles explicitly about this ENS. This initial query resulted in two 

additional articles, wherein, again, installation of this technology is touted as exemplar.
64

 

While no longer the case, when I began this fieldwork in September 2009, news items 

were categorized along the right side of this webpage by month and year of publication. 

Thus, I began to search this virtual newsroom manually, beginning with the September 

2009 category and working my way back to September 2007.  

This approach yielded some interesting preliminary findings. Specifically, by 

tracing claims about this ENS across this database, I learned about the publication of an 

institution-wide safety audit. Again, a major theme that emerged from this process – and 

one that is a focus of the next chapter of this dissertation – is that campus safety is 

rationalized as necessarily technologically mediated. In conjunction with the above-noted 

tendency for installation of an ENS on this university campus to be equated with 

institutional prestige, this finding provoked me to explore discursive overlaps between 

techno-security manipulations made to this campus’ geographic infrastructure and 

administrative efforts to boost institutional reputations. In other words, these initial 

discoveries compelled me to take the latter route suggested by LeGreco and Tracy (2009: 

1524): rather than focusing, primarily, on administrative representations of this ENS, I 
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 I identify these documents and elaborate upon this finding in the next chapter of this dissertation.  
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use this event as an entry point for analyzing a range of related discursive practices, 

which, following Valverde (2011), I conceptualize as a security project. 

I elaborate upon the specifics of my chosen research method and techniques in the 

final sub-section of this chapter. For now, I return to overlaps between real-world 

incidents and sociological casing to note that 2007 may be considered a pivotal year for 

(re)emerging discussions about campus violence as a growing problem requiring 

widespread action.
65

 In this regard, consider that seven months after the rampage 

shootings at Dawson College in Montréal, Québec on September 13, 2006
66

 those at 

Virginia Tech (see Chapter One) offered another reference point for claims that this is a 

problem that is specific neither to American schools nor to secondary schools.
67

 At the 

same time, as mentioned above, 2007 marks the year of the event (i.e. the sexualized 

assault of a female student in the summer of 2007) used by a range of claims-makers to 

make claims about the techno-security efforts that are the focus of the present case study.  

There are two points that I want to make regarding these event constructions. The 

first is that at the same time as administrators at my chosen research site were in the 

process of publically rationalizing their installation of an on-campus ENS, campus 

violence constituted a media spectacle. Indeed, following Kellner (2008), the above-
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 As inclusion of the prefix (re) is meant to indicate, my claim is not that the current historical juncture is 

the first during which shooting-deaths on post-secondary campuses have sparked action in the name of 

crime prevention and/or campus safety. In the Canadian context, for example, the shooting-deaths of 

fourteen women by a male engineering student (who also shot and killed himself) on December 6, 1989 at 

École Polytechnique in Montréal, Québec and the killing of four Engineering faculty by a professor (who 

was sentenced to life in prison) at Concordia University on August 24, 1992 informed the discursive 

context which led both the Canadian federal government to institute the long-gun registry and to changes to 

police response protocols to such emergency situations on campuses (see, Gregory and Sabra 2012).    
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 On this day, a 25-year-old man who was not a student walked onto the Dawson College campus in 

Montréal, Québec, Canada and began a twenty-minute shooting spree that left one student (Anastasia 

DeSousa) dead and several others wounded.  The shooter, Kimveer Gill, also shot and killed himself. 
67

 This discursive expansion noted, in Ontario at this time, this context included the shooting-death of a 

male high school student by two peers at a high school in Toronto on May 23, 2007 and the shooting-death 

of a male student in Etobicoke (a suburb of Toronto) twelve days later on April 5 (Howells 2012: 114).  
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noted shootings at Virginia Tech provided a platform from which an array of people 

made claims about inter alia university administrators’ social-legal responsibilities to 

stop (if not prevent) such tragedies. As foreshadowed above, closer to home, this same 

event temporally intersected with those at Dawson College and was used by some people 

to (re)propel nationalist-inflected debates about guns laws and law enforcement responses 

to shootings on campuses (for example, Orangeville Citizen 2007; see also, Gregory and 

Sabra 2012). The specific claim here is that 2007 may be identified as a turning point 

regarding diffusion of precautionary logics and techniques vis-à-vis campus safety.  

Foreshadowing the analysis presented in Chapter Four of this dissertation, in 

addition to raising questions about the lopsided diffusion of Canadian pace American 

constructions of social problems (see, Sacco and Ismaili 2001), the claim here is that 

institutional ‘solutions’ are most likely to become sanctioned when framed in ways that 

resonate with emotional, interpretive and/or behavioural norms (Loseke 2007, 2009) and 

when multiple claims-makers argue for their relevance (see also, Cook and Skogan 

1990). Indeed, in the present case, it was around this same time (circa 2009) that use of 

ENS technologies began to gain discursive popularity within the Ontario, Canada 

university context – a construction that is at least discursively linked to the above-noted 

media spectacle surrounding Virginia Tech. In this sense, a central finding of this 

dissertation is that even in locales where high-profile instances of school violence (i.e. 

rampage school shootings) are not an immediately-experienced reality, university leaders 



 

70 

 

have been convinced to re-configure “the safety-related physical, administrative and 

policy infrastructure of their campuses” (Rasmussen and Johnson 2008: 6).
68

  

Before introducing the specific institution that forms the focus of this case study, 

a second point that I want to address is that, following the above discussion, I run the risk 

of being read as maintaining and adding to the disproportionate attention paid to 

constructions of school violence as a growing social problem. Stated otherwise, in light 

of claims that “academic… publications [related to school violence and including my 

own] actively participate in generating public fears,” I must address the seeming 

contradiction between problematizing claims-making about putative social problems 

while simultaneously participating in that same process (Lindle 2008:28). As I 

understand it, there are a number of ways to address this concern. For instance, I can 

challenge claims that rates of violence were significantly lower in schools during earlier 

times by studying incident reports of school boards from a historical perspective in order 

to claim that, in fact, there has been a qualitative and quantitative shifts in this actual 

social problem. Alternatively, I might avoid concentrating on extremely visible acts of 

violence (i.e. school shootings) and instead highlight claims about the historically 

oppressive aspects of educational policies as a way to underscore claims that school 

violence is a pervasive and embedded social problem, which includes actual acts of 

violence beyond those perpetuated by students (recall, Adams 2000; Henry 2000). I have 
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 In this regard, consider that ENS technologies are now common across the American and Canadian 

university landscape and that at some Canadian universities, one component of the process of testing their 

emergency communication protocols includes staging mock shootings (see, Joly 2007) while at others it 

includes screening dramatic “active shooter” videos to students and staff  (see, University of Alberta 2014). 
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chosen a different route, however: to analyze documented claims made by differently-

situated stakeholders about the purportedly best ways to address this real problem.
69

  

This methodological decision is informed by my agreement that as sociologists 

our primary analytic interest is not material referents, but rather the ways these are 

“conceptualized, talked about, theorized, explained, legislated against, reported on, 

evaluated, and feared in certain historically and culturally specific ways” (Goode and 

Ben-Yehuda 2011: 24). How, as Tudor (2003: 243) suggests, within “given time periods 

and in particular socio-cultural contexts, specific modes of emotionality are widely 

practised, actively traded upon, and routinely expected of members of a social 

collectivity” (original emphases). Stated otherwise, my intention is not to promote 

understandings of techno-securitized campuses as a misdirected tactics, but rather to 

explore some of the “multiple forces, tendencies, [and] pressures [at] play… in the search 

for… ‘solution[s]’” (Clarke 2008: 125). More so, my intention is to highlight the 

sociological significance of my finding that insofar as administrative and student solution 

claims form the basis for further claims-making, they are entangled in processes of 

institutional securitization – they are, in other words, constituted of and by an assemblage 

of sometimes overlapping, sometimes competing, claims and logics that shape 

institutional narratives. 

That said, this focus may be read as an argument that because solution claims are 

discursively contingent, then the actual phenomena in relation to which they are framed 

(i.e. acts of violence on campuses, including but not limited to shooting-deaths and 
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 Recall that in this dissertation, I use the term real (and its derivatives) to “denote those dimensions of 

social life that produce consequences; shape attitudes and policy; define the effects of crime and criminal 

justice; generate fear, avoidance and pleasure and [otherwise] alter the lives [and structures] of those 

involved” (Ferrell et al. 2004: 4). 
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sexualized violence) also are ‘mere’ rhetorical constructions (recall Gubrium and 

Holstein 2008: 8). Stated otherwise, I acknowledge that by problematizing techno-

securitized campuses, I may be read as disparaging the insights and experiences of key 

stakeholders (e.g. students, parents, faculty, administrators) who support more cops and 

cameras, for examples, as important preventative tactics by, instead, reproducing a form 

of “virtual victimhood” that side-steps “the pain of the bereaved and focus[es] instead on 

conflicting claims about how society should run ” (Peelo 2006: 170).
70

 To be clear, and 

as supported by the analyses offered in Chapter Five of this dissertation, my intention is 

not to discount these aspects of claims-making processes, but rather to underscore my 

finding that, like social problems, some solutions are taken up and supported not only for 

their efficacy (however assumed and/or measured), but also because they resonate with 

normative ways of interpreting and structuring our social environments.  

Below I elaborate my discussion of discursive linkages between event-cases and 

institutional narratives. In keeping with the above discussion, my claim in this regard is 

not that particular reality constructions are inherently transformative. Rather, below I 

maintain that like other institutions, universities are constituted by and of, inter alia, 

historical event-cases. As social entities, this is to say, universities are “mediatized” 

(Doyle 2006: 874).
71

 Following this reading, we require further inquiries into the inter-

textual aspects of institutional crises and stated solutions.   
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 Following Peelo (2006) virtual victimhood is encouraged via authorial techniques (e.g. repetition, 

defamiliarization, objectification) that invite people to identify with the emotions of people immediately 

affected by ‘mega-cases’.  When juxtaposed with concepts like landmark narratives (Duwe 2005), Peelo’s 

(2006 170) point is that “social commentary [about social problems] is shaped by virtual emotions arising 

out of a manufactured victimhood” (original emphasis).  
71

 As I read it, this is an argument about the importance of scholarship that “extends beyond [analyses of] 

media materials and content to the… integration of [popular] perspectives into our major social institutions 

and everyday activities” and vice versa (Altheide 1996: 60; see also, Gusfield 1989: 439). 
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3.2 Institutions 

In this section, I develop my reading of events-cases (i.e. sanctioned statements 

about real-world incidents) as implicated in constructions of public institutions as key 

sites of social problems and the constitution of institutional representatives as moral 

regulatory objects and subjects. Methodologically, I understand Phillips and Hardy 

(2002: 54) as making this point when they suggest that our aim as social constructionist 

scholars is to “to identify some of the discursive foundations on which seemingly ‘solid’ 

entities… are built…and to cast light on how an organization’s environment changes as 

new subject positions are established – sometimes unexpectedly – as the result of new 

meanings.” To begin this discussion, I introduce my chosen research site. Next, I situate 

this institution in relation to key events noted in related literatures as shaping the history 

of this university and, more broadly, as situating Canadian universities within what some 

scholars refer to as a military-prison-education-industrial complex (see, Giroux 2005).
 72

 

In the first regard, Carleton University (hereafter Carleton) is the institution I have 

chosen as my main research site. As of 2014, Carleton is one of two publically-funded 

universities in Canada’s capital city (Ottawa, Ontario) and the Association of Universities 

and Colleges of Canada (2014) lists Carleton as one of thirty-two universities in Ontario 

and one of ninety-eight member institutions.
73

 Relative to its national, provincial and 

local counterparts, as of the 2011-2012 academic year, Carleton is categorized as a 
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 Please note that the ensuing narrative owes much to my readings of Neatby and McEown’s (2002) text, 

Creating Carleton. That said, I do not pretend that this account is either comprehensive or definitive. 
73

 There are five post-secondary educational institutions in Ottawa, three (Augustine College, Dominican 

College, Saint Paul University) are largely privately-funded institutions with religious mandates. Cross-

institutional affiliations complicate these divisions, however. For example, on July 1, 1965, Saint Paul 

became affiliated with the University of Ottawa and on August 20, 2012 Dominican College and Carleton 

University announced an affiliation agreement whereby, inter alia, “[n]on-ecclesiastical programs and 

academic degrees offered at Dominican will become part of Carleton’s Institutional Quality Program and 

be subject to approval by Carleton’s Senate” (Carleton University 2012: para 1).  
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medium-sized research and teaching university, with an enrolment of “more than 25,000 

full- and part-time students from every province and more than 100 countries around the 

world” (Carleton University 2011: 21).  

With these current facts noted, consider that Carleton began as a secular college in 

a historic-geographic milieu wherein post-secondary education was closely affiliated with 

religion. More to the point, Carleton’s earliest supporters were local community members 

– mostly civil servants and businessmen – who, at the beginning of the 1940s, saw a need 

to expand the educational opportunities of the city’s “less fortunate” (Neatby and 

McEown 2002: 4). At this time, this group was thought to include young men who 

relinquished their educational pursuits to attain gainful employment, as well as local 

youth who, after high school, moved to Montréal, Québec (McGill University) or 

Kingston, Ontario (Queen’s University) because – for religious and/ or academic reasons 

– they did not want to attend the University of Ottawa (4). 

Drawing on his status as one of the nation’s most distinguished academics to 

garner the backing of prominent community members, Henry Marshall Tory (Carleton’s 

first president) established the Ottawa Association for the Advancement of Learning in 

1942.
74

 In 1943, this association was incorporated, thus becoming a business legally 

entitled to collect monies and accountable for the allocation of those funds. As Neatby 

and McEown (2002: 8) note, this event, “mean[t] that the [coming] college could operate 

as a business, accountable to the board and the association for its financial operations.”  
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 Please refer to Corbett (1992) for a discussion of Tory’s life, including but not limited to Tory’s role in 

helping form Khaki College in Great Britain as a way to help ensure that Canadian soldiers serving during 

World War I had access to continuing educational opportunities.  
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When situated into relation to discussions presented in Chapter One of this 

dissertation, I understand this move as having implications beyond this bicameral 

approach to governance. Specifically, I suggest, it points to Carleton’s simultaneous 

positioning as Ottawa’s first “undenominational college” and as the first post-secondary 

institution in the province with an explicitly corporate beginning (Neatby and McEown 

2002: 7).
75

 In other words, Carleton’s early incorporation suggests that corporate 

universities are not as novel as some scholars would have us believe (recall, Tuchman 

2009; see also, Côté and Allahar 2011; Pringle and Huisman 2011).
76

 More generally, 

this move suggests that universities (perhaps especially those institutionalized post-World 

War II) have always been shaped by an (in)security logic. 

To begin to substantiate this latter assertion à propos Canadian universities, and 

Carleton specifically, consider that just one year prior to the opening of Carleton College, 

the Canadian government “issu[ed] on 1 October 1941… the ‘Post-Discharge Re-

Establishment Order… which promised all veterans of World War II rehabilitation 

assistance” (Neary 1998a: 6). The imputing rationale of this Order was to circumvent 

socio-economic difficulties associated with the transition to peacetime following World 

War I. In particular, the main architects and supporters of this legislation were adamant 

that, upon demobilization, World War II veterans would be reintegrated into the nation’s 

labour force via farming (Veterans Land Act 1942), education (Veterans Rehabilitation 
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 At this time, there were eleven universities in Ontario. In alphabetical order, they were: Dominican 

University College (1900); McMaster University (1887); Nipissing University (1909); OCAD University 

(1876); Queen’s University (1841); Royal Military College of Canada (1876); University of Ottawa (1848); 

University of Toronto (1827); University of Western Ontario (1878); University of Windsor (1857); 

Wilfrid Laurier University (1911). 
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 To be clear, this is not a denial that there have been quantitative and qualitative shifts vis-à-vis 

corporatization of Canadian universities in recent years. Indeed, in Chapter Four of this dissertation, I, too, 

speak to findings about corporate (re)structuring of university campuses vis-à-vis campus safety. 



 

76 

 

Act 1945) or small business (Veterans Business and Profession Loans Act 1946) loans 

and opportunities (see also, Neary 2010).
77

 

In the context of the present discussion, the point here is that these international 

wars and related federal “promise[s] of financial support for veterans had [clear 

implications]… for… Canadian universities” generally and for Carleton in particular 

(Neary 1998b: 110). In relation to the first point, consider that post-World War II – and 

notwithstanding the constitutional fact that in Canada education falls under provincial 

jurisdiction (except in the case of First Nations) – university administrators across the 

country submitted a number of reports which all supported one main message:  

Ottawa had a national responsibility in relation to veterans and there was no 

constitutional barrier to national public spending in the field of education to meet 

this obligation. Indeed, the dominion government could keep its promise to 

veterans [and the wider society] only by investing in universities on a countrywide 

basis. (115, emphases added) 

 

In other words, at this broad institutional level, there are discursive linkages to be traced 

between governance of higher education and nation (re)building (Neary 1998b: 112).
78

  

At a more specific institutional level, these historical facts promoted Carleton’s 

early enthusiasts to make a number of fiscally-risky decisions which, ultimately, helped 

to ensure that by 1948 “almost half of the students at Carleton were veterans” (Neatby 

and McEown 2003: 61); by 1957 Carleton College was re-designated as Carleton 

University (42); and by the late 1950s Carleton was eligible to receive federal grants 

reserved for nondenominational post-secondary educational institutions to offset losses 
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 For a detailed and succinct summary of these and related Acts, please refer to Neary (2004: 9-14).  
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 For more recent discussions of these linkages, consider Gregory and Sabra’s (in press, 2012) findings 

that insofar as Kimveer Gill’s actions are equated by Canadian Broadcasting Corporations employees with 

those of the Taliban, the shootings at Dawson College in Montréal, Québec on September 13, 2006 have 

been used as a justifying frame for war and nationalist discourses about ‘benevolent’ Canadians. 
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associated with what was, by then, the graduation of large numbers of veterans (36). As a 

result, during the 1950s and into the 1960s, Carleton’s administrators received a 

combination of public and private subsidies which provided some respite from mounting 

debts associated with the school’s early establishment and physical expansion. From an 

institutional perspective, then, these were exciting times: buildings were being erected 

and financial subsidies seemed endless.  

Of course, the 1960s are associated with other events related to universities. For 

example, it was during this time that large numbers of ‘baby boomers’ began graduating 

from secondary schools. This demographic shift intersected with a burgeoning techno-

economic system and culminated in projections that university applications would triple 

during that decade (Neatby and McEown 2002: 106; Bell 1999: 220). Again, key 

stakeholders interpreted these events – alone and together – as necessitating expansion of 

the nation’s post-secondary educational sector. As a result, community colleges began to 

spring up in Ontario (Dennison and Gallagher 1986) and  the Committee of Presidents of 

Provincially Assisted Universities and Colleges of Ontario (renamed in 1971 as Council 

of Ontario Universities) emerged and proposed that university expansion required, inter 

alia, capital grants based on ‘formula financing’.
79

  

Another major trend attributed to universities during 1960s is augmented 

militancy of – and against – faculty and students. In support of this claim, Hewitt (2002a, 
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 As Neatby and McEown (2002: 110) explain, this model of fund distribution (which is still in place) 

allocates monies to individual universities by multiplying a basic income unit (determined by political-

economic contingencies) by the “weight” of student enrolments at different levels (i.e. undergraduate 

versus graduate) and across different faculties (i.e. Arts versus Science). Following Neatby and McEown, 

at the same time as it supports increases in student enrolments (especially at the graduate level of the 

Sciences), formula financing is not objective (e.g. according to what criteria are the Humanities evaluated 

as literally less valuable than the Sciences) and it helps ensure that relatively less established universities 

like Carleton receive less financial support than their counterparts with larger, more diverse and established 

graduate and professional programming (121). 
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2002b) suggests that due to their contradictory roles as sites for fostering support for, and 

critiques of, the status quo as well as their centrality to the nation’s media, business, and 

government sectors, Canadian universities have regularly been targeted as sites for 

official counter-subversion. Specifically, Hewitt (2000: 195) finds that since at least 1917 

and until 1984 (when this aspect of the RCMP was transferred to the Canadian Security 

Intelligence Service), “Mounties travelled to [Canadian] university campuses on a regular 

basis to spy, collect information, meet with sources, cover special lectures, and… sit in 

on the occasional class.”  

According to Hewitt (2000, 2002a), prior to the 1960s, such efforts were framed 

with reference to students’ protection from ‘radical’ (read: Communist) faculty. During 

and after the 1960s, however, various events (i.e. the so-called October Crisis and the 

Vietnam War) and related popular representations converged with socio-legal 

conceptions of university students as adults and a general anti-intellectualism and 

culminated in a broadening of the RCMP’s counter-subversive tactics. Specifically, 

Hewitt notes that during this decade “RCMP [employees] made their first appearance[s] 

at the [annual meeting of the] Learneds” (Hewitt 1998: 270) and began enrolling at 

Canadian universities (Hewitt 2002a: 104) to scrutinize claims made within student 

publications (106) and to information-share with official policing agencies (107). 

Succinctly: like other scholars, Hewitt finds that, in Canada (as elsewhere) various ‘anti-

authority’ activities associated with the 1960s have been constructed as evidence that 

both faculty and students are rightful objects and subjects of fear, thus rationalizing 
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formal crime-control policing tactics in these contexts as justifiable and necessary (see 

also, Axelrod 2002).
80

  

I return to this discussion in Chapter Four of this dissertation with reference to 

historical shifts in the ways that campuses are policed. Suffice it to note here that what I 

appreciate most about Hewitt’s (2002a: 41) work is that it suggests that the RCMP’s 

relationship to universities reveals the extent to which the discursive-material 

geographies of public institutions shift in tandem with official responses to current events 

– framed as they are by adversarial notions of threat, risk and security.
81

 In other words, a 

main claim supported by Hewitt’s work – and one that emerges as central to this 

dissertation as well – is that universities are discursive entities which, as such, are 

fundamentally insecure (17). Stated otherwise, what I appreciate most about Hewitt’s 

(1998, 2000, 2002a, 2002b) work is that it articulates links between circulating myths and 

processes of university securitization. 

Linking this discussion more directly to the present case study, Neatby and 

McEown (2002) state that it was against these political-economic backdrops that students 

at Carleton began pursuing, with increased vigor, relative representation and autonomy at 

all levels of the university’s governance structures.
82

 Beginning in the late 1960s and into 

the1970s, this is to say, key stakeholders (including but not limited to students) began to 

push for (and celebrate) a number of institutional reformations which drew directly on 
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 To state this is not to deny that this construction and related tactics were critiqued as affronts to people’s 

democratic liberties (Hewitt 1998: 282). For an example of such (at least representational) resistance, 

please refer to what Hewitt (2000: 209) describes as “[a] crude student [visual] depiction of an even cruder 

RCMP[, r]eprinted courtesy of [Carleton’s student publication] The Carleton, 25 January 1963.” 
81

 I use the term discursive-material to underscore the importance of supplementing social constructionist 

studies with political economic perspectives and vice versa (see, Babe 2010). 
82

 This representation of Carleton’s students as especially engaged is consistent throughout Neatby and 

McEown’s (2002) account of Carleton. I return to this construction in Chapter Five of this dissertation.  
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human rights discourses associated with the 1960s. For example, Neatby and McEown 

credit emergence of a so-called second wave of feminism with institutionalization of 

formal avenues to launch (and refute) allegations of sexual harassment at Carleton, as 

well as at other universities (200). Specifically, they note that during this time, at 

Carleton, claims about sexualized prejudice formed part of the discursive frame used to 

support student-led arguments that if they are to provide a safe learning environment, 

administrators must support institutionalization of a Women’s Centre (207).
83

     

Extending this discussion, Neatby and McEown (2002) note other governance 

changes at Carleton beginning in the 1960s and 1970s. Of particular interest to the 

current project is their mention of shifts from an internal disciplinary ‘honour system’ 

(76) to security staff patrolling campus parking lots (145) and “more traditional… 

policemen… maintain[ing] order” at sporting events (171) and student protests (172). As 

these examples imply, moves from informal to more formal disciplinary mechanisms 

occurred in tandem with the transition of Carleton from a small, private liberal arts 

college to a sprawling, mid-sized public “multiversity” (Neatby and McEown 2002: 

185).
84

 To state this is not to imply a complete eclipsing of ‘informal’ governing models. 

Rather, it is to suggest that shifts from an elite to a mass educational institution were 

commensurate with changes to Carleton’s governing structures, including but not limited 

to those at least framed as related to law and order, safety and security.
 
 

Foreshadowing my analysis of these governing techniques as constitutive of more 

than administrative efforts to ensure students’ safety (Chapter Four), presently I turn to 
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 As discussed in Chapter Five of this dissertation, a similar claim is made by students about what they 

deem as the administrative need to support a student-run sexual assault centre. Of particular note in the 

present case is that these claims include the support of the now established Carleton Womyn’s Centre.  
84

 As per Fallis (2007), multiversities are those which resemble – in form and function – large businesses. 
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works by scholars who maintain that in a context of relative financial abandonment, as a 

whole and since the 1970s, Ontario universities have turned to the corporate sector for 

sustenance and guidance. At the student level, Neatby and McEown (2002: 206) attribute 

this trend to relinquishment of students’ in statu pupillary status during the 1960s, a 

generalized sense of economic insecurity (and related student activism) during the 1970s 

and emergence of a contractual ethos which constitutes “[s]tudents… as clients, paying 

fees for expected services.” Stated more directly, and again foreshadowing claims made 

in the analysis chapters that are the focal points of this dissertation, these events may be 

considered as precursors to – and constitutive of – diffuse pressures felt by university 

administrators and students to manage the reputations of their respective institutions.     

Returning to the present discussion, Neatby and McEown (2002: 186) note that 

the 1970s “began with high rates of inflation and unemployment… [and a] government 

[that sought] to limit its commitment to higher education.” As elsewhere, at Carleton, this 

political-economic reality is said to have incited introduction of “a more open[ly] 

administrative environment” which included formation of various committees to assess 

how best to proceed to what was projected to be the coming decade (at least) of “fiscal 

restraint” (189, 193). Within related literatures, these trends are described as coming to a 

head in Ontario during the ‘Common Sense Revolution’: the period from 1995 to 2003 

when a newly elected Progressive Conservative government sought “to address the…  

provincial deficit by reducing government expenditures while simultaneously reducing 

government revenues through [tax] cuts” (Jones 2004: 40; see also, Sears 2003). In 

particular, during this time, the provincial Conservative government introduced “greater 

institutional flexibility in determining tuition levels” and a “shift in… support from 
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public (government) to private (students and their families) sources became a key theme 

of Ontario higher education reforms” (Jones 2004: 44). Succinctly: this era is closely 

associated with tendencies (and needs) for university administrators to turn to private 

sources for income, collaboration and institutional differentiation (45).  

Methodologically, the claim here is that the above-noted trends point to an 

infusion of marketing rationalities into university spaces, which are analyzable with 

reference to  

inter alia, a fixation [at the institutional level] with the measurement, quantification 

and ‘benchmarking’ of seemingly all aspects of university life; the invention of a 

plethora of new ‘performance indicators’ (not to mention the creation of a whole 

new vocabulary to enable the new auditor-experts to assess and rank ‘quality’ and 

‘excellence’) and an explosion of new league tables to render commensurable 

hitherto unimaginable phenomena... [which] must now be scrutinized, quantified, 

statistically ranked and ‘rendered visible’ either to the consumer or, as in most 

cases, to the anonymous gaze of the State and its bureaucratic machinery. (Shore 

and Wright 2004: 100)  

 

Using different language, other scholars read these trends as representative of the 

corporatization-militarization of universities (recall, Entin 2005: 26; Lutz 2002: 723; 

Saltman 2007). Rhetorical divergences aside, the common claim here is that the past four 

decades mark a discernible crisis vis-à-vis post-secondary education (Côté and Allahar 

2011; Nelson and Wei 2012; Schuetze and Bruneau 2004; Usher and Dunn 2009).
85
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 Following Côté and Allahar (2011), this crisis is marked by debates about the role of the university, with 

some people maintaining that the purpose of higher education is to produce workers to support local and 

national economies and other people maintaining that the primary role of universities is to educate people 

to be open-minded and critical citizens. From this latter perspective, higher education is not a private good; 

rather, it and those who pursue it are “servant[s] of the community” (25). More concretely, Côté and 

Allahar explain this crisis as marked by low levels of public funding, high enrolment rates, and few jobs, 

which together bolster a “credentialist approach to universities” (92). More broadly, the claim here is that 

these trends point to the extents to which liberal notions of education and citizenship are “endangered by 

the penny-pinching and short-sighted policies of right-wing governments” – that is, a diffuse neo-liberalist 

rationality (Hewitt 2002a: 216; see also, Giroux 2002; Lyons and Drew 2006).  
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Below I detail the specific research method (document analysis) and technique 

(discourse tracing) I employ to develop these claims in the context my case study of the 

techno-securitization of Carleton. Before that, I want to reiterate that if, like Côté and 

Allahar (2011), we attribute this crisis to the rise of so-called corporate universities, then 

Carleton’s early incorporation (see above), for example, challenges depictions of this as a 

wholly new crisis. More broadly, if we agree with Hunt’s (1999: 200-1) depiction of 

crises as “the existence of strains or tensions within some social field such that it 

becomes increasingly problematic for people to continue in the way in which they have 

been accustomed,” then the decided crisis facing universities is more than enduring; it is 

constitutive of and by institutional narratives, which are themselves shaped and re-shaped 

by event-cases (i.e. the timing and documentation of real-world incidents).
86

  

I develop this reasoning in the next sub-section of this chapter via engagement 

with academic claims about the role of documents in reality construction. This discussion 

leads me to make a case for research by which analysts follow discursive constructions of 

phenomena longitudinally and across (con)texts. A main claim I make in this regard is 

that sorting and analyzing documented claims chronologically and in relation to the 

institutional positioning of their authors further supports conceptions of security not as a 

static state of being, but rather a way of doing – as an action and a process (recall, 

Balzacq 2012; Valverde 2011). Stated otherwise, I understand these techniques as 

facilitating my impending explorations of the contextual contingencies that shape the 

ways certain claims – including but not limited to those framed in relation to institutional 

security and personal safety – get taken up, dropped and/or outright dismissed. 
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 Indeed, one implication of the above discussion is that universities are routinely (re)narrated vis-à-vis 

security. 
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3.3 Documents 

In this final sub-section, I return to LeGreco and Tracy’s (2009: 1538) work to 

suggest the utility of document analysis generally and discourse tracing specifically to 

scholarly explorations of the ways institutional “policies and practices are constituted by 

agents with differential [social] power.”  I begin with a brief discussion of the productive 

and constitutive aspects of documents. Next, I outline characteristics of discourse tracing. 

As above, throughout I weave in pertinent details of the present case study. 

With regards to the first task, consider Del Rosso’s (2011) finding that what can 

and cannot be said and what is and is not accepted as reality is highly contingent on 

people’s access, or not, to texts, as well as to the geographic sites of their (re)production 

(170).
87

 Specifically, Del Rosso maintains that “context [is best understood] as the 

cultural and institutional resources that claims-makers employ to construct claims” (166; 

recall, Loseke 2007, 2009). Following this conceptualization, context includes both a 

range of documents (and circulating interpretations thereof) and – perhaps especially 

when textual meanings are in dispute – the social locations (e.g. institutional affiliations) 

of claims and claims-makers. This, Del Rosso notes, is because “it is only through social 

activity that the meaning of a text becomes a [relatively] fixed point of reference” – that 

is, a resource for further claims-making (171, original emphasis). 

There are significant ways in which this re-conceptualization is said to build on 

and extend from the contextual constructionist variant of social constructionism reviewed 
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 Del Rosso (2011: 170) does not offer readers with a formal definition of texts, but he does describe 

written accounts, charts, and visual images as examples thereof. To think through these differences, I turn 

to Altheide (1996: 2) who describes documents as “any symbolic representation[s] that can be recorded or 

retrieved for analysis.” Bringing these depictions together, I understand documents as the umbrella under 

which texts are situated. Paralleling my earlier discussion of cases, I also agree with Altheide that texts 

become documents when someone deems them interesting and relevant, and when they are retrievable (2). 
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in Chapter Two of this dissertation. Namely, Del Rosso (2011: 169) suggests, it 

challenges trite demarcations of context as either “resources that circulate amongst sites 

of social problems work” or as “a social force behind or above claims-makers.” In 

particular, as I read it, this conceptualization requires analysts to move beyond content 

analyses toward exploration of the uses and effects of documents – that is, the ways 

documents are informed by, and inform, discourses (see also, Prior 2004, 2008).
88

  

In support of this position, I turn to LeGreco and Tracy’s (2009: 1522) discussion 

of “tracing discourse” as a methodologically-informed means to explore “how various 

levels of discourse interact… with one another to create or transform a certain 

phenomenon, policy, or action over time.” In particular, I welcome LeGreco and Tracy’s 

model of critical discourse analysis because it incorporates more than media documents 

as possible data sources
89

 and because it emphasizes discursive appropriation and related 

power relations associated with institutional transformation.
90

 Pragmatically, I appreciate 

that methodological transparency is offered as a keystone of this research technique and, 
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 As this citation should make evident, it is not that numbers do not matter to discourse analysts, but rather 

that the aim is to focus on issues of power and change, thus, propelling analyses “beyond [consideration of] 

the number of utterances, items or classifications present [in collected data sources]… toward asking how 

and why [particular issues] came into being and how various levels of discourse play a role in their creation 

and transformation” (LeGreco and Tracy 2009: 1522, original emphases). 
89

 My inclusion of ‘more than media documents’ is a nod to Altheide’s (1996, 2000, 2002, 2009a) 

reasoning that because contemporary life is highly documented (i.e. widely-accessible via electronic 

information databases) and mediated (i.e. shaped by hyper-reality), it is imperative that we analyze media 

documents for how they influence understandings of our social worlds – a process which Altheide refers to 

as tracking (pace tracing) discourse. 
90

 In light of this depiction, Phillips and Hardy (2002: 4) note that discourse analysts are connected via their 

acceptance that language is constitutive of reality, that “the constitutive effects of discourse [are 

discernible] through the structured and systematic study of texts” and that the meaning of documents 

“emanat[es] out of interactions between social groups and the complex societal structures in which the[y 

are] embedded.” Against these background assumptions, Phillips and Hardy divide discourse analyses into 

four types, according to their differing empirical (text pace context) and theoretical (constructivist pace 

critical) emphases (20). Of particular interest here, Phillips and Hardy maintain that what distinguishes 

critical discourse analysis from its interpretative, social and critical-linguistic counterparts is that adherents 

direct relative attention at the distal contextual contingencies (i.e. participants’ social class and the 

institutional sites) within and through which documents and agents, for example, are constituted as more or 

less “power[ful] and privilege[d]” (20). 
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as such, LeGreco and Tracy provide specific research design, management, analysis, and 

evaluation procedures associated with discourse tracing. 

In the first respect, recall that LeGreco and Tracy (2009: 1524) suggest designing 

case studies with reference to “a turning point or rupture in the scene.” After choosing an 

event-case and situating it in relation to relevant scholarly literatures, researchers are 

advised to collect documents which span micro (i.e. talk), meso (i.e. policy) and macro 

(i.e. norms) sites (1525).
91

 Of course, this makes intuitive sense; insofar as discourse 

tracing involves following the use of language across discursive sites, this requires 

collection of a range of documents related to the case in question.   

At this juncture, it is useful to introduce, in relative detail, the documents used to 

propel my analyses of administrative (Chapter Four) and student (Chapter Five) claims 

about techno-security reconfigurations made to Carleton’s campus. In relation to 

LeGreco and Tracy’s (2009) demarcation of documents (see above), my collected 

documents include, in the first respect, articles published within administratively-

produced (i.e. Carleton Now) and student-led (i.e. the Charlatan) newspapers.
92

 In the 

second category, my data sources include a university-wide safety audit, Towards a 

Culture of Safety (Carleton University 2008a) and accompanying document, 2008 

Carleton University Personal Safety Survey: Quantitative Results (Carleton University 
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 It is important to note that LeGreco and Tracy (2009) do not offer this research procedure as a means by 

which to ensure conformity to common understandings of triangulation: use of multiple ‘checks’ to 

increase the confidence with which researchers claims can be assessed as “right” or not (Stake 1995: 

Chapter Seven). Rather, LeGreco and Tracy (2009: 1526) rationalize collection of multiple documents as a 

way to ensure that our case studies are descriptively rich and indigenously faithful (see also, Atkinson and 

Delamont 2008; Mathison 1988). I return to this point in the conclusion to this chapter. 
92

 When I began this research, I visited Carleton’s campus weekly to collect hard copies of these 

publications. However, during the tenure of this research, both these sources became available online. As of 

June 2014, people can electronically download full issues the Charlatan from May 2011 onward and can 

search for individual articles published since February 2009. As of this same time, online issues of 

Carleton Now are available from April 2003 onward. In cases where there is an online version of an article 

available, this is what is included in the bibliography for this research. 
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2008b).
93

 With regards to those related to institutional norms, I collected a range of 

documents to situate my chosen event (i.e. installation of an ENS) and institution (i.e. 

Carleton University) in relation to their provincial, national and international 

counterparts: safety audits and reports produced for and published by other Ontario post-

secondary institutions (i.e. York University 2010); articles published about these and 

related safety initiatives within more popular (i.e. CBC) news sources, for examples.  

There are three comments to be made with regards to this data set. First, again, 

collection of this range of documents is meant to facilitate analyses that blur the 

boundaries between case and context. Specifically, part of my reasoning for situating 

internally-generated documental representations of techno-securitization of Carleton in 

relation broader discourses is to make clear that my identification of Carleton as a useful 

research site is meant neither to imply that my chosen research site is idiosyncratic nor to 

deny that it stands out in some regards. For example, following the discussions laid out in 

previous sub-sections of this chapter, at the same time as Carleton is but one university 

where installation of an ENS is deemed an institutional necessity, it also may be read as 

an early example of a corporatized university.  

Second, the majority of documents used to propel this case study are available 

online and thus to anyone with internet access, time and motive to do similar searches.
94
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 Since first finding these documents via Carleton’s central webpage in September 2009, and printing them 

for future reference, their original uniform resource locators (URL) have disappeared and not been 

replaced. In other words, these documents are no longer widely available.    
94

 This is not always the case, however. For example, and as noted above, I can no longer find Carleton’s 

safety audit and accompanying survey document online (see footnote 93). Other documents also were ‘lost’ 

during the tenure of this research. As with the above-noted audit, and as elaborated below, I have included 

these documents only when I have obtained a hard copy. One other data source is of interest here: Surviving 

U (Coalition for a Sexual Assault Support Centre 2013a). As elaborated in Chapter Five, I obtained this 

source during the later stages of this research when I attended a publically advertised event and while it is 

not available online, it is available upon request from members of this Coalition.      
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As I interpret it, there are two corollaries of the public positioning of these data sources. 

The first is that ensuring institutional anonymity (including that of cited claims-makers) 

is not a research necessity and the second is that these documents may be interpreted as 

representative of the institutional images their authors wish to project to past, current and 

prospective students and employees, as well as to the more general public (see also, 

Tuchman 2009: 19).  

The more methodological claim here is that while I appreciate arguments that 

interviews help to facilitate analyses of people’s inter-subjective understandings of the 

phenomena we study and that a sole focus on documents omits possibilities for analyzing 

the challenges, debates and disagreements which precede documentation (see, Burnham 

et al. 2008: Chapter Seven; Tansey 2009), I  maintain that these critiques fail to take 

seriously the constitutive aspects of documents (recall, Del Rosso 2011; Prior 2004, 

2008). As Atkinson and Coffey (2004: 69) note, “[d]ocumentary realities, based on 

complex inter-linkages between documents, create their own versions of hierarchy and 

legitimate authority” and, thus, can be studied in their own right (original emphases). To 

state this is not to claim that documents “determine or constrain precisely how [they will] 

be read” or taken up in further claim-making activities, but rather to reiterate the 

importance of exploring the institutional effects of documents (72; recall, Altheide 1996; 

Doyle 2006; Gusfield 1989: 439).  

Third, as LeGreco and Tracy (2009: 1526) note, research which follows this 

process “can be a lengthy endeavor” and, as a result, it is likely that during the research 

process some data will become “either forgotten, lost, or hidden from the public eye.” 

This may be especially true when the main source of one’s primary data is documents 
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retrieved from the World Wide Web and/or those about social technologies which 

continually require upgrades. I return to this point in Chapter Four of this dissertation. 

Suffice it to make two sub-points here. First, I had to set workable boundaries around the 

timeframe of this case study and second, as noted above, some documents I collected for 

this project were no longer retrievable during the editing stages of this research.  

In the first regard, I stopped collecting the bulk of documents used to propel this 

dissertation in January 2012, which I identify as another institutional ‘turning point’; as 

noted in Chapter Five of this dissertation, it was at this point that a discursive 

convergence emerged between administrative and student claims about how best to 

achieve a safe campus environment.
95

 Regarding the virtual disappearance of documents, 

consider that, in cases where I had printed hard copies of these sources, I have included 

them in this dissertation. However, there were times when these data had to be omitted 

from the current research. For example, this was the case in instances where the 

documents were produced by businesses that develop technologies such as on-campus 

ENS (for example, Mitel Networks Corporation. n.d.). This difficulty noted, it is 

significant that these missing documents do not change claims made in this dissertation; 

rather, insofar as they were replaceable with similar examples, they suggest that 

university-corporate partnerships vis-à-vis campus safety are ongoing, if not pervasive.   

Returning to LeGreco and Tracy’s (2009: 1526) explanation of discourse tracing, 

chronological ordering of collected documents is offered as an integral data management 
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 During the final stages of this research, I did collect additional documents. For example, in Chapter Four 

of this dissertation I refer to documented representations of technologies promoted by other universities as 

helping to ensure student safety (McMaster University 2013; Queen’s University 2012; York University 

2013). Similarly, in Chapter Five of this dissertation, I situate student-led claims about how best to achieve 

a safe campus environment in relation to media and academic discussions of two social movements (i.e. 

SlutWalk and Occupy) that were garnering diffuse attention in 2011. 
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technique to discourse tracing, and case studies more generally (see also, Meyer 2001). 

“Simply put,” LeGreco and Tracy (2008: 1528) rationalize, close readings of 

chronologically ordered documents “helps analysts document ‘what’s there’ as well as 

‘what’s not there’” (original emphasis). In other words, this research technique facilitates 

identification of emergent claims, as well as inter-relations and erasures of these across 

time and space. More specifically, and as illustrated especially in Chapter Five of this 

dissertation, temporal ordering of documents facilitates analyses both of the claims they 

contain (content analysis) and those they omit (discourse analysis) and intersections 

between these (shifting) institutional narratives.  

I agree with LeGreco and Tracy (2009: 1528) that chronological ordering allows 

analysts to explore both the ways “texts… enable and/or constrain... discursive practices, 

and which voices and practices are privileged over others.” Nevertheless, I am not 

convinced that chronological ordering is sufficient in these (particularly, the latter) 

regards. Specifically, I find it curious that LeGreco and Tracy do not prompt analysts to 

scrutinize collected documents with an eye to their locations within contextually-specific 

hierarchies and to the positioning(s) of their respective authors. This is because I agree 

with Peräkylä (2008: 366) that these membership categorization tactics are especially 

useful venues to approach “texts as sites for the production and reproduction of social, 

moral, and political orders” while remaining empirically attuned to the ways that what is 

said and by whom is open to dispute. In other words, these (other) techniques provide 

concrete venues for exploring how and why certain claims get taken up, by whom, under 

what conditions, and to what ends (Schegloff 2007: 469; see also, Stokoe 2012). 
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To support this methodological position, I turn to Snow’s (2008: 5) claim that our 

conceptions of phenomena are influenced by their timing and articulated relationships 

with other phenomena. Insofar as Snow references Abbott (2001: 125), the main claim in 

this regard is that “the meaning… of an event is [never] fixed for the duration of 

analysis.” This understanding parallels and extends the discussion of events presented in 

the first sub-section of this chapter. In particular, I read this as more than a claim that 

conceptions of phenomena as events – or turning points – are contingent; rather I read 

Abbott (2001) and Snow (2008) as highlighting the processual, serendipitous and 

reproductive aspects of social life generally and discursive fields in particular.
96

 From 

this perspective, reality is constituted as meaningful via connections and associations 

drawn (or denied) by discursive agents (Abbott 2001: 295; see also, Clarke 2010).  

Returning again to LeGreco and Tracy’s (2009: 1532) methodological 

suggestions, after choosing (read: constructing) a case and chronologically ordering 

collected documents, researchers are advised to formulate a list of questions that allow 

them “to systematically [i.e. intentionally and reflexively] ‘lift out’ patterns and 

arguments from the[ir] qualitative data set[s]” (1532). Beyond noting that these questions 

ought to be philosophically and/or contextually informed and that their purpose is to 

guide analyses of “themes and data that are present… [and] those that may be absent [or] 

marginalized,” LeGreco and Tracy offer little advice (1532). Thus, to clarify the analytic 
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 Following Snow (2008: 10), “discursive fields are constituted when two or more individual or collective 

actors discuss some relevant event or issue.” Snow continues, “discursive fields evolve during the course of 

discussion and debate… about relevant events and issues, and encompass cultural materials (e.g. beliefs, 

values, ideologies, myths) of potential relevance and various sets of actors…whose interests are aligned, 

albeit differently, with the issues or events in question, and who thus have a stake in how the events or 

issues are framed” (22-3). In other words, discursive fields range from more or less consensual and 

contested, to more or less emergent and structured. 
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questions used to guide the present case study, I turn to Valverde’s (2011) framework for 

studying security projects as an assemblage of logics, scopes and techniques. 

In relation to the first, Valverde (2011: 9) suggests the importance of inquiring 

into “the rationale, the objectives, the telos… and… the ethical justifications” used to 

ground claims framed with reference to security (9, original emphases). Next, Valverde 

suggests analysts consider the temporal assumptions upon which such claims rely and if 

“all security measures that are part of [a given discursive security] assemblage… work in 

harmony… or are there structural conflicts” (13)?
97

 Finally, Valverde suggests that 

notwithstanding general affinities found between “who governs… [and] how things or 

people will be governed,” remaining open to the discursive and dialectical aspects of 

security promotes consideration of intersections between various techniques – both 

human and non-human (16, original emphases).  

The main point I take from Valverde’s  (2011) work is that when analyzed closely 

and critically, claims made in the name of security are amalgamations of various types of 

knowledges (see also, Moore and Valverde 2000). As such Valverde (2011) reasons,  

[o]nly a [methodological] framework that is itself dynamic, one that features 

relationships and movements rather than static categories, can capture the fact that 

once a person, group, activity or space comes to be governed under the banner of 

‘security’, the governance process will change the status quo, often with recursive 

effects. (8) 

As I read this assertion, it resonates with claims that our analytic aim is not to offer 

matter-of-fact, causal Truth claims, but rather to “direct… attention, organiz[e] 
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 Valverde (2011: 9) understands this as an extension to governmentality literatures insofar as asking 

questions about scope requires analysts to consider the effects of power in relation to both human beings 

and “the governance of objects, material processes and… hybrids.” At the same time, a focus on the scope 

of a given security project is meant to prompt analysis of legal and less formal jurisdictional assumptions 

that impinge on claims-making projects (14; see also, Valverde 2009). 
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experience, and enabl[e] useful responses” which are themselves always open to re-

negotiation (Turnbull 2002: 318).  

As I read it, this aim is commensurate with epistemological claims that “meaning 

and interpretation are created [and re-created] at multiple levels” (Turnbull 2002: 319). 

Stated otherwise, and in keeping with the main thrust of this third chapter, what Fairburn 

(1999) refers to as “the problem of socially constructed evidence” is not a problem, but 

rather a sociological truism: like reality more broadly, academic theories and related 

claims are socially constructed and thus, necessarily partial and mythical – that is, 

corollaries of “large amount[s] of cultural and political work” (Valverde 2011: 10; recall 

also, Valverde 2006: 25). Following this perspective, one cannot elect to engage, or not, 

the productive and conjoining (i.e. inter-textual) aspects of realities. Rather, as Denzin 

and Lincoln (2004: 42) aver, this is a methodological necessity to be embraced in ways 

that problematize divisive categorizations (i.e. specific versus general; qualitative versus 

quantitative) used to valorize some claims, claims-makers and contexts and not others.  

This is what I have sought to do in this chapter: to highlight my acceptance that at 

least some problem-solution claims have material referents (i.e. shooting-deaths; 

sexualized assaults) and that these are intertwined with and productive of palpable 

(though mediated) events, institutions and documents – all of which are subject to 

ongoing contestation and negotiation. Again, following this understanding, reality is 

constituted via identifiable efforts of multiply-situated agents to enact their social powers. 

It is against this methodological backdrop that in the following two chapters of this 

dissertation I analyze the documented claims of some university administrators (Chapter 

Four) and students (Chapter Five) about how best to ensure a safe campus environment. 
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Chapter 4 

Administrative ‘Solutions’ 

In most discussions…what goes unasked are questions about how emerging relationships 

among public schools, private technology companies and the police connect with the 

larger political economy. 

 (Monahan 2006: 122) 

  

By way of a simultaneous summary and introduction, recall that the purpose of 

this dissertation is to explore some of the processes involved in the rationalization of 

techno-security solutions to the at least discursively growing problem of school violence, 

and that my reasoning for embarking on this research is three-fold. First, by using one 

Canadian university as my entry point into this discussion, my intention is to extend, 

substantively, upon scholarship which tends to be American-centric (Chapter One). 

Second, I seek to engage long-standing sociological scholarship by theorizing techno-

securitized campuses in relation to discourses often referred to by sociologists as moral 

panics, social problems and moral regulation (Chapter Two). Third, I aim to highlight the 

utility of reading documented responses to actual incidents of violence on school grounds 

and related myths for underscoring the mediatized aspects of institutions (Chapter Three). 

In particular, in this fourth chapter I trace and analyze administrative claims about 

how best to ensure campus safety following public knowledge of a sexualized assault that 

occurred on Carleton’s campus in August 2007.
98

 More specifically, below I read 

administrative claims about manipulations made to Carleton’s techno-security 

infrastructure as efforts to discursively transfer responsibility for safe university 
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 Please note that for analytic purposes, herein, I conflate different levels of university administration. For 

example, while in some instances, the focus in on university presidents’ claims, at other times I discuss the 

claims-making activities of university security and marketing directors. 
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environments onto individuals, to boost this institution’s reputation, and to guard against 

accusations that administrators are legally liable for the above-noted and below discussed 

assault of Jane Doe.
99

 Before proceeding, recall that I neither assume nor find these 

processes to be limited to Carleton. And, to preclude such a reading, the ensuing 

discussion is supplemented with examples taken from widely-accessible documents that 

speak to similar trends at other universities in Ontario, Canada, and beyond. 

4.1 Technological Responsiblization  

Just before the beginning of the fall 2007 semester, a female student was attacked 

and assaulted in a building on Carleton’s campus. This act of violence had a number of 

consequences. At the individual level, the young woman (Jane Doe) suffered various 

physical, psychological and economic consequences.
100

 In an article published in a local 

newspaper, for example, she is described as fearful that “public knowledge of the assault 

will cause her and her family to be ostracized from their [religious] community” and 

“hurt her prospects of marriage and a family life” (Seymour 2009: para 19). Here, Jane 

Doe also is described as having abandoned her intention to pursue graduate studies as a 

result of this act of violence (21). 

At the institutional level, this event was made public to readers of the Carleton 

University Newsroom two days after it happened. This statement, which was published 

online on September 3, 2007 opens with responses to typical ‘who’, ‘what’, ‘when’ and 

‘where’ news questions: “In the early hours of Sept. 1, 2007, a Carleton University 

student was sexually assaulted in a lab in the Stacie Building” (Carleton University 2007: 
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 I have published an early version of this analysis and that presented in the next chapter of this 

dissertation (see, Gregory 2012). 
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 As developed later in this chapter, Jane Doe filed a lawsuit against Carleton University seeking financial 

compensation for the numerous injuries suffered as consequence of this assault. 
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para 1). These facts are then used as catalysts for assuring readers both that something is 

being done as a result of this occurrence and that there are specific steps they can take to 

help ensure their personal safety while on campus. In the first regard, readers are told that 

informative posters have been displayed around campus (2) and that campus security 

patrol presence has tripled (4), for example. In the second regard, “students, faculty and 

staff are… urged to use the buddy system and travel with friends after dark” and/or to use 

the escort service provided by University Safety (6). Students, in particular, are advised 

to “seek out emergency phones located across campus if they are feeling threatened” (6). 

This administrative announcement concludes with a list of emergency contact telephone 

numbers and the locations of emergency telephones on campus.   

In addition to these immediate responses, within internally-generated documents, 

the sexualized assault of Jane Doe is described as having other institutional impacts. Of 

particular note, this act of violence is discursively linked with the need for administrators 

to conduct a university-wide safety audit. Indeed, the authors of the final report, Towards 

a Culture of Safety: 2007-08 Personal Safety Audit Report, frame this undertaking with 

reference to “the perception of an increase in incidences [sic] of violence across North 

America, and... [to this] very serious sexual assault on the Carleton University campus” 

(Carleton University 2008a:1).  

This is not to say that this is the only, or the first, way this audit is framed within 

internally-generated documents. In the October 2007 issue of Carleton Now, for example, 

commission of this safety audit is situated in relation to others conducted at Carleton: 

“Since the creation of the Presidential Advisory Committee on Personal Safety in 1987,” 

readers are told, “there have been 26 personal safety audits of the Carleton campus” 
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(Brown 2007: para 2). In each instance, Brown notes, audit findings have informed 

administrative decisions to, for examples, increase the numbers of lights, signs and 

mirrors in and around campus buildings (4).   

More to the point, recent reconfigurations made to Carleton’s campus are 

described part of an ongoing project that dates back to the fall of 1987 when “community 

concerns [were raised about]… six cases of assault on campus” (Carleton University 

2008a: 18). Again, in every instance, the most common recommendations and 

administrative actions are examples of techno-securitization: augmentations made to 

lighting, camera and telephone networks and to the numbers and types of Campus Safety 

employees. In this latter regard, consider that, at Carleton, Special Constable Status was 

granted to university safety guards in 1992 (Carleton University 2008a: 20), use of 

protective equipment (i.e. batons and vests) by campus safety officers was approved in 

1994 (22), and a Student Safety Patrol was established in 1998 (23).
101

 

Typically, such initiatives are endorsed by university administrators as necessary 

steps for ensuring a safe – or at least safer – campus community. And this continues to be 

the case. For example, on August 19, 2008 Carleton’s President and Vice-Chancellor 

made a public announcement concerning the safety measures to be implemented at 

Carleton following findings from the latest institutional safety audit (see, Carleton 

University 2008c). Presumably, the claims made during this announcement mirror those 

published in an article that appeared that same day in Carleton’s online newsroom. Here, 

readers are told that university administrators have invested $1.6 million dollars in their 

efforts to “make [the] campus safer for students and employees this fall” (Carleton 
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 I return to and analyze in more detail these examples in the third sub-section of this chapter in relation to 

academic discussions of trends toward professionalization of University Safety.   
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University 2008d: para 1). These efforts, readers are assured, include “a number of 

upgrades and enhancements to [Carleton’s] network of emergency phones, lighting, 

pathways, signs and closed-circuit television (CCTV) cameras… [as well as] 

introduc[tion of] the use of swipe cards” to access some of the buildings on campus – 

notably two of the science buildings, one of which was the site of the sexualized assault 

noted above (2). Of course, when situated in relation to findings that these initiatives do 

not represent new ways of responding to the problem of violence on campus, their 

imputed preventive logic is questionable.  

I return to this point in Chapter Five of this dissertation via analysis of student-led 

readings of the normalizing aspects of such purported campus safety efforts. In the 

context of the present discussion, I suggest that these modifications made to Carleton’s 

techno-security infrastructure may be interpreted as informed by a reactive-punitive logic 

which discursively transfers responsibility for safe campus environments onto students, 

and to a lesser extent, staff. More so, I highlight readings of this individualizing logic as 

infusing administrative rationalizations of techno-security as a solution to the problem of 

violence generally and to fear of sexualized violence on campuses more specifically.     

In these regards, consider that the stated scope of Carleton’s institution-wide audit 

is personal safety, defined here “in relation to harassment or the fear and perception of 

actual, or the threat of actual, violence, toward a person (or persons) by another 

person(s)” (Carleton University 2008a: 4). There are a few points to make regarding this 

definition. In particular, it may be read as restrictive; despite administrative 

acknowledgment that there are many facets that impact campus safety (e.g. institutional 

policies, practices and services), this definition is especially commensurate with analysis 



 

99 

 

of individual (not institutional) acts of violence and related fears (1-2).
102

 In this regard, 

consider that the stated purpose of the survey upon which Carleton’s latest safety audit is 

based is “to help [administrators] learn more about [respondents’] experiences and views 

on personal safety” (28; see also, Carleton University 2008b: Appendix A). 

Delving deeper into this supplementary report, it becomes evident that this 

definition and aim are especially conducive to supporting a moral panic discourse that 

simultaneously attributes a lack of campus safety to individuals’ ‘misdirected’ 

perceptions and related fears of crimes on campuses on the one hand and buttresses 

claims about the need for techniques to aesthetically and obviously fortify the campus 

environment on the other. In relation to the first point, consider that within this document 

correlations are drawn between respondents’ perceptions of a lack of campus safety and 

their general absence of awareness of the “wide range of programs and services [Carleton 

offers] to enhance safety on campus” (Carleton University 2008a: 7). Specifically, in this 

document, high levels of individual fears about sexualized assaults on campus are linked 

with findings that “[l]ittle over half of female student respondents [to Carleton’s 

university-wide survey] said they knew who to contact on campus if they felt unsafe, 

whereas 84% of female employees knew who to contact” (8). Stated otherwise, here, fear 

(a supposed indicator of personal safety) is represented as indicative of respondents’ – 

perhaps especially female students’– relative lack of knowledge and resourcefulness. 
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 Please note that this definition is in keeping with that found in related academic literatures where fear of 

crime is depicted as “an experience linked to perceived personal risk of victimization” – a perception which 

is inseparable from embodied characteristics such as age, race, gender (del Carmen et al. 2000: 22). In other 

words, a diminished fear of crime is commonly equated with shifts in people’s personal interactions with, 

and readings of, particular environments. This overlap noted, recall that my primary aim in this dissertation 

is not to make claims about the accuracy or not of people’s perceptions (i.e. fears) of crime on campuses or 

elsewhere, but rather, to explore some of the discursive trends that help constitute techno-securitization as a 

reasonable response to the decidedly growing problem of campus violence. 
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Extending this analysis, consider that this administratively-supported depiction 

resonates with research which suggests that students who are aware of campus safety 

initiatives are both more likely than their less knowledgable counterparts to report 

criminal incidents and less likely than these same peers to be fearful of crimes on campus 

(del Carmen et al. 2000). Stated more critically, sanctioned statements about links 

between people’s fears of violence on campuses and their lack of knowledge of related 

institutional initiatives at least discursively divert attention away from any potential 

shortfalls associated with the latter.
103

 More to the point, as I read it, the administratively-

supported implication here is that existing safety-related policies and practices are 

sufficient for addressing – if nothing else – people’s perceptions of campus safety. In 

other words, while they concede that “[p]ersonal safety... [is] a shared responsibility,” the 

(self)represented implication here is that Carleton’s administrators have fulfilled their 

duties in this regard (Carleton University 2008a: 13). 

From this administrative perspective, the best way to respond to the problem of a 

lack of campus safety is to increase the visibility of related initiatives so as to “[create] a 

welcoming environment and [send] a distinct message to people individually and 

collectively that Carleton is an institution that cares” (Carleton University 2008a: 13, 

emphases added). Stated otherwise, the main administrative goal vis-à-vis personal safety 

(as a proxy for campus safety) is to increase the size and presence – that is, the visibility 

– of Carleton’s techno-security infrastructure. Indeed, the majority of suggestions put 

forth in Carleton’s 2007-08 Personal Safety Audit exemplify this logic: development of a 

comprehensive communication plan; co-ordination of safety awareness training 
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programs; doubling the numbers of Student Safety Patrol employees; augmentation to the 

numbers of CCTV cameras on campus; standardization of emergency telephone signs 

across campus, for examples (13-17).  

Recalling Fox and Savage (2009: 1469-73), such initiatives are not only common; 

they are sanctioned ‘best practices.’ Again, to frame these efforts this way is to suggest 

that they are – or have the potential to be – preventative of at least people’s fears of 

violence. Stated more directly, this pervasive representation relies on and reproduces an 

understanding of the problem which occludes the possibility that the very presence of so-

called safety initiatives may increase risk perceptions amongst some segments of the 

target population (recall, Hannah-Moffat and O’Malley 2007; Lupton and Tulloch 1999; 

Walklate and Mythen 2011). At the same time, these suggestions resonate with 

tendencies to conflate safety with surveillance (recall, Lewis 2003: 335). That is, their 

pervasiveness highlights (and perhaps constitutes) institutionally sanctioned acceptance 

of techno-security information-sharing tactics as necessary means to prevent crime – or at 

least mitigate people’s related fears. 

In the context of the present case study, this conflation is made most evident via 

suggestions made within Carleton’s 2007-08 Safety Audit Report to develop a 

comprehensive, up-to-date Safety on Campus website (Carleton University 2008a: 13) 

and a campaign akin to Neighbourhood Watch which asks people to “pre-program the 

university’s safety number in their cell phones” (14). Specifically, what I find interesting 

about these recommendations is that their assumed – and stated – efficacy (for reducing 

feelings of fear) requires voluntary and participatory forms of watching and reporting. As 

such, these recommendations may be read as emblematic of the coming together of 
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community and responsibilization discourses – a blending that situates individuals as the 

ultimate agents of their own and others’ safety, or perceptions thereof. 

To bring this analysis into more direct conversation with related academic 

discussions, consider Wood and Shearing’s (1998: 81) exploratory case study of the 

Personal Safety Awareness Office (PSAO) and related programs at the University of 

Toronto. The main line of argumentation here is that, in this context, conceptions of 

safety are guided by institutional policies (i.e. codes of conduct) taken up in ways that 

complement the existing university infrastructure.
104

 As Wood and Shearing note, at this 

university, at this time, safety is “first and foremost an equity and human rights issue… 

less concerned with moral culpability [e.g. law] than… with reducing risk of future 

insecurity” (85). More specifically, they suggest that when approached through this 

institutional framework, campus safety requires constitution of “responsible university 

‘citizens’ who c[an] be relied upon to play their part[s] in… security networks” (85). 

Explicitly, Wood and Shearing read the work performed under the auspices of the PSAO 

(e.g. workshops and information sessions to educate students, faculty and staff about how 

to avoid potential risks to their safety) as imbued with community and equity (read: 

liberal humanist) assumptions which situate individuals at the center of the campus safety 

problem and a lack of knowledge as the main problem requiring a solution.  

Returning to the present case study in light of these assumed intersections 

between awareness-raising techniques and constitution of responsible subjects, consider 
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 Please note that at least in this sense Wood and Shearing (1998) may be read as interpreting campus 

safety as imbued with a constitutive logic which reinforces the reasonableness of pre-existing university 

approaches to social problems, including and not limited to incidents of violence on campus – approaches 

which constitute administrators as the rightful ‘owners’ of this problem and which, thus, do not allow room 

for understanding these approaches as themselves violent (recall, Gusfield 1989). I return to this analysis in 

the next chapter of this dissertation.    
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that as of October 2009, each edition of Carleton Now (a monthly publication produced 

by the Carleton’s Department of University Communications) includes a “University 

Safety News” section that provides readers with a safety tip and a summary of related 

information.
105

 This inaugural entry opens with a reminder to members of the Carleton 

community that there are various initiatives available, under the guidance of the 

Department of University Safety (hereafter referred to as University Safety), to help 

“protect [their] property and… personal safety”: Carleton’s bicycle registration and safe 

walk escort programs, for examples (Carleton University 2009b: 2). These suggested 

safety venues noted, the ensuing ‘summary’ text asks readers to join their over 10,000 

peers who “have taken a proactive approach to personal safety by registering their 

cellphone numbers in Carleton’s Emergency Notification System” (2).  

Publication of this initial safety tip is interesting on a number of counts. First, the 

timing of this initiative follows the first article to appear in this same publication about 

Carleton’s ENS (Wallace 2009a). I analyze this article and related discourses in detail in 

the next sub-section of this chapter. Suffice it to make two sub-points here. First, the 

above-noted summary text may be read more as an advertisement for Campus Safety, and 

for Carleton’s ENS specifically, than as a safety tip per se. Second, when situated in 

relation to other initiatives promoted on Carleton’s Campus Safety website (e.g. RAD 

Women’s Self Defence Program), this publication suggests a pervasive understanding of 

campus safety as one that requires prudent individuals who accept their roles as the 

ultimate agents of their personal and property safety (see also, Moore 2000).  
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 As of December 2009, online versions of this newsletter also include a “video safety tip of the month.” 
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The second reason I find the above-noted publication interesting is that it may be 

read as a post-modern(ized) extension of discourses about the presumed efficacy of 

(small) community approaches to crime control generally and the role of technology to 

efforts to ensure safety – or at least perceptions thereof specifically.
106

 Stated otherwise, 

and perhaps especially when read inter-textually with suggestions to develop a 

comprehensive campus safety website (Carleton University 2008a: 13) and Campus 

Watch program (14), this finding resonates with contemporary efforts to ‘mobilize’ 

personal and campus safety via various social media platforms. To illustrate this point, I 

bring the above-noted common recommendations to augment the number of cameras and 

emergency phones on campus into conversation with corporatized concerns about “the 

stationary limitations” of these technologies (Guardly Corporation n.d.a: para 4).  

In particular, I direct readers’ attention to a technology developed by a Toronto-

based company which capitalizes on proliferating use of mobile devices and their 

capabilities to integrate camera and telephone technologies in a way that expands 

conceptions of how best to achieve campus safety. Specifically, this company has 

developed an application that “transform[s users’]… smartphones into virtual blue light 

emergency phones” (Guardly Corporation n.d.a: para 16). This phone application – 

referred to by its developers as a ‘virtual bodyguard’ – allows users, inter alia, to 

“simultaneously call an emergency number… and notify a preselected group of 

contacts… if they are in distress” (Berkow 2011: para 3; see also, Berkow 2012). In this 

sense, its promotion and usage relies on the logic that individuals’ personal social 
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 This claim is substantiated by the fact that Carleton Safety has a YouTube account used to disseminate 

safety tip videos and a Twitter account, for example. As developed in Chapter Five, such tactics certainly 

are not restricted to the activities of universities administrators; students also use various social media 

platforms to disseminate, widely, their problem-solution claims. 
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networks are integral to, if not preventing, then reacting to on-campus emergencies. At 

the same time, insofar as it is designed to be integrated with a web-based program that 

allows campus employees to record and monitor reported incidents, this smartphone 

application constitutes campus safety as contingent on information-sharing across lateral 

and vertical networks; as stated in an online advertisement published by its developers, 

this dual system approach to campus safety encourages individuals to include campus 

employees in “their inner [safety] circle” (Guardly Corporation n.d.b: para 1).
107

  

Turning to the broader Ontario university context, it seems that such technologies 

are gaining popularity. For example, an article posted on the News Centre web page of 

Queen’s University (2012: para 2) informs readers about a newly developed application 

for personal cellphones which, they are told, is not only a portal to tools such as a 

flashlight that facilitates personal safety on campus (and elsewhere), but also is 

“informative and fun.” These same comments might be directed at this and similar 

applications adopted at other Ontario universities: SeQure (Queen’s University 2012); 

Safer Together (York University 2013); MUSST (McMaster University 2013), for 

examples. Opinions concerning their (descriptive) ingenuity and questions about student 

engagement with these applications aside, at least one corollary of the availability of such 

technologies is that they – at least figuratively –  locate safety in the hands (i.e. as the 

responsibilities) of individual, tech-savvy users.  
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 Importantly, the intended audience of the just-cited advertisement is directors of campus police and/or 

safety. As such, this group is provided with reputedly compelling reasons to adopt this web-based 

management system and to encourage students to adopt their ‘virtual bodyguard’, the first of which is that 

doing so will “[s]how [s]tudents [y]ou [c]are [a]bout [t]heir [p]ersonal [s]afety” (Guardly Corporation 

n.d.b: para 1). I return to this point below.  
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In summary, insofar as the above-discussed safety initiatives are extrapolated 

from claims made by a representative sample of students, faculty and staff respondents to 

Carleton University’s (2008a) Personal Safety Audit, this same population is constructed 

as at least supportive – if not the main proponents – of an increasingly techno-securitized 

campus. In both theory and in practice, the administrative implication here is that 

respondents to Carleton’s Personal Safety Survey (Carleton University 2008b) bear the 

brunt of the responsibility for ensuing augmentations made to this campus. Second, 

insofar as they inform efforts to make the incalculable (i.e. fear) manifest and calculable, 

presence of the above-noted technologies underscores claims that a focus on perceptions 

bodes well with efforts to commodify security (recall, Loader 1999; Spitzer 1987).  

This aspect of this analysis is extended in the next sub-section of this chapter. In 

particular, below I explore intersections between widespread media coverage of acts of 

violence on campuses and university branding. A main claim made in this regard is that 

techno-securitized campuses rely on and reinforce consumerist subject positions at both 

the administrative and student level – though the former is my present focus.  

4.2 University Branding via Techno-Securitization  

Above I suggested reading efforts to mobilize campus safety via so-called social 

technologies (e.g. cellphones) as examples of administrative responsibilization strategies. 

Below, I develop my analysis of intersections between this trend and processes of 

institutional branding. As a prelude to this discussion, it is useful to note that branding is 

a common academic practice and focus and that following my perusal of related research, 

branding refers to “the whole range of criteria that go [in]to mak[ing] up the quality of a 

university” (Jevons 2006: 466). In this sense, a university brand is the 
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manifestation of the institution’s features that distinguish it from others, reflect its 

capacity to satisfy students’ needs, engender trust in its ability to deliver a certain 

type and level of higher education, and help potential recruits to make wise 

enrolment decisions. (Bennett and Ali-Choudhury 2009: 85) 

 

An important claim I take away from these works is that development of a university 

brand is of paramount importance to administrative efforts to attract and retain promising 

students, faculty and staff and that, as a process, university branding is inseparable from 

claims-making activities (for example, Bélanger, Syed and Mount 2007). From this 

perspective, university brands are more discursive and symbolic projections than they are 

manifestations of any objective indicators of a campus’ specific qualities per se (see also, 

Ali-Choudury, Bennett and Savani 2009: 14; Wæraas and Solbakk 2009).  

Following my analysis of collected documents, one change to Carleton’s techno-

security infrastructure is especially interesting in these regards: installation of an 

emergency notification system (ENS) – the very event, readers will recall from Chapter 

Three of this dissertation, which brought me to the present case study. In the case of an 

emergency on campus, this system is designed to alert people via flashing messages on 

computer screens across campus, e-mails to people’s personal university accounts and 

text messages to their cellular phones (Wallace 2009a: para 3). In relation to above-

discussed tendencies for administrators to transfer responsibility for campus safety onto 

individuals, this system is notable for at least two related reasons.  

First, not only is it represented within institutional documents as a direct response 

to the needs and desires of the very people it is meant to protect; its utility is depicted as 

reliant on that same group’s participation. In particular, readers of the September 2009 

edition of Carleton Now are told that “[a] key component of the [ENS’s] launch is to get 

as many students, staff and faculty as possible to register their cellphone numbers… so 
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they can receive instant text messages in the event of an emergency” (Wallace 2009a: 

para 9; recall, Carleton University 2009b: 2). Moreover, in a letter posted online to the 

“Carleton Community”, Carleton’s President and Vice-Chancellor tells readers that their 

participation is required “[f]or the system to work as efficiently as it can” (Runte 2009a: 

para 5). Within these documents administrators are thus described as using a number of 

tactics to help ensure such compliance. These include fear, as per the statement made by 

Carlton’s University Safety Director that “registering your phone could ultimately save 

your life” (Wallace 2009a: para: 10) and bribery, as per the finding that “the university is 

offering six $500 cash prizes to those who register [their cellular phone numbers] before 

[the Department of University Safety]… conduct[s] the first campus-wider test of the 

system” (16; see also, Runte 2009a: para 6). 

Second, insofar as this latter tactic – or “incentive” as Wallace (2009a: para 16) 

refers to it – is not peculiar to Carleton’s administration, this finding supports claims that 

“managing risks through rewards” is a common policing technique generally (Lippert 

2002:  493) and one that is embraced by Canadian university administrators specifically. 

In support of this claim, Tibbets (2008) notes that similar approaches have been 

employed by administrators at the University of British Columbia, the University of 

Calgary and Concordia University, for examples, to encourage people to comply with the 

requirements of ENS technologies at these institutions. In light of this finding, I suggest 

that such incentives may be read as more than administrative tactics to redistribute the 

burden of responsibility for safe campuses onto community members; they also suggest a 

context in which university administrators are simultaneous consumers and producers of 

techno-security as a reasonable rationality and practice. 
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More to the point, this finding returns us to a claims made in Chapter Three of 

this dissertation about intersections between media spectacles and diffuse administrative 

adoption of a techno-security measures as an institutional necessity. In light of the present 

discussion, the point here is that this diffusion includes security-related changes made to 

Canadian university campuses, including and not limited to installation and promotion of 

ENS technologies. This point is made explicit in a news article posted online by CTV 

(2008: para 1), which opens with the following claim: “A year after the Virginia Tech 

massacre, Canadian universities are developing text-messaging systems to quickly alert 

students and staff in the event of a shooting, fire or other emergency.” Again, this 

framing suggests widespread – highly mediated – pressures felt by university 

administrators to adopt such technologies despite their dubious preventative capabilities 

(recall, Casella 2003a; Fox and Savage 2009; Rasmussen and Johnson 2008).  

Specifically, installation of ENS on Canadian campuses is at least popularly 

correlated with sanctioned statements that the death toll associated with “the 2006 [sic] 

shootings at Virginia Tech… might have been lower had students been warned” at the 

time of these events and, prior to that, about the shooter’s mental health (Brown 2009: 

para 3; see also, Jones 2009). In other words, in light of public inquests that find 

university administrators guilty of withholding key information from stakeholders, 

awareness-raising techniques such as ENS technologies are emerging as socio-legal 

necessities not only across the United States, but also Canada. The point here, and one 

that is elaborated below, is that even in this locale where high-profile instances of 

violence (i.e. shooting-deaths) are not an immediately-experienced reality, related media 

narratives enter into administrative rationalizations of their techno-security decisions.  
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At the same time, my analysis of documented administrative claims suggests that 

this narrative also intersects with administrative denials of linkages between institutional 

adoption of ENS technologies and any actual incidents of violence on their campuses. 

This discursive tendency is illustrated in a newscast embedded in a story posted on 

Carleton’s website (Carleton University 2009a). Here, a CTV news anchor asks 

Carleton’s (then) director of University Safety if installation of the $350,000 ENS on 

Carleton’s campus is “in response to incidents like the brutal sexual assault that took 

place on campus a couple of years ago.” The response given:  

No. Not really. This is a method of notifying our community of an emergency 

situation, something that may be happening, like a fire or a need to evacuate a 

building, or an armed intruder. There is no real relationship between the incident in 

September and this one. (CTV News Ottawa 2009a, emphases added) 

  

Rather, than suggest a direct link between the assault of Jane Doe and this latest techno-

security measure, this university administrator describes Carleton’s ENS as the outcome 

of a partnership between the university and two local businesses “to ensure that the 

system… is one that addresses the Carleton community’s needs” (ibid). These specific 

needs are not made explicit, however. As a result, as I read this set of administrative 

claims, it has the discursive effect of denying that Carleton is part of the school violence 

problem and further constituting techno-securitization as an institutional necessity here, 

as elsewhere. 

In the next sub-section of this chapter and again in Chapter Five of this 

dissertation, these comments are situated in relation to the legal case brought against 

Carleton University by Jane Doe. Presently, I draw out my analysis of intersections 

between processes of institutional branding and techno-securitization. Specifically, I re-

direct readers to the first articles that I read about Carleton’s ENS (Carleton University 
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2009a; Runte 2009a; Wallace 2009a). Again, what struck me about these pieces is that, in 

them, adoption of an ENS is depicted as representative of Carleton’s exceptionality.  

To support this reading, consider the opening sentence of this first article I found 

about this technology: “Carleton is adopting a new cutting-edge emergency notification 

system that will alert campus [sic] in case of an emergency – the most comprehensive at 

any Canadian university” (Wallace 2009a: para 1). Consider also that immediately 

following this claim, the chief officer of Carleton’s Computing and Communication 

Services (CCS) is quoted as saying, “We’re doing things differently [here at Carleton] 

than [at] other universities… I think we’ve got a strategy that has a better chance of 

success” (2). These claims to comprehensiveness and uniqueness are corroborated by 

another CCS employee who states, “No other Canadian university has the capability to 

lock down a computer using an integrated mass notification system like Carleton is 

using” (4). Again, similar claims appear in the other two articles that sparked my interest 

in this event-case, where this technology is depicted as “state-of-the-art” (Carleton 

University 2009a: para 2), “innovative, unique” (4), “an impressive use of technology” 

(6), able to “revolutionize how emergency situations are communicated in post-secondary 

institutions” (8), and “the most effective and flexible of any such system on a Canadian 

university campus” (Runte 2009a: para 3).  

As these descriptions reveal, at least within some internally-generated documents, 

Carleton’s ENS is represented as a manifestation of administrative and developer 

excellence; it is represented, this is to say, as an educational-corporate success to be 
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emulated.
108

 Deep analytic engagement with the material and symbolic benefits of 

institutional adoption of this technology for corporate allies is beyond the purview of this 

dissertation. However, I am compelled to note, as Monahan (2008: 93) does, that not only 

are there immense initial financial costs associated with efforts to technologically 

enhance educational spaces, but so too are large sums of money required to maintain, 

update – and eventually replace – these systems. Turning to the present case study, for 

example, one year after its installation, “members of the Carleton Community” were 

informed that their campus ENS required upgrading (Carleton University 2010a). In light 

of findings like these, Monahan (2008: 98) suggests that this often overlooked aspect of 

technology “serves a political purpose of feeding private technology industries’ lucrative 

contracts at the same time that tangible indicators of educational commitment are 

delivered to the public in the form of computers in classrooms” for examples, or – 

following the present case study – integrated campus safety technologies. 

Returning to the present analytic focus, my main claim is that such university-

corporate partnerships intersect with administrative denials of campuses as unsafe spaces. 

More to the point, I suggest reading such alliances as components of administrative 

efforts to convince students, potential students and/or their loved ones – particularly in a 

context in which concerns about campus safety are discursively common – that their 

respective institutions are safe (consumer) choices. As illustrative reminders of the 

pervasiveness of such discourses, recall that commission of Carleton’s safety audit is 
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 And emulate they did; my early tracing of this linkage beyond texts published on Carleton’s website 

pointed to similar collaborations between Mitel and numerous other Canadian post-secondary institutions 

(Mitel Networks Corporation n.d). Since first writing this analysis, the uniform resource locator (URL) now 

brings people to a different webpage that does not include this information, That said, I have retained 

hardcopies of the original documents that I printed on September 2, 2010.  
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framed with reference to “the perception of an increase in incidences [sic] of violence 

across North America” (Carleton University 2008a: 1). Similarly, consider the following 

framing of a safety audit published on behalf of York University, in Toronto, Ontario:  

Campus violence has become increasingly common in universities across North 

America. Consequently, senior administrators at York University have prioritized 

prevention of violence and crime – recent incidents of sexual assault and hate 

graffiti at York and on several campuses across Ontario have moved the University 

to reduce factors that contribute to unsafety and [to] deal with safety risks. York 

University is committed to improving safety policies and practices and increasing 

transparency and accountability to its diverse stakeholders. (York University 2010: 

5, emphasis added)  

 

On the one hand, these administrative statements may be read as constituting institutional 

checks of campus safety (i.e. safety audits) and subsequent techno-security measures (i.e. 

ENS) as benevolent – if not preventative – acts in the context of the presumed growing 

problem of campus violence in the North America context. One the other hand, or 

simultaneously, they may be read as amongst the administrative strategies used in efforts 

to construct strong university brands.  

With regards to questions about the need, or not, to brand universities as safe, 

consider the following claim extracted from Carroll’s (2004) Report on University 

Campus Policing and Security in Canada:  

Recent global incidents, national events and trends have heightened community 

expectations for safe and secure environments. The World Trade Centre attacks, the 

war in Iraq, SARS and major power blackouts all underscore the important role that 

professional campus security providers play during significant crises. (1) 

 

Notwithstanding glaring omission of shooting-deaths and sexualized assaults from this 

list of issues that help constitute customer desire for safe campuses, Carroll’s report is 

exemplar insofar as it points to convergences between media events and Canadian 

university “applicants... placing greater relevance on a safe campus environment” (1).  
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Indeed, in my research I found only two academic studies wherein safety 

discourses and their intersections with understandings of students as consumers and 

education as a commodity are made explicit – neither of which is specific to the Canadian 

context. In the first study, Gray, Fam and Llanes (2003) find that institutional safety (as a 

component of learning environment) and country safety (as a component of destination 

image) are amongst the concerns that influence the decisions of students in Malaysia, 

Singapore and Hong Kong (not) to pursue tertiary education overseas. The second study 

explores university marketing personnel beliefs about what draws students to some 

universities and not others. As Ali-Choudhury, Bennett and Savani (2009: 21) note, 

[l]arge majorities of the respondents reported that prospective students (and their 

parents) were more and more concerned with physical safety and security issues, 

which were often associated in their minds with the presence of a diverse student 

body within an institution, i.e. the more diverse the students, the less safe the 

environment was perceived to be.  

 

My intention here is not to suggest that administrators are wrong in their assumptions 

about the non-academic factors which shape university applicants’ choices. Indeed, as 

noted above, safety does seem to be emerging as a common issue that informs the 

application decisions of prospective post-secondary students in Canada as well.
 109

  

Rather, my suggestion is that diffuse knowledge about and representations of 

shooting-deaths on school grounds (e.g. Columbine, Virginia Tech, Dawson College) 

have been taken up in ways that support geographically diffuse adoption of ENS 

technologies. More specifically, what I find is that these event-cases have been 

discursively merged in ways that shape administrative claims about the best ways to 

address the problem of campus violence – a problem which, in the present case at least, 
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 Steele (2010) also finds that, in the Ontario context at least, campus safety is ranked as amongst the top 

five factors that influence university applicants’ choices – particularly those of female applicants. 
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also includes a sexualized assault, “a fire or a need to evacuate a building” (CTV News 

Ottawa 2009a). Stated more methodologically, understandings of techno-securitization as 

an institutional necessity are constituted inter-textually, across a range of temporal-

geographic sites, issue scales and claims-making activities.  

Following these analytic claims, techno-securitized campuses generally and 

adoption of ENS technologies by Canadian university administrators in particular are 

informed by institutional concerns about the discursive effects of circulating landmark 

narratives on the institutional standing – or perceived quality and reputation – of 

universities. Specifically, and as just discussed, via the method of tracing discourse 

across (documented) time and space emerged my reading of safety audits and related 

recommendations as techniques central to university branding – a process which is relies 

on and reproduces understandings of campus safety as a commodity, a marker of 

distinction and an achievable state. In this sense, at least some administrative solutions to 

campus safety are spectacular: “packaged for mass… consumption… in the service of 

capitalism” (Boyle and Haggerty 2009: 259). To underscore this reading in the context of 

the present case study, consider the following claim disseminated by the developers of 

the above-discussed ‘virtual bodyguard’ smart phone application: “as more students and 

parents… associate your campus with a stronger sense of personal safety… more students 

will apply next year, the average entering GPA will likely increase and your school’s 

reputation may also improve academically” (Guardly Corporation n.d.b: para 2). Stated 

more theoretically, insofar as the stated aim of campus safety initiatives is to “generate 

the appearance, but not the fact, of crime control” (Griffin and Miller 2008: 160) – that is, 

to make people feel safe – techno-securitization is a process entangled with 
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administrative efforts to secure the reputation of individual universities; it is, in other 

words, a process informed by a reactive-constitutive logic.  

In the next and final sub-section of this chapter, I situate stated administrative 

solutions to the problem of (perceptions of) campus unsafety in relation to charges of 

third-party negligence brought against post-secondary educational institutions in cases of 

sexualized violence. When read through this lens, techno-securitized campuses are at 

least as intertwined with administrative concerns about moral culpability as they are with 

efforts to manage institutional risks (recall, Wood and Shearing 1998: 85).  This section 

ends with the claim that, policing is a practice that occurs beyond – and yet is entangled 

with – normatively defined state agencies in ways that support community-based 

approaches to, and constructions of, campus safety.  

4.3 Policing Campus Safety 

In the previous sub-section of this chapter, I read university branding and techno-

securitization as highly convergent and mediated processes. Below I elaborate upon this 

reading by drawing out their entanglements with shifting social-legal claims about who is 

and is not responsible for assuming the risks of campus violence. Again, a main claim 

that emerges from this discussion is that administrative claims about how best to ensure a 

safe campus environment are informed by – and inform – an amalgam of discourses 

which help to constitute techno-securitization as an institutional necessity. 

To begin this analysis, recall the rationalization offered by Carleton’s (then) 

director of the Department of University Safety that institutional spending of $350,000 on 

an ENS was “[n]ot really” connected to the sexualized assault of Jane Doe (CTV News 

Ottawa 2009a). Recall also my suggestion that insofar as this claim contradicts earlier 
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statements made by institutional representatives and cited within key documents (e.g. 

Carleton University 2008a), this discursive shift (August 2009) may be explained with 

reference to the legal case brought against the university by Jane Doe in December 2008, 

one year after she was assaulted on campus (September 2007) and one month after the 

above-analyzed administrative claims about the need to techno-securitize this campus 

became relatively public (October 2007 as per Brown 2007). In other words, I read this 

discursive trajectory as highlighting the extent to which institutional responsibility is 

conflated with claims about institutional non-responsibility – how, as Hunt (2011) 

suggests, processes of responsibilization and demoralization are highly convergent.
110

  

In these regards, consider that in the Statement of Claim filed on behalf of Jane 

Doe on December 23, 2008 Carleton University is charged with numerous counts of 

negligence, which are said to have contributed to the physical (e.g. dislocated shoulder, 

fractured jaw and cheekbone), psychological (e.g. intense anxiety, social isolation) and 

economic (e.g. change in program of study, out-of-pocket payment for medical expenses) 

damages suffered by Jane Doe as a result of being brutally assaulted on campus in 

August 2007 (Jane Doe v. Carleton University: 5-7). The following are amongst the list 

of acts of negligence for which Jane Doe sought $535,000 in compensation:  

[f]ail[ure] to warn students that it was not safe to work late on campus after hours; 

[f]ail[ure] to adequately train students and staff about proper safety and security protocol; 

[f]ail[ure] to ensure that the laboratory buildings were equipped with security devices…; 

[and f]ail[ure] to ensure that there was adequate security guards on campus the night of 
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 Recall that Hunt (2011: 64) defines responsibilization as “a form of governing that discursively 

imposes specific responsibilities on individuals for their own conduct or for another for whom they are 

presented as being responsible.” Demoralization is explained with reference to efforts to refuse 

responsibility “or, more significantly… denial[s] of responsibility that [are] affected by the transfer of 

responsibility to others” (65). 
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the assault” (8).
111

  

 

These charges culminate in the legal contention that Carleton failed in its “duty to ensure 

that the plaintiff was reasonably safe while she worked on the defendant’s premises” (9).  

In the Statement of Defence submitted on February 11, 2009 Carleton refutes all 

charges of legal liability. This is not to say that the university’s legal representative 

denies the plaintiff’s injuries. Rather, Carleton formally retorts that it has no knowledge 

of the details of the assault and that 

its personnel and employees conducted its operations in a prudent and cautious 

manner in full conformity with all its legal obligations to, inter alia, create a safe 

environment for its students and is therefore not in law responsible for the assault 

perpetrated by the stranger or any alleged or resulting losses sustained by the 

Plaintiff. (Jane Doe v. Carleton University: 11)   

 

More than denying that Carleton breached its duty of care, in the text that follows, Jane 

Doe is herself accused of negligence. For example, Carleton’s legal representative 

maintains that the Plaintiff “knew or ought to have known of the steps she could take to 

notify the Safety Department of her intention to work [late and] on her own” on campus 

(11, emphases added).  

As I read it, this legal defence resonates with correlations drawn within 

administrative documents between a lack of campus safety and an absence of awareness 

of the “wide range of programs and services [Carleton offers] to enhance safety on 

campus” (Carleton University 2008a: 7). It resonates, in other words, with above-

analyzed administrative efforts to discursively transfer responsibility for campus safety 

onto individuals – particularly students. When applied to this legal context, the 

administrative implication here is that such awareness not only mitigates people’s fears 
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 I return to this legal case in Chapter Five. Suffice it to note here that it was settled out-of-court through 

mediation, with no details about compensation or otherwise made public (Charlatan 2009a: para 8).  
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(or perceptions) of violence on campus, but that acting on that knowledge (i.e. registering 

with Campus Safety when working on campus at night) is a preventative act. In this 

regard, consider the documented administrative rationalization that, given their 

investments in a range of “vehicle[s]…to increase [students’] level[s] of personal safety 

on campus” it is students – not administrators – who are responsible for making informed 

choices to keep members of the campus community safe (Wallace 2009a: 15). 

In Chapter Five of this dissertation, I situate these claims in relation to student-led 

accusations that they are instances of victim-blaming. At this juncture, I situate this 

preventive-punitive logic – and the above-noted discursive denial of administrative 

responsibility – in relation to the relative abandonment of the ‘in loco parentis’ 

philosophy of university governance and emergence of a more explicitly consumerist 

mode of university governance.
112

 To begin to tease apart this argument, recall that in 

Creating Carleton, Neatby and McEown (2002: 206) link legal loss of students’ in statu 

pupillary (or under guardianship as a pupil) status during the 1960s, to a generalized 

sense of economic insecurity during the 1970s and subsequent emergence of a contractual 

ethos within university spaces which views “[s]tudents… as clients, paying fees for 

expected services.” Against these backdrops, they suggest, emerged a pervasive socio-

legal understanding of post-secondary students as adults, with the same constitutional 

freedoms and responsibilities (see also, Axelrod 2002). More to the point, as Melear 
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 “In loco parentis, meaning ‘in the place of a parent,’ refers to the concept that the university or college 

may impose any rules it deems fit to regulate the activities and conduct of its students” (Oshagan 1993: 

1348, original emphasis). In the American and Canadian contexts, this rationale has meant that, prior to the 

1960s, university administrators were expected to regulate students’ moral and social conduct by, for 

example, imposing curfews on students who lived in residence and punishing students who consumed 

alcohol under the permitted legal age. 
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(2003: 134) notes, under these conditions, the student-university dyad is governed by a 

contract rationality that places onus on students to prove institutional negligence.  

Applying these insights to the above-noted legal case brought against Carleton, 

from a normative legal standpoint, administrative denials of liability for unsafe campuses 

and concomitant shifts of blame onto Jane Doe (see above) are not mere rhetorical ploys, 

but rather necessary professional practices. To be clear: my claim is not that institutional 

(read: legal) norms render Carleton’s Statement of Defence acceptable. Nor is my 

intention to suggest that loss of the legal rights and responsibilities to monitor students’ 

activities and conduct negates socio-legal claims that administrators have a duty to 

provide a safe campus environment. Rather, following my readings of related research, 

the point is that relative decline of in loco parentis mode of governance has had at least 

two discursive effects: deployment of alternative legal narratives in cases of third-party 

liability charges; and shifts in the ways that post-secondary campuses are policed.
113

     

This first point is made explicit by findings that foreseeability has emerged as the 

main narrative deployed in legal cases brought against institutions vis-à-vis sexualized 

assaults on campus properties (Henning 2007: 544; see also, Fisher and Sloan 2007: 4-

10).
 
In the American legal context, this precedent tends to be traced to the murder of 

Jeanne Clery in a residence room at Lehigh University in 1986. As Mosher, Miethe and 

Phillips (2002: 15) note, 

[w]hen Clery’s parents investigated the situation, they discovered that Lehigh 

University had not informed students about 38 violent crimes that had been 
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 An important implication of my framing of these as discursive effects is that it assumes, as Comack and 

Balfour (2004: 34) note, that the law is “a series of [rhetorical] strategies [that] constitute... the identities of 

legal subjects and their social relations with each other” and to social spaces which are, thus, rendered 

amenable to risk management strategies and related security logics (original emphasis). It is, in other 

words, a legitimizing and (re)productive discourse (see also, Sinder 2004: 266, 274-277).  
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committed on the campus in the three years prior to their daughter’s murder. The 

Clerys joined with other campus crime victims and persuaded Congress to enact 

legislation requiring all colleges and universities to publish statistics on the amount 

and type of crime on campuses.    

 

Since it was first passed in 1990, this legislation (Crime Awareness and Campus Security 

Act) and subsequent amendments impute to administrators “a duty to warn students about 

known risks” (Fisher 1995: 88) – where known risks are assessed by collection of campus 

crime and victimization statistics as well as publication of the institutional “steps [taken] 

to provide an adequate level of security” (Fisher et al. 2002: 62).  Failure to fulfill these 

legal obligations, as Henning (2007: 544) notes, constitutes legal negligence and, thus, 

the increased potential for institutions to be found liable for acts of violence.
114

  

As Fisher et al. (2002) note, the presumed – and questionable – logic that informs 

this Act is that notifying people about their risks of being victimized on particular 

campuses and taking steps to reduce those risks are means by which to prevent acts of 

violence on campuses. More to the point, and in keeping with the analysis presented in 

the previous sub-section of this chapter, Fisher et al. suggest that one corollary of these 

legal requirements is that they are used by “students and their parents to weigh crime 

issues when making college enrollment decisions” (63-4). Following this reading, laws 

requiring administrators of publically-funded post-secondary institutions to collect and 

disseminate institutional crime statistics and security protocols are hardly preventative 

acts. Rather, insofar as they are reactions to specific incidents of violence, they perpetuate 
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 The interesting conundrum here is that those campuses with a relatively high rate of crimes would be 

more legally liable to institute measures to prevent such acts than those without. In other words, in cases 

where such risks are not known (i.e. have not been reported by a victim and/or not documented by 

institutional statistics), the doctrine of foreseeability is difficult to uphold (Fisher 1995: 89). In light of this 

reading, it is interesting to note that denials of knowledge are central to the ways Carleton’s legal statement 

of defence are framed (see above). As I read it, what this suggests is that there are overlaps to be explored 

between the collection of statistics and institutional impression – or image – management efforts (see also, 

Chambliss 2004; Sacco 2000; Sacco and Fair 1988).  
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dubious understandings of campuses as unsafe spaces and, insofar as they support 

hierarchical rankings of schools, they reproduce understandings of education and safety 

as commodities, rather than human rights. At the same time, as Smith (1995) and Fisher 

and Sloan (2007: 5) note, insofar as students claimants have been successful, the above 

noted legal narratives have “created among some observers not only the perception of 

improved campus safety, but also increased institutional liability for crimes.”  

Returning more directly to the present case study, I suggest that notwithstanding 

an absence of such requirements in Canada – and as foreshadowed by the above 

discussion of Jane Doe v. Carleton University – university administrators in this country 

also must be prepared to demonstrate that they have not been negligent in fulfilling their 

legal duty of care – by, for example, warning students about the safety, or not, of the 

campus environment and/or taking steps to ensure that campus properties are secure. 

More to the point, as elsewhere, Canadian university administrators find themselves in a 

position wherein they must, simultaneously, validate actual and real fears of campus 

violence, refute any accusations that they are in any ways responsible for the commission 

of such acts, and circumvent the bad press and general decrease in public confidence that 

often accompanies constructions of campus violence as a problem.   

Diverging somewhat from the analysis presented in the previous sub-section of 

this chapter, presently I draw out overlaps between understandings of campus safety as a 

commodity and shifts in the campus policing tactics. In light of this focus, consider Peak, 

Barthe and Garcia’s (2008) finding that, in the twenty year period between 1986 and 

2006, American post-secondary safety departments were increasingly more likely to 

require the prolonged training of employees and to increase the numbers of campus 
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safety personnel with full-police powers, for examples. These researchers also note 

increased inclusion of (paid) students into campus crime prevention initiatives. Stated 

otherwise, Peak, Barthe and Garcia note simultaneous trends during this time period 

toward professionalization of campus security and augmented use of community-based 

policing tactics (see also, Bromley 2003, 2007; Sloan and Lanier 2007).  

Again, these trends are not limited to the American context. Indeed, while there is 

very little academic research pertaining to provision of policing and/or security services 

in the Canadian post-secondary educational context, that which does exist points to 

similar trends. For example, Gomme and Micucci (1997: 42) note that one corollary of a 

string of high-profile acts of violence on post-secondary campus in Canada from 1989 to 

1993 was a general push toward crime control (policing) pace loss prevention (security) 

tactics. Following Gomme and Micucci this trend is questionable given both the relative 

infrequency of acts of violent crimes on campuses and most university’s “service 

excellence” mandates (59). Specifically, they state that traditional paramilitary policing 

models and tactics are “unsuitable for the practice of campus security” (63). Instead, like 

their America colleagues (see above), Gomme and Micucci make a case for community 

policing approaches which “integrate the university community into the prevention and 

service missions of [campus] security force[s]” (64; see also, Wood and Shearing 1998)  

Returning to documents collected from the present case study, I suggest that 

community-oriented and more traditional paramilitary policing models are not as 

mutually exclusive as these scholars suggest. To support this reading, recall Neatby and 

McEown’s (2002) discussion of a move at Carleton beginning in the 1960s and 1970s 

from an internal disciplinary ‘honour system’ (76) to security staff patrolling campus 
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parking lots (145) and “more traditional… policemen… maintain[ing] order” at sporting 

events (171) and student protests (172). Recall also that, at Carleton, Special Constable 

Status was granted to university safety guards in 1992 (Carleton 2008a: 20), use of 

protective equipment (i.e. batons and vests) by campus safety officers was approved in 

1994 (22), and a Student Safety Patrol was established in 1998 (23). More recently, 

Ontario’s Private Security and Investigative Services Act (2010) requires campus housing 

guards (at Carleton and elsewhere) to receive specialized training and licensing 

(McClintock 2010). At Carleton, this Act has been accompanied by the hiring of a new 

director of University Safety with “more than 30 years [of experience] in a variety of 

policing and management roles” including “time [spent] as a patrol services constable, 

detective and district staff sergeant” (Carleton University 2010b: para 2). It also has been 

accompanied by changes to “university safety uniforms” (Strickland 2011: para 1), 

increased powers of arrest granted to at least five safety officers (Mazereeuw 2011) and 

unionization of campus safety employees (Heaton 2014: para 3). Stated more explicitly, 

since at least the early 1990s, in Canada (as in the United States), there has been a 

tendency to expand the range of tactics and actors implicated in the policing of campus 

safety and to solidify images of campus safety employees as more than ‘mere’ guards.
115

 

When read positively, such efforts are necessary for ensuring the improved 

reputations of campus safety departments – a process that encourages people to turn to 

campus safety employees in times of need (Peak, Barthe and Garcia 2008: 252). Carroll 

(2004), for example, calls for increased professionalism and formalized best practice 
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 More recently, Walby, Wilkinson and Lippert (2014) find that Canadian university safety departments 

seek to establish their legitimacy via three tactics: membership in and/or training through professional 

associations; hiring team members – particularly managers – with previous private security and/or public 

policing experience; information-sharing with more traditional public policing agencies.   
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protocols across Canadian campus safety departments as ways to mitigate risks at the 

individual and institutional levels – that is, risks of physical injury as well as risks to 

institutional reputations. Following these scholars, then techno-securitized campuses are 

preventative; they are means to make people safer and divert misguided understandings 

of campuses as unsafe spaces (see also, Brantingham, Brantingham and Seagrave 1995). 

One the other hand, and when juxtaposed with claims that the current socio-legal 

context is one in which students are constituted as adult-consumers, findings that safety is 

becoming a primary factor in the university application process (recall, Carroll 2004; 

Steele 2010) renders professionalization of University Safety suspect. Specifically, when 

read through a critical lens, more – and more technologically advanced – cops and 

cameras suggests a context is which contemporary universities are enveloped by and 

reproductive of a risk consciousness which buttresses understandings of students as 

consumers and a safe campus environment as a commodity that intersects with a 

university’s reputational standing. Bringing this discussion into conversation with the 

literatures reviewed in Chapter Two of this dissertation, “the significance of such [risk-

promotion] movements is that they not infrequently succeed in effecting the ‘regulatory 

capture’ of expert systems insofar as it is often easier… to ‘go along with,’ rather than 

resist, the risk entrepreneurs” (Hunt 2013: 59-60). When situated in the context of legal 

charges of negligence brought against universities in cases of sexualized assaults, the 

point here is that there has been a shift – or better, a convergence – in moral politics from 

blaming individuals for a variety of harms to morally regulating institutions.  

I extend this discussion in Chapter Five of this dissertation. Before that, I return to 

Monahan’s (2006: 122) claim that, often, “what goes unasked are questions about how 
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emerging relationships among public schools, private technology companies and the 

police connect with the larger political economy” to suggest that above, I have made a 

few suggestions in these regards. Specifically, the analyses presented in this chapter 

represent Canadian university administrators as drawing on a combination of punitive, 

reactive and constitutive logics to rationalize a range of techno-security tactics, including 

but not limited to awareness-raising campaigns, installation of ENS technologies, and 

professionalization of campus employees. At the same time, this analysis suggests that 

contra historical tendencies to make their ways insidiously into schools’ architectural 

landscapes and curricula (see, Gidney and Gidney 2008), university-corporate alliances 

(vis-à-vis campus safety) are manifestly touted as evidence of institutional responsibility 

and prestige. The analytic implication here is that, perhaps especially in a context of 

institutional crisis, such partnerships may be as much efforts to secure the socio-

economic positioning of (Canadian) universities as efforts to ensure personal safety.
116

 

In the next chapter of this dissertation, I analyze student-led claims that many of 

the administratively-supported ‘solutions’ to the problem of a lack of campus safety just 

analyzed are misdirected at best and victim-blaming at worst. In this sense, and as 

developed below, at least some students also are involved in efforts to re-distribute the 

rights and responsibilities associated with techno-securitized campuses. More to the 

point, Chapter Five ends with a discussion of the ways in which, like university 

administrators, students also are actively implicated in processes of university branding. 
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 Here, recall that this crisis is marked by low levels of public funding, high enrolment rates, and few 

jobs, which together bolster a “credentialist approach to universities” (Côté and Allahar 2011: 93). 
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Chapter 5 

Student Counter-‘Solutions’ 

We must avoid ontological hopelessness in which the imperfection of solutions prevents 

active engagement. [Rather, we must recognize that t]he solutions that we advocate… 

[are] tied to what we imagine can be achieved, and network embeddedness, tied to the 

relations of power that surround us.  

(Fine 2006: 5) 

 

The administrative responses to the sexualized assault of Jane Doe analyzed in 

Chapter Four of this dissertation are not the only ones that appear in the range of 

documents collected for this research. Rather, as I traced these claims across a range of 

discursive sites, what emerged is a parallel set of claims. Particularly, what emerged is a 

set of counter-claims proffered by a group of students who are highly critical of the 

techno-security measures discussed in the previous chapter of this dissertation. As 

compared with administrative depictions of more – and more technologically-advanced – 

cops and cameras as reasonable means by which to address at least feelings of unsafety, 

the student-led claims analyzed in the present chapter represent these initiatives as part of 

the problem – a problem, many people argue, that would be addressed if university 

administrators would support a student-run sexual assault support centre. Tracing these 

latter claims across multiple communicatory channels suggests that one corollary of this 

commitment to a different solution is a re-definition of the ostensible problem: from fear 

of campus unsafety, to institutional (non) responses to sexualized assaults on campus, to 

a more pervasive culture of violence.  

The structure of this second analysis chapter is as follows. First, I offer an 

overview of the work of the Coalition for a Carleton Sexual Assault Centre, focusing on 

rhetorical juxtapositions drawn within analyzed documents between this group’s claims 
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and those of university administrators about how best to achieve a safe campus 

environment. Next, I identify two turning points in the present case study and discuss 

some of their discursive effects on student and administrative solution claims. In the final 

sub-section of this chapter, these claims are further contextualized so as to explore their 

normalizing implications and potentialities.  

5.1 Rhetorical (de)Legitimacy  

 In the fall of 2007, following publication of information about the assault of Jane 

Doe within various university media and more popular news outlets (see Chapter Four), 

two Carleton graduate students undertook their own safety audit. As compared with 

Carleton University’s (2008a) Towards a Culture of Safety: 2007-08 Personal Safety 

Audit Report which, as discussed in Chapter Four of this dissertation, represents an 

institution-wide assessment of safety-related campus policies and practices generally, the 

focus of this more informal, student-led audit is on the availability, or not, of campus 

support services for people who have experienced sexualized violence. The main 

conclusions drawn following this process are that “Carleton University’s support services 

are inaccessible and patchy at best. Wait times are unrealistic and the overwhelming 

majority of services are run by Carleton University administrators” (Coalition for a 

Carleton Sexual Assault Support Centre 2014a: para 1).  

In light of these findings and their experiences as, and connections with, local 

sexual assault support workers, these same students founded The Coalition for a Carleton 

Sexual Assault Centre (hereafter the Coalition). On the group’s website, this proposed 

centre is depicted as based on the University of Alberta’s model “of successful student-
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run sexual assault services” (Coalition n.d.a: para 2).
117

 Also documented on the 

Coalition’s website is their main goal: to “develop a student-run, university-funded, 

sustainable, and accessible Sexual Assault Centre” (Coalition n.d.b). “This proposed 

Centre,” the ensuing text reads,  

would be available to all Carleton students, staff, and faculty regardless of gender, 

sex, sexual orientation, race, religion, ethnicity, citizenship, ability, age, Mother 

Tongue or student status. It would provide peer support, advocacy and public 

awareness about sexual assault. All services would be free and confidential. The 

Coalition believes that such a Centre would give the Carleton community safe, 

accessible, and timely access to sexual assault support services on campus.  

 

When read as a counter-statement to the normative approach to safety undertaken by 

campus administrators (recall, Chapter Four), the claim that emerges from this statement 

is that, as a whole, Carleton’s services are not experienced by all people as welcoming.   

The first task the Coalition set for itself was to determine, and augment, the 

degree to which their peers support the idea of a student-run, university-funded sexual 

assault centre. To this end, during the months leading up to a general student election 

held in January 2008 (five months after Jane Doe was sexually assaulted on Carleton’s 

campus), members of the Coalition distributed pamphlets which asked people to “VOTE 

YES FOR A SEXUAL ASSAULT CENTRE at Carleton Because warning posters aren’t 

enough” (Coalition 2013a: 4, emphases added).
118

 What I find interesting about this early 

campaign is that its supporters do not dismiss, outright, the utility of safety posters to 

                                                     

117
 Here, the University of Alberta is identified as exemplar of the possibility of providing peer-run, 

institutionally-backed sexual assault support services. Elsewhere, other Canadian universities (i.e. McGill 

University, Dalhousie University, University of British Columbia, University of Victoria and University of 

Toronto) are identified as offering similar services (Abraham 2009: para 7; Carleton University Academic 

Staff Association 2011, 2012). I return to this point in the third sub-section of this chapter. 
118

 I first came across this pamphlet as an insert in a hardcopy of the Charlatan and then again as a 

photocopy printed in an independent zine produced by the Coalition (2013a) and distributed at a public 

event to celebrate the group’s efforts to establish a student-run sexual assault support centre (see Coalition 

2013b; see also, footnote 94).  
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efforts to produce safe campus environments. Rather, I read this early campaign as an 

effort to urge administrators to also include relatively more engaged, non-hierarchical 

approaches to their techno-security infrastructure.
119

  

When juxtaposed with the Coalition’s (2014b) above-noted mission statement, 

another interesting aspect of this campaign is conflation of engaged support services with 

peer delivery. In particular, as I read it, following the Coalition’s discursive line of 

reasoning, support services are not accessible if they are not free and confidential and 

they cannot be considered free and confidential if they are provided only to registered 

(i.e. paying) students by people acting in their institutional (i.e. administrative) roles and 

who, thus and however inadvertently, may be institutionally bound to share highly-

sensitive and/or crime-related information across departments.
120

 Notwithstanding 

questions about the responsibility (or not) of student-volunteers to report sensitive 

information to institutional authorities and/or their willingness (or not) to share this 

information with other peers, the analytic point here is that this line of reasoning diverges 

from the Coalition’s mission statement in at least one important way: focus on a ‘student-

run’ centre that offers ‘peer support’ equates peer with student, thus implying that the 

proposed centre would be especially welcoming to student (and not staff and faculty) 

community members.  
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 I read this as a main claim that informs student-led claims in support of this proposed centre. The 

specific line of reasoning here is that students who have experienced sexualized assaults benefit from 

having their “first point of contact” following such a traumatic experience “be someone on their own level” 

(Anonymous 2011a: para 5) who is less likely than people working at the university’s Health and 

Counselling Services (i.e. within a framework governed by the mainstream medical model) to “trivialize…, 

scrutinize…, [and] interrogate” them (Anonymous 2011b: para 8; see also, Anonymous 2011c).   
120

 I found no explicit documented claims in this regard; however, another main assumption that seems to 

inform the Coalition’s argument for a peer-run centre is that student-volunteers are not bound by the same 

reporting requirements as university employees – what elsewhere is referred to as a student-administrator 

“conflict of interest” (Coalition 2012a: para 4).  
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Another aspect of this early campaign that I find remarkable is that it foreshadows 

one of the Coalition’s main strategies: discursive attacks against claims published in 

Carleton University’s (2008a) institutional safety audit. To develop this point, consider 

that in the second edition of the their independent (maga)zine, Surviving U, members of 

the Coalition raise questions about whose voices are heard, and whose are silenced, when 

Carleton’s administration disseminates statements that “82 per cent of students and 83 per 

cent of employees agreed or strongly agreed with the statement, ‘Overall, I feel safe 

while on Carleton University’s campus” (Coalition 2013a: 7; recall also, Carleton 

University 2008a: 5).
121

 In particular, in the margins of a photocopy of a statement 

released about administrative steps taken to address this finding (i.e. installation of more 

cameras, telephones and lights across campus), a Coalition member has written 

comments to the effect that (1) it is unclear of whom these statistics are representative, 

(2) these statistical statements ignore the experiences of people who do not feel safe 

while on Carleton’s campus, and (3) this absence raises questions about why peer support 

services are not supported by administrators while emergency telephones and buttons – 

which are not always operative – are (Coalition 2013a: 7).
122

 

As I read them, these critiques buttress academic readings of claims framed with 

reference to statistics as shrouded in an aura of scientific neutrality, thereby obscuring (an 

reinforcing) their normalizing dimensions (recall, Best 1987, 2001b, 2004, 2005; 

Chambliss 2003; Sacco 2000; see also, Snider 2004: 267, 277-278). In the context of the 
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 Again, this documents was distributed at an event organized by the Coalition and advertised on the 

group’s public Facebook page (see, Coalition 2013b; see also, footnotes 94 and 118). 
122

 A tangential but interesting point in this regard is that amongst at least some student cohorts, the 

efficacy of campus emergency telephones are problematized via a game in which students “make their 

way[s] around campus and take turns shotgunning [i.e. drinking quickly] beers at various safety Blue 

Lights” (GPA Bars wiki n.d.).  
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present discussion, my point is that, like the administrative solution claims they counter, 

those disseminated by the Coalition are framed with recourse to such ‘expert’ knowledge 

and, thus, also may be conceptualized as moralizing efforts. To develop this point, 

consider the following series of statements cited in the ‘About’ section of the Coalition’s 

(2014c) public Facebook fan page:  

1. Most sexual assault survivors are women between 16 and 25.  

2. 40% of women in Canada have been sexually assaulted.  

3. 20-25% of college-aged women will be victims of sexual assault at some point 

during their college careers.  

4. Studies done at Canadian universities suggest that the vast majority of students 

who are sexually assaulted know their assailants.  

5. Fewer than 5% of sexually assaulted students report their crimes to the police. 

 

Scrutinizing the cited sources of these claims suggests that a central way that members of 

the Coalition seek to garner public support for their proposed centre is to construct their 

argument with reference to statistics compiled and disseminated by federal agencies (i.e. 

Statistics Canada) and federally-funded initiatives (i.e. the University of Alberta Sexual 

Assault Centre).
123

  

In this sense, following Sacco (2000: 211), this rhetorical tactic may be 

considered more as an instance of “problem-maintenance than problem construction.” 

Stated otherwise, when repeating the above statistical claims (some of which were 

published over two decades ago), Coalition members evade questions about the 

legitimizing (pace problem constructing or solving) effects of statistics. The point here is 

not to demonize Coalition members, but rather to highlight sociological claims about 

statistics: much like rumors, while their disseminators intend to share what they deem to 
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 As del Giusto-Enos (2012: para 7) notes, “University of Alberta students… were lucky enough to have 

[received] a $200,000 grant [from the Government of Canada] to get [their sexual assault support centre] 

started.” Perhaps this is why this centre is consistently referenced by members of the Coalition as exemplar.   
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be important information, over time and with repetition, “they lose methodological 

detail… [and] come to reflect the biases and preconceptions of those who pass them 

along” (209; see also, Wachs 1988).       

This critique noted, when read as evidence of the necessity of a student-run sexual 

assault support centre, the above-noted statistical claims represent an effort to convince 

people that – despite administrative claims to the contrary – campuses are unsafe spaces, 

(female) students are not unaware but rather knowledgeable agents to be incorporated 

into efforts to address the problem of sexualized violence on campuses, and 

augmentations made to campus techno-security apparatus may contribute – at the very 

least – to some people’s feelings of unsafety. Again, as I read it, this is an important 

analytic point because it suggests that claims framed with reference to science (e.g. 

statistics) are rhetorical weapons which inform efforts to manage institutional images of 

legitimacy (see, Sacco and Fair 1998) and to de-legitimize the claims-making activities 

of institutional representatives (recall, Beck 1992, 2009).  

At this analytic juncture it is useful to recall that the Coalition does not outright 

dispute the utility of “[i]nstitutionalized responses to sexualized violence on campus such 

as: safe paths, emergency stations, SMS text message alerts, security posters, pepper 

spray, safe-walks, self-defense training” (Coalition n.d.c.: para 15). Rather, members of 

the Coalition are adamant that “[t]his [normative] approach… does not fully deconstruct 

the reality and complexities of sexual violence on university campuses” (15). Again, part 

of how the Coalition packages this argument is by drawing on sanctioned statements, 

including but not limited to academic research.  
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In this regard, consider that in an editorial piece re-printed in Surviving U, one of 

the Coalition’s founding members maintains that insofar as Carleton’s administrators 

continue to increase the numbers of cameras, telephones and safety patrollers on campus, 

they collude in perpetuation of “stranger danger” discourses: popular – though 

scientifically unfounded – beliefs that most acts of violence are committed in public 

places, by unknown perpetrators and which, thus, constitute everyone as a victim-in-

waiting (Lalonde in Coalition 2013a: 9; see also, Best 1999).
124

 Of course, Lalonde’s aim 

is not to claim that sexualized assaults never occur in or around campus buildings by 

strangers (e.g. the attack on Jane Doe), but rather to highlight sanctioned claims that these 

are relatively rare circumstances in order to support the argument that, as such, techno-

security measures (which may help to prevent crimes in public places) are best conceived 

of as exceptional – not routine – ‘solutions’ to sexualized violence.  

When read in relation to the above-cited statistics (Coalition n.d.c) and critical 

comments printed in the margins of a formal statement of augmentations made to 

Carleton’s techno-security infrastructure (Coalition 2013a: 7), the more specific claim 

made in the above-cited article is that increasing the numbers of supposed crime 

deterrence measures across campus does not address the feelings of unsafety expressed 

by 18% of student and 17% of campus employee respondents to Carleton University’s 

(2008b) Personal Safety Survey who state that they do not feel safe amidst these techno-

security efforts. Following this critique, if the aim is to make people feel safe while on 

campus, administrators should direct more effort (and money) at developing initiatives 
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 Please note that I have been unable to find a copy of the original article and thus I am unsure in what 

publication it first appeared.  
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that foster close, collaborative and respectful relationships amongst and between the 

various people who use campus spaces (recall, Rentschler 2003).  

Again, this is an argument that resonates with claims made by other groups. For 

example, this non-hierarchical approach is one promoted by the Sexual Assault Support 

Centre (SASC) of Ottawa, an organization that supports the Coalition’s work with 

statements such as the following:  

Questions have been raised about the effectiveness of the peer support model that 

the Carleton Coalition opted as the best means of support for the students on 

campus. Sexual assault centres have a long history in the province of Ontario, and 

survivors of sexual violence have consistently evaluated models employing non-

medical, peer-support, and survivor-directed frameworks as most helpful to them in 

healing from sexual violence. (SASC 2012: para 3) 

 

In light of all of the above, my analytic point is that whether disseminated ‘from above’ 

(e.g. administrators) or ‘below’ (e.g. students), claims about (a lack of) campus safety are 

produced via an amalgam of knowledge types and sources (see also, Moore 2000). More 

to the point, like other claims-makers, one means by which the Coalition seeks to garner 

support for its members’ campaign for a better way to produce campus safety than more 

cops and cameras is via associations with, and acknowledgements from, more established 

claims-making groups (recall, Walby, Wilkinson and Lippert 2014).   

Both of these points have been made elsewhere in this dissertation. At this 

analytic juncture I underscore two further points. The first is one raised by Furedi (2011: 

99): “Once fear has become objectified and normalized it serves as a cultural resource for 

competing claim makers.”
125

 To flesh out this point in light of this dissertation, consider 

that within analyzed documents, both administrators and students discuss a lack of 
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 As I read it, to state this is not to assume that everyone experiences fear in the same ways, but to note 

that the assumption that everyone feels/experiences fear in relation to campus safety (and other ostensible 

social problems) is one that informs a range of claims-making activities.   
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campus safety with reference to fear. Stated otherwise, in both instances the 

objectification of fear – of which victimization statistics (and risk discourses more 

broadly) may be the epitome – is a central governing tactic. That said, while 

administrators frame the problem with reference to people’s fears as potential victims 

(Chapter Four), students represent a lack of campus safety as a problem that is shaped by 

people’s fears as actual victims. Following the former framing, this problem is best 

addressed via efforts that precede (i.e. or at least mitigate) real incidents of violence (or 

fears thereof), while following the later logic, a safe campus environment also requires 

measures that follow incidents of violence in order to mitigate survivors’ actual fears.  

As an illustrative example of this latter logic, consider Abraham’s (2009:  para 6) 

rationalization that failure on the parts of Carleton’s administrators to offer support 

services to people who have experienced sexualized assaults will lead to “high dropout 

rates” for which Ontario universities are “financially penalize[d].” As compared with the 

analysis presented in Chapter Four of this dissertation of techno-security measures as 

administrative efforts to mitigate popular constructions of campuses as criminogenic 

spaces to be avoided, Abraham reads the ostensible safety measures currently supported 

by Carleton’s administration as “quick-fix solutions” (1) that exasperate “mental health 

challenges” (e.g. fear, anxiety and/or depression) experienced by (at least some) people in 

relation to sexualized assaults on campus (6) and send a message that “Carleton does not 

care about its students” (17). Following this reading, normative efforts to produce a safe 

campus environment are neither preventative nor effectively reactive-constitutive; rather 
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they contribute to people’s real and actual fears of a lack of campus safety and have the 

potential to call into question Carleton’s reputational standing.
126

 

Another claim that I read into the above-analyzed student-led critiques of 

administrative ‘solutions’ is that students are the rightful owners of campuses and thus of 

defining and solving the problem of a lack of campus safety (recall, Gusfield 1989). This 

aspect of the Coalition’s argument is underscored by the finding that, in March 2009, 

Carleton’s administration announced that they had filled the “sexual assault co-ordinator 

position… [created in] place of the [proposed] sexual assault centre” (Charlatan 2009b: 

para 10).
127

 According to one university spokesperson, “while it may look a little 

different than (the centre) requested, it [read: this staff position] certainly meets all the 

areas of need that the students [read: the Coalition] had talked about” (Charlatan 2009c: 

5). Specifically, in these documents, Carleton’s sexual assault services coordinator is 

depicted as someone who is especially well-suited to work with all community members 

– including members of the Coalition – to ensure provision of effective support for all 

assault survivors (see also, Wallace 2009b). 

Coalition members’ response to these claims is that they ignore their main request 

that students be granted a space from which to offer peer support services to sexual 

assault survivors. Again, a main claim that informs this request is that peer counselling 

services that operate outside of mainstream institutional frameworks are necessary to 

ensure that people who have experienced sexualized assaults are not further victimized or 
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 I return to this reading in the conclusion to this chapter. 

127
 The first claims I found about this new position were published in the Charlatan in September 2008 by 

Walkinshaw who, citing a student group representative, describes this position as one developed “in the 

wake of incidents reported last year” (para 1) and that “fills a lot of the roles [Coalition members were] 

hoping to see from the [proposed] centre, including educational campaigns” (4).  
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traumatized (recall, Anonymous 2011b; SASC 2012). As a result, one Coalition member 

represents the hiring of a sexual assault support services coordinator (pace 

institutionalization of a peer-run support centre) as confirmation that “students need to 

take back their campus” (Charlatan 2009b: 9). Again, as I read it, the claim here is that a 

safe university environment requires that students feel a sense of ownership over campus 

programs, policies and geographies.
128

 

Below I identify two events that temporally intersected with, and were used to 

propel, student claims about the necessity of their proposed solution to a lack of campus 

safety. In this sense, in the next sub-section of this chapter, I engage the theoretical 

position introduced in Chapter Two of this dissertation regarding identifiable contextual 

aspects of the social problems. A main claim to emerge from this discussion is that, like 

problem claims, solution claims are contingent and shifting – that is, discursive.  

5.2 Shifting Contexts, Shifting (Solution) Claims 

In this sub-section, I elaborate the claim that one way students have maintained 

their rationalizations and counter-rationalizations about how best to achieve a safe 

campus environment is by drawing together an array of claims that emerge in the context 

of new temporal junctures. Specifically, below I identify two events as turning points in 

the claims-making trajectory analyzed for this project (recall, LeGreco and Tracy 2009: 

1524). This first event is emergence of public knowledge of the details of the lawsuit 

brought against Carleton University by Jane Doe. The second event is public knowledge 
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 I develop this point below. Suffice it to note here that in light of what is interpreted as an administrative 

refusal to support their proposed centre, in March 2010, the Coalition launched the Carleton Sexual Assault 

Support Line (see, Lalonde 2010: para 10-13). This phone line is run by trained volunteers who – with no 

funding from the university – use personal cellphones to take calls from people about their experiences 

with sexualized violence (Coalition 2011a, 2012b; Maclean’s 2011; Patterson 2011).  
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of a number of sexualized assaults that occurred on Carleton’s campus during the fall of 

2011. Again, my present focus is some of the discursive effects of these events on student 

(and administrative) claims and counter-claims that they are the rightful owners of the 

problem of a lack of campus safety.  

To begin, consider that details of the legal case brought against Carleton by Jane 

Doe in December 2008 became relatively public knowledge during the summer of 2009. 

A central narrative that emerges from news coverage (and co-constitution) of this event is 

that rather than interpreting them as partners in their efforts to produce a safe campus 

environment, the Coalition views Carleton’s administrators as adversaries – again, as part 

of the problem, not the solution. In particular, within these documents, members of the 

Coalition condemn Carleton’s formal claim that Jane Doe was at least “partly” to blame 

for her victimization because she did not take advantage of campus services ostensibly 

designed to keep people safe when working on campus late at night (Wieclawski 2009: 

para 1; recall, Jane Doe v. Carleton University).  

As compared with readings (introduced in Chapter Four of this dissertation) of 

this defence as a necessary (legal) professional practice, Coalition members interpret it as 

evidence that Carleton’s administration is not concerned, first and foremost, with 

students’ well-being (recall, Abraham 2009). In particular, in a news article posted online 

by CTV News Ottawa (2009b), some Carleton students are cited as referring to this 

legal(ized) statement as a “dismissive” (para 5) and “ludicrous” (6) tactic that 

“discourages students from reporting… assaults to authorities” (7). More to the point, 

from the Coalition’s perspective, administrative tendencies to reproduce a discursive 

hierarchy of blameworthiness is indicative of an institutional failure – or better, inability 
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– to provide services that are welcoming to everyone, “regardless of gender, sex, sexual 

orientation, race, religion, ethnicity, citizenship, ability, age, Mother Tongue or student 

status” (Coalition n.d.b). 

Given the critical and diffuse media attention that this narrative received, it is not 

surprising that members of Carleton’s administration responded by defending the 

university generally and their actions specifically. For example, in a statement released 

by the university’s President and Vice-Chancellor on August 14, 2009 readers are assured 

that “[t]he legal case surrounding the 2007 assault on a student [Jane Doe] at Carleton has 

been resolved” and, thus, it is “time to address again… Carleton’s commitment to 

creating a culture without violence and to protecting and supporting all members of the 

community” (Runte 2009b: para 1, 2). In the text that follows, readers are assured of this 

commitment with reference to recent “steps [undertaken by Carleton’s Department of 

Equity Services] to make Carleton a safer and more secure place” (2): hiring a sexual 

assault services co-ordinator (4); meeting with student groups (including the Coalition) to 

plan awareness programming (5); organizing a conference with the Ottawa Coalition to 

End Violence Against Women (7), for examples.  

Recalling Wood and Shearing (1998: 85), it is notable that, here, Runte (2009b) 

explicitly frames campus safety as an institutional equity issue. Again, when approached 

through this lens, campus safety requires efforts to produce community members by 

bringing people in-line with internal policies (i.e. codes of conduct) and educational 

programs (i.e. awareness training) that promote positive and respectful relations amongst 

and between various campus groups. More to the point – and perhaps especially when 

situated within the discursive context of public condemnation of Carleton’s legal(ized) 
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claims and knowledge that Jane Doe v. Carleton University was settled out-of-court (see, 

Charlatan 2009a) – Runte (2009b) may be read as promoting an understanding of 

campus safety as an issue best addressed via recourse to internal (i.e. educational) not 

external (i.e. legal) policies and procedures.  

To develop this suggested reading, consider Runte’s response to allegations that 

the university’s formal legal response to Jane Doe v. Carleton University reproduces 

victim-blaming discourses and, thus, Jane Doe deserves a formal apology: “I do not 

refuse to apologize… There is nothing I would rather do. But I have been told by the 

lawyer of Jane Doe that we cannot say anything more about the case” (Runte cited in 

Doneathy 2009: para 14). As I read this claim, it is a statement that, if given legal 

permission, Runte would formally apologize to Jane Doe in the capacity as Carleton’s 

President and Vice-Chancellor. This, it is presumed, would rectify any misconceptions 

that Carleton does not care about students. Stated more analytically, this statement may 

be read as substantiating understandings of the relative social power of legal discourses to 

shape reality (recall, Comack and Balfour 2004: 34). It also may be read as directing 

blame for an absent apology away from Runte (and Carleton generally) and onto Jane 

Doe’s legal representative (and the legal system broadly) and as buttressing arguments 

(also made by the Coalition) that traditional legal discourses and tactics are counter-

intuitive to service-oriented efforts to produce safe campuses (recall also, Gomme and 

Micucci 1997; Wood and Shearing 1998).   

At the same time, Runte’s (2009b) statement may be read as a direct discursive 

engagement with student-led claims that Carleton’s administration is victim-blaming at 

worst (recall, Wieclawski 2009) and uncaring at best (recall, Abraham 2009). More to the 
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point, it is at this temporal juncture that members of Carleton’s administration began to 

promote, with some fervor, university-community campus safety efforts. In this regard, 

consider that Runte (2009b) ends the above-noted statement with the claim that 

Carleton’s administration is committed to developing collaborative programs (para 10) 

that facilitate recognition of “Carleton… as an increasingly positive, forward-looking, 

and caring community” (11).  

As further substantiation of this analysis, recall that it was during this same time 

that Carleton’s administration announced the launching of its ENS – a system, readers 

will recall from Chapter Four of this dissertation, that university administrators describe 

as the outcome of a partnership between Carleton and two local businesses (recall, CTV 

News Ottawa 2009a) to produce “a state-of-the-art system” (Carleton University 2009a: 

para 3) that is “the most effective and flexible of any such system on a Canadian 

university campus” (Runte 2009a: para 3). More to the point, recall my reading of 

temporal-discursive intersections between formal announcement on August 17 that a 

settlement was reached in Jane Doe v. Carleton University (Runte 2009b) and claims 

made within administrative documents less than two weeks later that Carleton had 

adopted an ENS (Carleton University 2009a) and that this purchase is “not really” related 

to the sexualized assault of Jane Doe (CTV News Ottawa 2009a). 

In other words, following these analyses, public emergence of details of the legal 

case brought against Carleton by Jane Doe had a number of discursive effects. First, it 

provided fodder for Coalition-led claims that members of Carleton’s administration care 

more about the university’s reputation than about students’ well-being and that they fail 

to see that these two issues are intimately linked and best addressed via support for a 
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peer-run sexual assault support centre (recall, Abraham 2009).
129

 Second, this event 

informed administrative tendencies to promote Carleton’s administration as effective co-

producers of campus safety and one corollary of this construction is an attempt to erase 

discursive traces of actual incidents of violence on their campus.  

Presently I suggest that these sets of claims were maintained and developed via 

another intersecting event: public reporting of two more sexualized assaults on Carleton’s 

campus less than one week apart during the fall semester of 2011 (see, Charlatan 2011a; 

CBC News Ottawa 2011a). Turning to one popular representation of these incidents, it is 

interesting to note that they are discussed in a way that both calls into question and 

supports the administrative interpretations of and solutions to a lack of campus safety 

discussed in Chapter Four of this dissertation. Specifically, in an article posted online by 

CBC News Ottawa (2011b), readers are provided with the details of the first of the 

above-noted assaults (i.e. where and when it happened and a description of the suspect) 

and with the uniform resource locator (URL) of a related article published by CBC News 

Ottawa (2008). In this earlier piece, one former and one current Carleton student are cited 

as saying that they do not feel safe on campus because no cameras have been installed in 

the science laboratories where Jane Doe was assaulted (para 8) and because they do not 

know where to go on campus in the case of an emergency (14; recall, Chapter Four). 

Thus, as they are presented here, student comments imply that administrators should do 

more to ensure that people feel safe on campus and that normative techno-security 

measures may be sufficient in this regard. Specifically, these comments suggest that what 
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 In the conclusion to this chapter, I situate this reasoning as another instance of university branding.  
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is needed is more of the same: more cameras to cover a larger portion of the campus and 

more “emergency telephones … relative to other universities” (13). 

Articles published in the Charlatan following the above-noted assaults are more 

overtly critical of administratively-supported techno-securitization than those just 

discussed. As foreshadowed above, the student authors of these articles use the facts of 

these more recent assaults to substantiate their argument that not only do “we have a 

problem here at Carleton,” but we also have a viable solution that is being ignored by 

administrators: a sexual assault support centre, of which most Carleton students are in 

favour (Schilz 2011: para 13). Specifically, what emerges at this analytic juncture are 

direct discursive attacks by Coalition members and supporters of some of the emergency 

notification initiatives (i.e. emails and posters) rationalized by Carleton’s administration 

as helping to ensure safe campus environments, or perceptions thereof.  

More directly, claims published at this time within this student publication 

represent these initiatives as more than “simply [not] enough” (Schilz 2011: para 13; 

recall, Coalition 2013a: 4); they are, to quote the author of one piece published in the 

Charlatan, “triggering”: these ostensible safety initiatives may, in fact, cause survivors of 

violence to “experience flashbacks and other extremely negative emotional responses” 

(Charlatan 2011b: para 3). In keeping with this reasoning, in a series of opinion pieces 

and news articles published in the Charlatan during the month of November 2011, 

Carleton’s campus is depicted as “a triggering environment” (Charlatan 2011b: para 6) 

which produces a “climate of silence surrounding sexual assault[s]” (9) – a climate which 

is described as supported by Carleton’s administration in a variety of ways: not 

prioritizing peer volunteer-run safety support services (see, von Stackelberg, 2011) and – 
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relatedly – not allowing Coalition members to advertise, widely, their independently-run 

sexual assault support hotline (see, also Gerster 2011a), for examples. Again, from this 

perspective, because they fail to address the individual and institutional aftermath of 

actual incidents of violence on campus, administrative ‘solutions’ contribute to the 

problem of campus unsafety.  

Returning to administrative tendencies to discursively deny that Carleton is not an 

unsafe space, consider that on January 4, 2012 – just months after the above-noted 

relative eruption of student-led claims – the university’s President and Vice-Chancellor 

formally announced that Carleton would be “[e]nhancing… [its] [s]upport [s]ervices” by 

way of creation of a sexual assault support centre (Runte 2012). Chronologically sorting 

this and related documents suggests that Runte’s announcement is a direct response to the 

activities undertaken by the Coalition. For example, Runte opens with the following 

claim: “We acknowledge that sexual assault is a reality in our society and that university 

campuses are not immune to it… In this regard, Carleton is no different from any other 

university campus” (para 1-2, emphasis added). More so, here, Runte frames the problem 

of a lack of campus safety in relation to already-noted statistics disseminated by the 

Coalition (2014c) which represent female university students as at a relatively high risk 

of being assaulted by men they know. The analytic point here is that these claims suggest 

a change in administrative tone, at the very least.  

Pushing this analysis further, consider also that Runte (2012) discursively merges 

the assaults reported at Carleton “in recent months” (para 2) and above-noted statistics 

(Coalition n.d.c.) to rationalize administrative introduction of a range of new measures 

meant to “complement Carleton’s already significant investments in counselling and 
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support services” (5). Again, noteworthy here is that these initiatives include “a sexual 

assault support centre... for students, staff and faculty under the leadership of the 

university’s Co-ordinator of Sexual Assault Services” (4). “This centre,” Runte 

continues, will 

be dedicated to offering proactive programming, including education, awareness 

campaigns and training, as well as... student-led education and support initiatives 

and we [i.e. university administrators] look forward to working with students on 

this initiative. (4)  

 

Importantly, in this latter regard, this announcement may be read as a welcoming – an 

invitation – to students to contribute to this initiative rather than as an administrative 

concession that such a centre is something for which Coalition members have been 

working for years. More to the point, insofar as Runte represents a need for an on-campus 

sexual assault support centre as a new response to recent events, one possible effect of 

this announcement is to erase the Coalition’s critical work and discursive traces of Jane 

Doe v. Carleton University.  

This critical reading noted, following Runte’s (2012) statement, the Coalition is 

now working within a discursive context in which a sexual assault support centre is an 

agreed-upon institutional necessity. Stated otherwise, at this temporal-episodic juncture, 

the Coalition is now working from a position wherein its members and supporters must 

underscore the argument that they are the most appropriate owners of this problem-

solution. This acknowledgment is drawn to the fore in an article published in the 

Charlatan on January 5, 2012 (one day after the above announcement was made). Here, 

readers are told that one Coalition co-founder considers the above announcement as “a bit 

of a victory in the sense that Carleton has done a complete 180 from when we first 

started” (von Stackleberg 2012: para 10). This victory noted, as above, the main claim 
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presented here is that  students are especially knowledgeable about how best to support 

(student) survivors of sexualized assaults and that, as a result, they ought to be granted “a 

bigger role to play” in shaping this centre (22).  

One tactic used by Coalition members and supporters to maintain this argument is 

ongoing representation of administrative claims as suspect. For example, in an article 

published in the Charlatan about presentations made to Carleton’s Board of Governors 

on January 11, 2012,  Singh (2012: para 3) notes that “support services for sexual assault 

victims figured prominently.” Of particular interest here is a statement given by one 

Coalition member:  

This university has spent the past five years telling students and media that sexual 

assault doesn’t happen at Carleton, that we don’t want to be known as a rape 

school… To [now] expect survivors to come and seek support from the same 

people who they’ve seen in the media saying that sexual assault in not a problem 

here and doesn’t happen is to just completely misunderstand the issue of sexual 

assault itself. (para 4, emphases added)  

 

Again, the implication here is that administrators are more concerned about institutional 

reputation (i.e. economic security) than student well-being (i.e. personal safety) and that 

their “abrupt reversal” regarding the need for an on-campus sexual assault support centre 

underscores their continued misunderstanding of this priority (Coalition 2012c: para 1; 

recall, Abraham 2009). 

As noted above, I return to this line of argumentation in the next sub-section of 

this chapter where I read it as another instance of university branding (recall, Chapter 

Four). In the context of the present discussion, I suggest that the analyses presented in 

this sub-section dovetail academic claims that “the meaning… of an event [or, in this 

case, a problem-solution] is [never] fixed for the duration of analysis” (Abbott 2001: 

125). Specifically, following the above discussion, one discursive effect of public 
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knowledge of some of the details of Jane Doe v. Carleton University and other 

sexualized assaults on Carleton’s campus during the fall of 2011 is a shrinking of the 

stated solution to (fears of ) a lack of campus safety. Indeed, within analyzed documents, 

by January 2012, students and administrators at least discursively agree that development 

of an on-campus sexual assault support centre is an important step toward making 

Carleton’s campus (feel) safe.   

This discursive convergence noted, I want to ensure that readers do not interpret 

the above analysis as a statement that any merger of student and administrative solution 

claims is the direct result of the two above identified event-cases. Rather, a main point I 

hope readers take away from this discussion is that in their efforts to establish ownership 

over what they deem to be the best solution to the problem of a lack of campus safety, 

Coalition members and their supporters draw on an array of work performed by claims-

makers across diverse temporal-spatial arenas. I develop this point below. 

5.3 One Solution, Multiple Problem(atization)s 

  In this final sub-section, I contextualize the above-noted eruption in Coalition-led 

problem-solution claims and subsequent formal announcement that Carleton’s 

administration intends to create an on-campus sexual assault support centre in relation to 

the claims-making activities of other groups that were garnering diffuse attention during 

this time. Again, part of my analytic point is that the discursive context of the Coalition’s 

work extends beyond the two event-cases identified in the previous sub-section of this 

chapter.
130

 Specifically, following the ensuing analysis, this broader discursive context 
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 Of course, this is a main claim thread throughout this chapter and this dissertation: that a lack of campus 

safety is a discourse co-narrated across temporally and spatially vast discursive sites.  
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provided additional resources for members of the Coalition to support their claims that an 

on-campus, peer-run sexual assault support centre is an important step toward addressing 

not ‘merely’ fear of a lack of personal safety while on Carleton’s campus, but also a more 

pervasive culture of violence and concerns about institutional reputation.  

To begin, consider that on January 24, 2011 – almost exactly one year prior to 

Runte’s (2012) above-analyzed announcement – a police officer in attendance at an 

information panel about sexualized assault held at York University in Toronto, Ontario 

stated that “women can avoid sexual assault by not dressing like a ‘slut’” (cited in Kwan 

2011: para 1). Insofar as this comment blames women for their experiences with, and 

risks of, sexualized harassment, and rape in particular, and given that it was offered as 

advice by someone in the role as protector of personal safety and public security, it is not 

surprising that it sparked widespread, critical attention. For example, in the weeks 

following this comment, spokespeople for the Toronto Police were cited in various news 

media outlets stating that it contradicts the professional training their police officers 

receive (for example, Anderssen 2011; CTV Toronto News 2011a; Quadrini 2011; Rush 

2011). At the same time, the author of an article published in York University’s student 

newspaper notes that some students made and posted signs that call attention to the 

absurdity of ‘safety tips’ that blame people for their victimization and support normative 

responses to violence (e.g. contacting often unsympathetic police officers) and others 

used social media to organize a public protest in response to the officer’s comment 

(Maronese 2011a).  

On April 3, 2011 over one thousand people heeded this call to join a ‘SlutWalk’ 

from Toronto’s Queen’s Park to the city’s police headquarters. Following local news 
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reports, some protest participants wore clothing normatively defined as overly 

provocative and carried placards which statements such as, “THERE IS NO SUCH 

THING AS AN INVITIATION FOR RAPE” (Maronese 2011b) and “Just cause I’m a 

slut doesn’t mean I want to be raped” (CTV Toronto News 2011b: para: 3; see also, 

Hamilton Spectator 2011). As noted on the public Facebook page for this event, the 

cumulative purpose of such tactics was “to spread the word [to police officers] that 

those… who experience sexual assault are not the ones at fault, without exception” 

(SlutWalk Toronto n.d: para 8).
131

  

This aim found resonance beyond Toronto, beyond Ontario, and beyond Canada; 

throughout 2011, SlutWalks took place in major cities around the world (for example, 

BBC News US & Canada 2011; CTV News Ottawa 2011; Stampler 2011; Topping 

2011). Within academic accounts, disagreements abound about the meanings of these 

events, which have taken place in various cities every year since 2011. For example, Carr 

(2013: 24) celebrates the performatively “upbeat and playful” aspects of SlutWalks as a 

new form of transnational feminist politics while other people highlight the possible 

exclusionary effects of use of the term ‘slut’ as a central protest moniker (for example, 

Borah and Nandi 2012; Nguyen 2013; Ringrose and Renold 2012). These differing 

readings noted, as a whole, SlutWalks may be read as a statement “that women in 

burquas, jeans, saris, salwar kameez, and spaghetti straps have all been victims of sexual 

violence,” thus confirming the need to turn our critical gazes away from people’s clothing 
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 Please note that, as I read it, this focus on police officers is indicative of (mostly implicit) claims that de-

stigmatizing survivors of sexualized assaults helps to ensure that more people will feel comfortable 

reporting crimes to official ‘criminal justice’ authorities. More to the point, as I read it, this line of 

argumentation contradicts the more anarchist logic that may be read into this and related claims-making 

activities discussed throughout this chapter, including the Coalition’s continual refrains about the need for 

support services that work outside of mainstream structures.  
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choices toward the multiple structures and processes that constitute sexualized violence 

as a ‘reasonable’ option – what some people refer to as rape culture (Kapur 2012: 12).
132

  

In the context of the present analysis, another notable aspect of SlutWalk is that it 

emerged during “a year of global revolution” (Bella 2011: para 4). Indeed, 2011 was a 

year when people around the world took part in activities that have at least discursive 

resonance. In the United States, for example, on September 17, 2011 the Occupy Wall 

Street (OWS) movement took physical form as thousands of people showed up to 

Zuccotti Park in New York City to protest what is generally described as the vastly 

shared problems of global capitalism (see, Chomsky 2012). Again, as with SlutWalk 

Toronto, this logic and accompanying tactics diffused widely; following OWS, people 

began to ‘occupy’ public spaces throughout the world via, for examples, formation of 

tent-cities and display of placards which read, “We are the 99%” – a statement meant to 

draw attention to major political-economic disparities and which was repeated so many 

times that it became the movement’s slogan (Pickerill and Krinsky 2012: 281).
133
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 Rape culture is a term traceable to efforts by feminists during the 1970s to draw attention to beliefs and 

practices that condone sexualized aggression and a lack of respect for gender and sexuality diversity (see, 

Rentchler 2012: 66-67; Carr 2013: fn 1). I return to this point toward the end of this sub-section.  
133

 In terms of the discursive resonance of activist events in 2011, consider descriptions of OWS as an 

offshoot of demonstrations in February 2011 in Tahrir Square in Cairo, Egypt and led to the resignation of 

that nation’s President (for example, Bamyeh 2012; Williams 2012). Specifically, consider depictions of 

OWS as the outcome of efforts of the editor of the Canadian anti-consumerist magazine Adbusters to 

‘brand’ the protest energy associated with the Tahrir via creation of the Twitter group 

#OCCUPYWALLSTREET and a poster of a ballerina dancing atop a sculptured representation of a bull 

located near Manhattan’s Wall Street (Reimer 2012; see also, Kerton 2012; Yardley 2011). As with all 

narratives, this one supports some reality constructions over others. For example, to suggest direct links 

between OWS to Tahrir Square is to gloss over both a range of precipitating events in the American 

national context, including and not limited to “attacks on the collective bargaining rights of public 

employees by several state governments in 2011” (Gamson and Sifry 2013: 163) and overlaps and 

divergences between Tahrir Square protests and others that occurred throughout the Middle East and 

Northern Africa and have been collectively and popularly labelled ‘the Arab Spring’ (for example, 

Anderson 2011). I return to this narrative later in this chapter with reference to the rhetorical tactic of 

piggybacking (recall, Loseke 2003: 61). 
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Following the above-cited discussions, SlutWalk Toronto and OWS may be 

considered as media events, through and through – or media spectacles (recall, Kellner 

2003, 2005, 2007, 2008). In this regard, consider that both have been depicted as social 

movements organized by young and educated people using social media as means to 

incite “a different, more active [and affective] relationship to the political” (Gould 2012: 

20; see also, Gaby and Caren 2012; Milkman 2012; Reimer 2012). Likewise, both 

SlutWalk Toronto and OWS sparked similar activities in distant locations, many of which 

also received extensive media and academic exposure. Following Butler, together, 

SlutWalk and Occupy events – and diffuse depictions thereof – project “extremely 

graphic, near hallucinatory, image[s] of the power of the people in public assembly to 

stop a regime” (cited in Bella 2011: 12). Notwithstanding the ambitiousness of efforts to 

stop globally diffuse regimes (e.g. sexism; capitalism), the point here is that at this 

temporal-historical juncture these social movements provided a repertoire of socially 

powerful logics and tactics from which other claims-makers could draw, both overtly and 

subtly, in their efforts to garner support for their respective claims. 

It is in this regard that I return to analysis of the institutional documents collected 

for the present case study. As a prelude to this discussion, it is useful to recall that during 

the month of November 2011, Coalition members amplified their claims for a need for a 

sexual assault support centre on campus. More to the point, it is notable that seven 

months after the first SlutWalk in Toronto and two months after the first Occupy event in 

New York City, these efforts included more than the above-discussed depictions of 

Carleton’s policy and physical landscapes as “triggering” (recall, Charlatan 2011b: para 

3); they also included a rally (Singh 2011), a ‘Take Back the Tunnels’ event (see, Gerster 
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2011b) and a sit-in (see, De Vynck 2011). Below I suggest that analysis of coverage of 

these claims-making tactics suggests identifiable tactical resonances between these and 

the SlutWalk and Occupy movements discussed above.  

In the first instance, on November 14 , 2011 some people showed their support for 

the Coalition ’s proposed sexual assault centre by “holding placards and distributing 

pamphlets to [people in] cars passing by” (Singh 2011: para 1). In coverage of this event 

that appeared in the Charlatan, Singh cites Coalition members and supporters who 

interpret a lack of administrative support for this centre as indicative of a concern that to 

fund such a centre would be to acknowledge that rape is a reality at Carleton, thus 

“promoting Carleton as a bad place to come to school” (10; recall also, Singh 2012: para 

4). This same article concludes with the following statement made by one student about 

the support received by the Coalition from other students: “They think we need a centre 

and we need to fight rape culture and the ideas people have in their minds surrounding 

sexual assault” (Singh 2011: para 21, emphases added). 

Similarly, an article posted online by the Charlatan on November 29, 2011 about 

the Take Back the Tunnels event opens with the following statement: “Sirens and chants 

filled the air as about 30 students marched through the tunnels around 9 p.m. [on] Nov. 

28, raising awareness about rape culture and demanding a student-run sexual assault 

support centre” (Gerster 2011b: para 1, emphasis added).
134

 In the ensuing text, readers 

are told that participants “left posters around campus in their wake to draw attention to 

the issue” of on-campus sexual assaults, which is here described as including not only 
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 In light of the present discussion, it is useful to note that this event draws on the language and tactics of 

the more established Take Back the Night movement which, like the term rape culture, gained prominence 

during the 1970s (see, Take Back the Night n.d.).   
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those discussed above sexual assaults (including that of Jane Doe), but also another, more 

recent “allegation” (5, 3). What I find interesting about this article is that, especially 

when juxtaposed with Singh’s (2011), it suggests emergence of a new framing of the 

Coalition’s activities – that is, as instances of fighting rape culture. 

To support this reading, consider that my search of the Charlatan’s online archive 

in January 2013 suggests that 2011 was the first year the term ‘rape culture’ appeared in 

this publication – at least since February 2009 (recall, footnote 92). Specifically, this 

effort revealed four documents from 2011. In the first instance, the author of an article 

published on April 5, 2011 – two days after the above-noted SlutWalk Toronto event – 

discusses rape culture in terms of pornographic and more mainstream images which 

“sexualize… violence against women” (Charlatan 2011c: 25). In the other instances 

(Anonymous 2011b; Gerster 2011b; Singh 2011) the Coalition’s proposed centre is 

discussed as an important step toward combatting an undescribed ‘rape culture’.
135

 

Turning to Facebook coverage of this event, readers are told that “CDAC [read: 

Carleton Disability Awareness Centre], The Coalition for a Carleton Sexual Assault 

Centre, Foot Patrol and our allies organized a demonstration to literally and figuratively 

take back the tunnels” (Coalition 2011b). As foreshadowed above, and illustrated by the 

photographs published on this public webpage, one tactic used by event participants to 

achieve this goal was to affix onto the walls of the tunnels that connect Carleton’s 
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 This search reveals six other articles, five published in January 2012 (Charlatan 2012a, Charlatan 

2012b; Stanczak 2012; Charlatan 2012c; Smith 2012) and one in February 2012 (Ritchie 2012), thus 

supporting my developing claim that in a context of a threat to their problem-solution ownership, the 

Coalition’s tactical repertoire expanded to include what Stanczak (2012: 7) describes as “not a new idea, 

but one that reached new levels of public awareness in 2011” in the Canadian post-secondary educational 

context. Again, a somewhat implicit claim thread throughout these documents is that normative 

administratively-supported techno-security measures reproduce victim-blaming discourses and, thus, are 

part and parcel of rape culture specifically and more general tendencies that “encourage… violence and 

dominance” (10; see also, Charlatan 2012c: para 1; recall, Anonymous 2011b). 
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campus buildings posters with statements such as, “$15,000 TUITION SHOULD = 

SAFETY ON CAMPUS: TAKE BACK THE TUNNELS” and “Sexual Assault 

Happens/ed HERE.” There are two ways that I read these statements. On the one hand, 

they resonate with SlutWalk and Occupy efforts to highlight the unsafe and inequitable 

aspects of public spaces. On the other hand, insofar as their creators frame campus safety 

within an economic calculus, these comments (at least those printed on the first of these 

cited posters) may be read as, however unwittingly, buttressing discourses that constitute 

security as an economic privilege, a commodity – a logic that runs counter to the 

Coalition’s overarching argument as well as those associated with the SlutWalk and 

Occupy movements (see above). I return to this critical reading below. Presently I 

suggest reading Take Back the Tunnels as another event that reinforces claims that 2011 

was a year during which multiple claims-makers sought to highlight the productive power 

of collectively laying claim to public spaces (recall, Butler in Bella 2011; see also, 

Arenas 2014; Pickerill and Krinsky 2012).       

To further support this reading vis-à-vis the present case study, we can turn to the 

front page of the first Charlatan issue of December 2011 where there appears a picture of 

a young woman holding a sign that reads, “GOT SPACE FOR A SEXUAL ASSAULT 

CENTRE?” In the news story that accompanies this cover picture, readers are told that it 

was taken at sit-in on November 30, 2011 during which members of various campus 

groups voiced concerns that their space “seems to have been taken” (De Vynck 2011: 

para 3). When read literally, the collective concern here is continued administrative 

refusal to provide Carleton students with a physical space on campus from which to offer 

peer support services to survivors of sexual assaults, despite the fact that other Canadian 



 

156 

 

university campuses include such spaces (4).
136

 When situated in the context the 

SlutWalk and Occupy protests, this sit-in may be read more figuratively as a statement 

that Carleton students are amongst the groups (e.g. the 99%) denied opportunities to 

shape their environments in ways they deem to be especially ethical and meaningful.
137

     

 To build on this suggested reading, consider also that coverage of this sit-in that 

appears in the Charlatan also includes claims that participants “occupied the space [i.e. 

the atrium of the University Centre building] for over an hour” as a way to voice their 

shared concerns about a lack of administrative accountability vis-à-vis issues “ranging 

from mental health to sustainable investment and food choices” (De Vynck 2011: para 

10, 4). In addition to depictions of sit-in participants as occupying (rather than rallying in 

or filling) this space, readers of this same article are told that attendees “showed their 

support for speakers by lifting their hands in the air and waving their fingers” (9) – a 

gesture that has both a long history in left-wing and anarchist efforts to practice 

participatory forms of democracy and has become intimately associated with the 

techniques employed by Occupy movement participants (see, Nielson 2012; Watkins 

2012). My specific claim here is that, via a number of rhetorical moves, Coalition 

members are (self)situated as part of a larger cohort of activists.
138

  

Stated more theoretically, what emerges here, again, is a process whereby claims-

makers seek to garner legitimacy for their claims via constructed resonances with other, 
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 Again, below I consider moralizing and normalizing implications of such comparative statements.  

137
 This claim is made relatively explicit in an article published in the Charlatan two days after Runte’s 

(2012) above-noted announcement where a member of the Carleton University Academic Staff Association 

is cited as saying, “Unless there is more room in the university’s proposal for student voice and control, it is 

hard to see how their [read: administrators’] vision [of an on-campus sexual assault centre] will affect 

meaningful change” (Spitz 2012: para 3).  
138

 Recall here Loseke’s (2003: 26) understanding of rhetoric as including “any verbal, visual, or behavioral 

statement that seeks to persuade audience members to define a condition as a social problem.” 
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more established and/or socially powerful (i.e. ‘successful’) claims, claims-makers and 

contexts (i.e. Take Back the Night; SlutWalk Toronto; OWS). Returning to a point 

introduced above, consider that at the same time as drawing direct links between OWS 

and Tahrir Square may erase a number of other narratives, it also may be read as an effort 

to discursively romanticize the former and, thus, endow OWS and related claims-making 

tactics with an aura of authenticity (see, Kerton 2012) – or what Sacco and Ismali (2001: 

29) refer to as “radiative power.” When situated in relation to the present analysis, the 

finding here is that just before student and administrative claims about the best way to 

ensure campus safety became relatively focused (recall, Runte 2012),  representations of 

students as powerful agents of social change were (re)gaining discursive force and were 

incorporated by the Coalition and their supporters into their claims-making activities.   

To be clear, I do not read these constructed linkages as part of a causal chain that 

moves the Coalition closer and closer to its goal to have a student-run sexual assault 

centre institutionalized at Carleton.
 
Rather, I read this as another example of what Loseke 

(2003: 61) calls piggybacking: a rhetorical – if opportune – tactic used by some claims-

makers in their efforts to sustain their respective problem-solution claims. The more 

specific analytic claim here is that piggybacking occurs in relation to ostensible solutions 

as well as putative problems and more so, that one likely corollary of a persistent 

commitment to a particular solution (e.g. a student-run sexual assault centre) is continual, 

contextually-contingent shifts in the stated problem (e.g. from fear of campus unsafety to 

an understanding of administrative refusal to accept this solution as epiphenomenal 

pervasive instances of violence). 
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More than repeating what I understand as a main insight offered by the contextual 

scholars of social problems reviewed in Chapter Two of this dissertation, in the present 

case, I suggest reading this tactic as an instance of moral regulation: as a student-led 

effort to shape university administrators’ responses to, and representations of, sexualized 

violence. The more novel claim I make in this regard is that the Coalition’s framing of 

administrative refusal to fund a student-led sexual assault support centre as a failure, 

when compared with other Canadian universities (recall, Abraham 2009; Carleton 

University Academic Staff Association 2011, 2012) and when situated in a context of 

(re)emerging discourses which constitute students as especially knowledgeable agents of 

social change, is an effort to morally regulate institutions. That said, my claim is not that 

Coalition members seek to bring an institutional outlier (i.e. Carleton) into the normative 

fold per se – although, one would assume that from the Coalition’s perspective one ideal 

corollary of their efforts is institutional diffusion (normalization) of this solution across 

the Canadian (and more broad) landscape. Rather, as a whole, I read the student-led 

claims analyzed in this chapter as an effort to situate Carleton (and themselves) at the 

leading edge of campus safety initiatives. Stated more explicitly, following this reading, 

like university administrators (recall, Chapter Four), students also are active agents in 

processes of university branding.
 
 

In this regard, recall that a university brand is herein described as the 

manifestation of [an] institution’s features that distinguish it from others, reflect its 

capacity to satisfy students’ needs, engender trust in its ability to deliver a certain 

type and level of higher education, and help potential recruits to make wise 

enrolment decisions. (Bennett and Ali-Choudhury 2009: 85) 

 

Recall also that a central – if mostly implicit claim – put forth by the Coalition is that 

rape (i.e. sexualized violence) is a pervasive reality that effects, especially, “women 
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between 16 and 25” (recall, Coalition’s 2014c) and, as such, to support a peer-run sexual 

assault centre is not to “promot[e] Carleton as a bad place to come to school”, but rather 

to help ensure that Carleton is experienced as a relatively safe space where all students 

are respected and cared about (Singh 2011: 10). Again, following this line of 

argumentation, Carleton’s reputation (institutional security) and students’ well-being 

(individual safety) are important concerns, and what university administrators fail to see 

is that these issues are best addressed not just by development of an on-campus sexual 

assault support centre, but by institutional support for a peer-run support centre (recall, 

Abraham 2009) and other venues which promote peer networking, including but not 

limited to a telephone support line  (recall, Lalonde 2010). 

In the next and final chapter of this dissertation, university branding is situated in 

relation to the ‘crisis’ facing universities in Ontario, as elsewhere (recall, Côté and 

Allahar 2011; Nelson and Wei 2012; Schuetze and Bruneau 2004; Usher and Dunn 

2009). Suffice it to end this discussion with the observation that like university 

administrators, university students are consumers and producers of techno-security as a 

reasonable rationality and institutional practice. In this case, recall, for example, that 

some Carleton students also conducted a safety audit and used this as a basis to support 

their counter-claims that the best way to address a lack of campus safety is via 

institutional funding for a peer-run sexual assault support centre and/or a student-run 

sexual assault support telephone line  (recall, Lalonde 2010). Again, following the 

analyses presented in this and the previous chapter of this dissertation, techno-securitized 

campuses – and security projects more generally – are narrated in relation to an 

assemblage of logics, scopes and techniques (recall, Valverde 2011).  
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Chapter 6 

Conclusion 

The notion of a university brand is one that many [people] in higher education are 

comfortable with. It induces a wave of nausea in others, who warn that [by] focusing on 

branding, universities promote a view of higher education as a commodity.  

(Morgan 2011: para 4) 

 

A main claim that emerges from Chapter Four and Chapter Five of this 

dissertation is that there are at least discursive intersections to be explored between 

processes of university branding and claims made by university administrators and 

students about how to achieve a safe campus environment. In this final chapter, I explore 

some of the significances of this finding. In particular, here the notion of university 

branding via techno-securitization is used as an entry point into three discussions. The 

first is about some of the theoretical implications of this research, particularly when 

situated in relation to the three academically informed premises with which I began this 

research (recall, Chapter One and Chapter Two). Next, some more practical implications 

of this finding are explored, particularly with regards to convergences between 

administrative and student claims vis-à-vis the three techno-security logics identified in 

Chapter One of this dissertation. This discussion concludes with consideration of some 

ways the present case study might inform future research endeavours.  

6.1 Theory  

Following my close readings of the academic works reviewed in Chapter Two of 

this dissertation, I began this research with three claims. These are: there are not 

unequivocal and unidirectional links to be uncovered between conceptions of phenomena 

as problems and claims about how best to interpret and resolve those ostensible 
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problems; but rather that problem-solution linkages require ongoing work; and this work 

is constitutive of and by morally-inflected narratives composed by an array of differently-

situated agents. As discussed presently, I understand the analyses presented in Chapter 

Four and Chapter Five of this dissertation to extend from these starting premises.  

In the first regard, recall that while both the administrative and student solution 

claims analyzed in this dissertation followed (and were at least initially framed with 

reference to) the sexualized assault of Jane Doe, thereby converging on representations of 

this incident as problematic, they diverged with regards to statements about how best to 

interpret and address this act of violence. On the one hand, administrators interpreted it as 

an anomaly that contributes to misinformed images of this campus as an unsafe space. 

Following this reading, the problem to be solved is some people’s perceptions (i.e. 

feelings) of a lack of campus safety – a problem represented within administratively-

supported documents as best addressed by increasing the numbers and types, as well as 

public knowledge about, existing “programs and services [Carleton offers] to enhance 

safety on campus” (Carleton University 2008a: 7).  

By comparison, within analyzed student documents, this act of violence is read as 

further evidence of a pervasive problem experienced especially by women between the 

ages of 17 and 25 (recall Coalition’s 2014c). Following this reading, what is needed is 

addition of inclusive on-campus support networks into Carleton’s techno-security 

infrastructure, including but not limited to a sexual assault support centre and a telephone 

support line via which people can discuss their (valid) fears and (actual) risks of and 

experiences with sexualized violence on campus, as elsewhere. Again the point here is 

that acceptance of an event as a problem does not guarantee prognostic agreement.  
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More specifically, what these analyses underscore is that while solution claims do 

not map neatly onto problem definitions, once a solution is decided upon (i.e. more cops 

and cameras; a sexual assault support centre), its supporters may continually reframe it as 

one that addresses a range of problems. In other words, and following the analyses 

presented in this dissertation (most explicitly in Chapter Five), once a solution receives 

more or less valence status, it is accompanied by an ever-expanding search for problems 

– what Loseke (2003: 62) refers to as domain expansion. In this sense, like problem 

claims, solution claims are highly discursive formations contingent on contestable and 

contested meanings attributed to claims, claims-makers, and contexts. 

Indeed, and again as the present case study also suggests, solution claims are tied 

to what we imagine can happen, based on what we know about the world and the 

resources to which we have access. In other words, like problem claims, solutions claims 

emerge at the intersections of cultural capital and social power. That is, they are 

corollaries and producers of rhetorical work undertaken by multiple agents (Loseke 

2003:19-20).  

To underscore the relevance of this premise to the present case study, recall that 

following the sexualized assault of Jane Doe in 2007, Carleton’s administrators funded a 

university-wide audit of the institution’s safety-related policies and programs, which was 

then used as the basis for claims that most people feel safe while on Carleton’s campus, 

despite a general lack of knowledge about institutional safety-related initiatives. To 

address this discursively emergent problem of a lack of knowledge, administrators drew 

on their institutional and local networks to undergo an awareness-raising campaign which 

included but was not limited to installation and promotion of an ENS on campus. In light 
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of continued student-led claims about a lack of campus safety, administrators also, 

eventually, hired a sexual assault services coordinator to work within the university’s pre-

existing Equity Services department and framework – a framework which now includes 

an on-campus sexual assault support centre.
139

 

All of that said, some Carleton students also conducted a safety audit following 

the violent assault of Jane Doe. And, like administrators, these students also drew on their 

various networks to support their competing claims about how best to interpret and 

respond to this event: they used their positions as graduate students to hold a referendum 

to determine if their peers also are in favour of an on-campus, student-run sexual assault 

support centre; they used their access to student newspapers to write editorial pieces 

about the importance of their proposed solution; and they drew on their personal and 

professional networks to form alliances with faculty and members of local institutions 

(e.g. the Sexual Assault Support Centre of Ottawa) to give added rhetorical credence to 

their claims. Importantly, these and related efforts were not futile: a sexual assault 

services coordinator was added to Carleton’s payroll in March 2009 (recall, Charlatan 

2009b) and the grand opening for Carleton’s on-campus sexual assault centre was held in 

September 2013 – though, as noted above, contrary to the Coalition’s main aim, this 

centre is run by the university’s administration.  

To reiterate: the empirically-informed theoretical point here is that like problem 

claims, solution claims are shaped by people’s definitional labours and imaginings, which 
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 After multiple delays, this centre opened its doors in April 2013, with an official open house held at the 

beginning of the fall 2013 semester (Sandstorm 2013). While Coalition co-founder Julie Lalonde refers to 

the university-funded centre as “a sham” in that it still works within a normative paternalistic framework, 

she also concedes that its existence means that “students are better off now than they were almost seven 

years ago” (Cottee 2013: 9; see also, Coalition 2013c). 
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themselves intersect with ‘common sense’ institutional narratives. In the latter regard, 

recall for example, that administrators’ techno-security claims included representations of 

students as unaware safety agents. Specifically, when administrators state that they have 

done all they can to make people feel safe while on campus, they simultaneously 

represent themselves as responsible and their institution as safe while responsiblizing 

students as the ultimate agents of their own and others’ safety – a discursive move that 

resonates with socio-legal conceptions of students as adults, educational institutions as 

liable for crimes that occur on campus properties, and law as an obviously powerful 

reality-shaping discourse (recall, Comack and Balfour 2004; Melear 2003).  

By comparison, analyzed student counter-solution claims include representations 

of administrators as complicit in victim-blaming tactics that deny the pervasive reality of 

sexualized violence. In this sense, students reproduce melodramatic ‘us v. them’ images 

of university administrators as uncaring, de-politicizing agents and students as 

politicizing agents of social justice par excellence (see, Nelson-Rowe 1995; see also, 

Crossley 2008). Again, as I read and represent these claims, they rely on and reproduce 

competing ownership narratives (recall, Gusfield 1989); on the one hand, if the campus 

rightfully belongs to administrators, a lack of campus safety is a problem of institutional 

liability and reputability; on the other hand, if it rightfully belongs to students, then the 

problem is that it has been taken over by legal and economic channels which are 

privileged over personal safety (recall, Abraham 2009). 

To state this is not to deny that both sets of claims-making activities reproduce the 

idea that institutional reputation is at stake when deciding how best to interpret and 

respond to acts of violence on campuses. More to the point, following the analyses 
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presented in Chapter Four and Chapter Five of this dissertation, both administrators and 

students reproduce a ‘crisis’ narrative that buttresses neo-liberalist understandings of 

campus safety as a commodity and techno-security decisions as (rightfully) impinging 

not only on the moral and political standing of Carleton (and its representatives), but also 

its (and their) economic viability.
140

  

I maintain that this overlap has at least two theoretical significances. The first is 

that solution claims are produced and consumed inter-textually across temporal-spatial 

arenas, through a process of ongoing negotiation and re-negotiation. Stated otherwise, 

following this case study, campus safety is neither a wholly top-down nor a wholly 

bottom-up processes. Rather, like security more broadly, it is a multi-scalar, multi-

directional, always contested, rhetorical, discursive and mediated practice activated by 

multiple claims-makers through various channels (recall, Balzaq 2011; Valverde 2011; 

see also, Bubandt 2005; Williams 2003).
141

 In this sense, university governance – like 

power and resistance more broadly – is a contingent, recursive and relationally 

accommodative process (see also, Snider 2004, 2009).   

When situated in relation to the three sensitizing sociological concepts reviewed 

in Chapter Two of this dissertation, another implication of intersections between 

competing campus safety claims and university branding is that there is a need to 

emphasize the economic aspects of moral politics, and their intersections with 

                                                     

140
 Recall that following Côté and Allahar (2011: 92), as elsewhere, Ontario universities continue to face a 

‘crisis; – that is, low levels of public funding, high enrolment rates, and few jobs, which together bolster a 

“credentialist approach to universities” (recall also, Tuchman 2009). 
141

 Please note: some people read conceptions of security as an act as ablest (Hansen 2000), gender-blind 

(Hudson 2005) and/or Eurocentric (Wilkinson 2007) and as at least glossing over the ways security objects 

and subjects are mutually constituted through processes that include the non-verbal (McDonald 2008). 
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institutional narratives (see also, Critcher 2011).
142

 In this regard, recall my claim that 

moral panic, social problems and moral regulation are synergistic concepts which, when 

used in combination, can help researchers draw out the discursive-material aspects of 

‘reality’: the constructed and constitutive aspects of palpable events, institutions and 

documents – claims, claims-makers, and contexts.
143

 Recall, also, that throughout this 

dissertation, I employ the term securitization to speak to this analytic assemblage as it 

pertains to the present case study.
144

  

To be clear, as I understand it, this terminology emphasizes the rational economic 

(i.e. capitalist, profit-seeking, risk-avoiding) aspects of claims-making while also 

acknowledging that these are “neither separate from the relations of power associated 

with the state nor reducible to them” (Hier 2011a: 537). Again, this is a claim that I read 

as thread throughout – though somewhat muted within – the various literature reviews 

and analyses presented in this dissertation.
145

 Specifically, I understand the present case 

study as speaking to productive resonances between what Valverde (1994b: 218) calls 
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 Recall here Hunt’s (2013: 55) definition of moral politics as when “some agents act to problematize the 

conduct, values, or culture of others and seek to act upon them through moralizing discourses.” 
143

 As a quick review, recall that I represent moral panics as journalistic (or at least widely disseminated) 

claims that help to instigate general agreement that an issue is harmful, social problems as claims made by 

interested people that they have the most appropriate solution to address that harm, and moral regulation 

as involving attributions and avoidances of responsibility. Recall also that I use the term discursive-material 

to underscore claims about a need to supplement social constructionist studies with political economic 

perspectives and vice versa (Babe 2010). 
144

 An important point in calling something an assemblage is that it implies that it is “composed of… lines 

of visibility and enunciation, lines of force, lines of subjectification, lines of splitting, breakage, fracture, all 

of which criss-cross and mingle together, some lines reproducing or giving rise to others, by means of 

variation or even changes in the way[s] they are grouped” (Deleuze 1992: 162). According to this reading, 

at the same time as clams may merge in ways that help sediment particular understandings of our social 

worlds (i.e. as requiring techno-security mechanisms) and selves (i.e. as worthy securitizing subjects), their 

precariousness means they can be broken, re-configured, redirected – they can become starting points for 

efforts of subversive resistance.  I touch on this point in the final two sub-sections of this chapter. 
145

 Succinctly, in both name and content, I read moral panic and moral regulation studies as more focused 

on morals (and ethics) than on economic forces and social problems studies – even those under the rubric 

of contextual constructionism – as glossing over the moral aspects claims-making and as sidestepping 

discussion of the contextually contingent and co-constitutive relationships between solution and problem 

claims (and claims-makers). 
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moral capital: “that intangible resource known as ‘character’” and academic claims that 

to securitize something is to represent it as a politically neutral service available to 

responsible, risk-calculating citizens through the private market (recall, Loader 1999; 

Neocleous 2007; see also, Krahmann 2011). That is, as problematizing fundamental 

equations drawn between responsibility – often a proxy for adulthood – and consumerism 

(see, Schudson 2006). I develop this point below. 

6.2 Praxis 

I began this research with the thesis that in a context characterized by diffuse 

concerns about acts of violence on school grounds, campuses are constructed as 

unsafe spaces and techno-securitization is constituted by many people – albeit 

following different logics – as an institutional necessity. As explained in Chapter One of 

this dissertation, this thesis is informed by my readings of research related to the 

shooting-deaths of fourteen students and one teacher at Columbine High School on April 

20, 1999 and other rampage school shootings (recall, Newman et al. 2004). In particular, 

this thesis took shape following my close readings of academic claims that amongst the 

many myths associated with these events is diffuse promotion of ‘more cops and 

cameras’ on secondary and post-secondary campuses as a reasonable response to the 

purported growing problem of school violence (recall, Addington 2009; Berger 2002; 

Fox and Savage; 2009 Lewis 2003; Snell et al. 2002; Sulkowski and Lazarus 2011; 

Valverde 2006: 25). In this context, I identified three logics that emerge as significant 

from my readings of academic claims about techno-securitized campuses as well as the 

documented claims that comprise the security project that is the focus of this case study: 

they (1) are efforts to prevent future acts of violence, (2) represent reactions to socially 



 

168 

 

real individual and institutional fears, and (3) rely on and reproduce (i.e. are constitutive 

of) intertwining processes of corporatization and militarization.
146

 

Presently, I return to and review these logics, with a particular focus on how they 

play out in relation to the above-noted finding of a convergence between administrator 

(Chapter Four) and student (Chapter Five) claims that techno-security is a process that 

necessarily intersects with a university’s reputational standing. As a prelude to this 

review, recall that differences in administrator and student interpretations of and stated 

solutions to the problem of a lack of campus safety noted (see above), I conceptualize 

both sets of claims as instances of techno-securitization: both reinforce an understanding 

of campus safety as contingent on ever-expanding networks of ‘experts’ (e.g. students, 

Campus Safety employees, a sexual assault services coordinator, and peer-survivors of 

sexualized assaults) and technologies (e.g. audits; posters; websites; cell phones). In other 

words, within analyzed documents, campus safety is accepted as necessarily 

technologically-mediated – that is, a problem of a lack of knowledge and thus contingent 

on sharing of information amongst and between ‘experts’, which in this case study 

includes (at least some) students. More so, across claims-makers, techno-security 

measures are discussed as ideal ways to prevent and react to crimes and to situate some 

institutions as especially notable (for example, Coalition 2011a, 2012b; Guardly 
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 Recall here that following Valverde (2011), I understand security projects to refer to the proliferation 

and sometimes merging of various logics vis-à-vis sustained sets of rhetorical practices undertaken by an 

array of agents to convince people that there is a problem, it can be solved, and we have the solution (recall, 

also,  Balzacq 2012; Gusfield 1989; Loseke 2003). 
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Corporation n.d.a, n.d.b). Thus, it is in this area that we can identify a constrained “range 

of possible ‘reasonable’ solutions” (Benford and Snow 2000: 616) and rationalizations.
147

 

As a review, recall that within analyzed administratively-supported documents 

techno-security measures are rationalized as, and thus (re)produce understandings of 

crime as (more likely) preventable via increased presence – and, often, in the case of 

personal cellphones, ever-presence – of guardians.
148

 At the same time, insofar as they 

locate safety in the hands (i.e. as the responsibilities) of individuals, technologies such as 

Guardly Corporation’s ‘virtual bodyguard’ are meant to make people feel safer (i.e. 

reactions to individual fears of a lack of personal safety). And, insofar as they represent a 

solution diffusion in a context of institutional (socially real fears of) charges of legal 

liability and negligence, they may be read as simultaneous responsiblization and 

demoralization tactics (recall, Queen’s University 2012; York University 2013; 

McMaster University 2013).
149

 As I present them, these rationalizations come together 

via representations of institutions that produce, install and/or promote such ‘solutions’ as 

particularly safe and caring, as examples of excellence to be emulated. In other words, 

herein, campus safety is constituted of and via corporate-military logics.  

                                                     

147
 Part of the claim here is that, in a context marked by augmented and ubiquitous incursion of what 

Postman (1992) refers to as technopoly into our everyday lives, it is perhaps not surprising that within 

analyzed documents campus safety is accepted as a result of and solvable through ‘social’ technologies.   
148

 Interestingly, following this reading, in statu pupillary/in loco parentis are modes of governance that 

continue to pervade universities, albeit in diffuse and insidious ways (see also, Simon 1994). In the present 

scenario, and in a context of ongoing concerns about the legal liability and student unsafety, the 

‘university’ continues to be a guardian, though not necessarily through administrators per se, but rather 

through technologies that are purchased by administrators (in the case of ENS) and/or students (in the case 

of phone applications) which aim to make students contactable at any time to warn them of potential 

dangers. From this perspective, students, ironically, illustrate (responsible) adult status via consumption 

practices that increases the presence of (securitized) guardians in their lives. 
149

 Recall here that Hunt (2011) defines responsibilization as “a form of governing that discursively 

imposes specific responsibilities on individuals for their own conduct or for another for whom they are 

presented as being responsible” (64) and demoralization with reference to “denial[s] of responsibility that 

[are] affected by the transfer of responsibility to others” (65). 
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Following this analysis, students are at least implicated in the (re)production of 

techno-securitization as an institutional necessity – or at least as a reasonable activity. In 

at least this sense, consumption and production of campus safety discourses (like security 

more broadly) is a cultural performance (a speech-act) at institutional and individual 

levels (c.f. Loader 1999). To elaborate this point in a way that extends the present case 

study and draws out some of its practical implications, consider the pivotal role that one 

of the founders of the Coalition for a Carleton Sexual Assault Centre played in bringing 

Hollaback! to Ottawa (see, Potter 2013; Radtke 2013).  

To be clear: Hollaback! is an international, non-profit online tool that allows 

people to “post stories of their encounters [with sexual harassment and assault in public 

places] and upload their photos or videos from their mobile phones in an effort to out the 

alleged offenders, who are predominately men” (CBC New Ottawa 2011c: para 3). More 

so, Google Map™ and global positioning system (GPS) technologies allow users to “see 

both the magnitude of street harassment and the scale of young women’s responses to it” 

in particular locales (Rentschler 2014:75). In this sense, developers, supporters and 

academics tend to represent this cellular phone application and accompanying website as 

venues via which to empower people (notably young women) to be confronting and 

documenting agents against those people they experience as perpetrators (mostly men) of 

rape culture (see also, Diamond et al. 2013; Hollaback! n.d).
150

  

In other words, insofar as this tool allows and encourages people to document and 

share their stories (as direct witnesses and/or bystanders) of street harassment, Hollaback! 

may be read as an example of the merging of technological rationalities and related 
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 According to the official Hollaback! website, 75% of the movements leaders are under 30 years of age 

and 50% are under 25 years of age. 
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consumption practices with notions of “feminist response-ability” or “the… capacity… to 

respond, from naming and identifying rape culture, its communicate signals, and its 

supporters, to building tactics that aim to transform it” (Rentschler 2014: 68).
151

 Here, I 

do not dispute the importance of affective storytelling and sharing to processes of healing 

or to efforts to call explicit attention (and action) to the multiple – often insidious – sites 

of sexualized violence. Nevertheless, I do want to question the punitive rationale that 

seems to be at work in representations of Hollaback! as an ideal tool “to respond to rape 

culture, and hold accountable those responsible for its practices when mainstream news 

media, police and school authorities do not” (Rentschler 2014: 67, emphases added).  

In particular, I maintain that it is necessary to think critically about the ways 

proposed solutions address some forms of oppression and reinforce erasures of others. In 

relation to the present discussion, we might thus ask a series of questions. For example, 

what racialized and classed assumptions about crime and victimization get highlighted by 

the name Hollaback!?
152

 Who are most likely to be the targets of shame and stigmatized 

as perpetrators of rape culture when our focus is on public places? Who is validated as an 

                                                     

151
 Here, street harassment is defined as experiences of unwelcome physical or verbal behaviour in public 

places (e.g. on public transit), especially that “directed towards traditionally marginalized groups such as 

women, non-white, and… Lesbian, Gay, Bi, Transgender, and Queer… people” (Diamond et al. 2013). 

Following Rentschler (2014: 67), this includes “cat calls, scripts of street harassment and rape jokes.” 
152

 As one contributor to the blog site Feministe notes, 

Gwen Stefani may have brought this [term] into wider parlance, but I think that many people 

understand “holla back” as part of Black urban vernacular. Whose image, then, is conjured up… 

immediately by the name…The header images on each [web]site say something, too. On the Holla 

Back Boston site, the header image uses an urban alley backdrop with a tagged dumpster and a 

graffiti-style font for the words … The header and sidebar images on the HollaBack NYC site are 

even more interesting. There are seven people in the image, all holding up camera phones – 

representative of the people “snapping back” against harassment. Now, we can only go with visuals 

here which aren’t always good indications of race, but when I see these images, I definitely see 

mostly white people… The images in the sidebar that depict people wearing HollaBack NYC 

merchandise are both of apparently white people. People of color start to show up far more on the 

site when you’re looking at the pictures of the harassers. So this sets up a weird dichotomy: the 

people depicted as being behind the cameras, doing the snapping, wearing the merch[andise] and 

supporting the site are mostly white; the people depicted as doing the harassing are more mixed but 

(by my count of the first 36 images on the site) mostly people of color. (Jack 2007: para 6-7). 
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expert claims-maker and who is excluded from such knowledge when Web 2.0 

technologies are understood as problem-solving tools par excellence (see, Schuster 

2013)? What kinds of partnerships with formal state agencies and processes (i.e. 

criminalization) are facilitated when the solutions we promote support the (unsystematic) 

collection of data that identifies some neighbourhoods as hotspots for harassment? In 

what ways, if any, does this resonance contradict efforts to create and sustain non-violent 

societies (see, Snider 1994)? What are some of the recursive effects of dominant 

understandings of cellular phones as self-defence weapons (Cumiskey and Brewster 

2012)? In what ways do our solutions to rape culture re-inscribe familiar rape narratives, 

subject positons and relations of power (see, Rentschler 2007)?  

I am confident that it is only by analyzing ‘logical’ diffusions and cross-

articulations across security projects that we can avoid romanticizing relatively non-

official forms of praxis, while also encouraging people to continue to act toward the un-

doing of dominant models of security (and policing) – that is, those that are 

fundamentally punitive, adversarial and entrepreneurial (Elliot 2011).
153

 As developed in 

the next and final sub-section of this dissertation, from my positon as an academic, this 

entails directing continued analytic attention toward the ways in which various groups 

(including academics) are complicit – intentionally or not – in conflating active risk 

management with responsible citizenship – as if this is the only viable model. This 

includes supporting and developing understandings of media literacy that go beyond 

learning how to use particular media to asking pointed questions about their effects and 

cui bono: for whom are they, and are they not, beneficial? Stated in a way that parallels 

                                                     

153
 Elliott (2011: 194) refers to these as forms of “security without care” that undermine the importance of 

developing and sustaining compassionate, equitable relationships. 
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the case study that is the main focus of this dissertation, I maintain that it is only via such 

nuanced analyses that it will become clearer to more people, as York University’s 

Graduate Women’s Studies Students Association (2008: para 8) note, that while “[r]ape 

is a public relations nightmare… denying its rootedness in the [university] community 

[and its entanglement with overlapping relations of power] will not protect us.”  

6.3 Future Research  

As noted in Chapter Five of this dissertation, there is a lacuna of research 

pertaining to provision of security services (and related ‘solution’ logics) in the Canadian 

post-secondary educational context. In conjunction with a main claim that emerges from 

this dissertation that it is important not to divorce current instances of techno-

securitization from various discourses that have helped to shape, and continue to inform, 

Canadian university narratives (recall Chapter Three), this finding suggests that there are 

a number of directions for future research.
154

 Here, I limit my imaginings to seven 

possible ways to extend my discussions of university branding via techno-securitization. 

First, this suggested reading underscores a need to conduct interviews to inquire 

into the extents to which campus safety is a problem taken up by people beyond those 

whose voices are documented in this dissertation. Is safety, in fact, a factor that informs 

the application decisions of prospective post-secondary students in Canada (recall, 

Carroll 2004; Steele 2010)? If so, what contextual factors shape this influence, or impede 

it? If catastrophic incidents do not influence student enrollments at those institutions 

                                                     

154
 In this regard, consider Clarke’s (2010) warning to analysts not to commit a present-centered fallacy, 

whereby they become so focused on relatively current events and interpretations thereof that they forget to 

account for the histories that give these events (i.e. claims, claims-makers and contexts) their discursive 

force and/or resonance. In this regard, consider that one implication of the present case study is that while 

no doubt less overt than in countries where military force is habitually performed in public places, 

universities in Ontario (also) are routinely (re)narrated vis-à-vis security and safety. 
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where they occur (L’Orange 2010) but do intersect with the enrolment decisions of 

temporally and or spatially distant people, what does this suggest about tendencies to 

“embrace fear, enjoy it, and even play with being a victim” (Altheide 2002: 191)?  

A corollary venue for future exploration relates to questions about student (and 

more general) engagement, or not, with so-called safety technologies including but not 

limited to the virtual bodyguard technology discussed in Chapter Four of this dissertation 

(recall, Berkow 2011). Specifically, future ethnographic research might include a series 

of surveys and interviews to explore the following questions, for example: Are these 

technologies about which students are aware? How do the people who design and 

promote these technologies intend for them to be used? Do people use them in these 

ways, or are there ways in which these technologies inform acts of subversion? If so, 

what does this suggest about the (im)possibilities of guaranteeing security as an 

achievable, purchasable state? What does it suggest about the recursive aspects of claims 

and technologies framed with reference to security?  

With regards to tendencies to represent security, and campus safety specifically, 

as an achievable state, Fisher and Sloan (2007:6) highlight interesting overlaps between 

an administrative need to balance ‘community’ desire for safe campuses and the legal 

implications of making such promises. Specifically, they note that such protective, 

‘contractual’ promises may appear in many venues, including “college catalogs and 

brochures, student codes of conduct handbooks, and/or annual security reports” and may 

be construed within a legal context as administrative admissions that a particular campus 

is not safe and thus, that, when they occur, criminal acts were/are foreseeable.  Given this 

insight, future research might inquire into the ways various higher education rituals (e.g. 
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campus tours, varsity sports games, ‘frosh chants’, faculty orientation workshops, etc.) 

“conjure [not only] a sense of community”, but also a sense of (un)safety (Magolda 2000: 

24). Following Magolda, such research might include participant observations, as well as 

in-depth interviews and analyses of various textual and visual institutional artifacts. 

Regarding understandings of security as a commodity, the present case study also 

encourages questions about intersections between social problems narratives and 

rankings of institutional ‘excellence’. In this regard, note emergence of league tables 

which assess (and celebrate) universities according to their ‘greenness’ (Universitas 

Indonesia 2014; University of Western Ontario 2011; York University 2012), as well as a 

student-driven petition for the Senior University Rankings Editor of the Canadian 

magazine Maclean's to include ‘ethical investment’ as a category of its annual ranking of 

the nation’s universities (see, Bondarenko 2013; Petrone 2013; Rogers 2012). For me, 

these trends raise further questions both about the inflection of institutional narratives via 

the activities of institutionally subordinate though perhaps otherwise socially powerful 

(chains of) claims-makers and about what constitutes meaningful social change, for 

whom, and what some of the conditions are that support, and disrupt, shared meanings 

amongst and between stakeholders.  

Future research might also consider the ways calls for increased professionalism 

and formalized best practice protocols across campus safety departments inform faculty, 

staff and/or policymakers’ claims about safety (recall, Carroll 2004). In relation to the 

latter, we might ask about what factors are rationalized by key stakeholders as (thus far) 

impeding security provision standardization in the Canadian post-secondary context as 

compared with at our colleague institutions south of the border? Asking such questions 
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could help draw to the fore further insights about the multi-faceted interplay between 

claims, claims-makers and contexts with regards to processes, not of problem-solution-

defining per se, but of solution diffusion, or not.  

In relation to trends toward increased professionalization of Campus Safety in 

Canada (as in the United States), I suggest that interviews may help further complicate 

‘common sense’ responses that this is unequivocally a preventive act. More so, 

interviewing Campus Safety employees and union representatives may draw out 

interesting insights about the multiple and recursive relations (and stakes) of power at 

play in the ways solutions are constructed, or not. As a provoking and relevant example 

of the need for such research, consider that when Carleton’s Safety Officers went on 

strike in March 2014, some employees were reported as making the following comments 

to female students who crossed the picket line:  

I wouldn’t go into campus if I were you… If you do there’s a large chance you will 

probably be sexually assaulted… Do you feel safe on campus? The school doesn’t 

care for your safety. Don’t go on campus. You might get sexually assaulted. 

(Baello and Ng 2014: para 4-5) 

 

Again, as I read them, at the same time these comments re-direct analytic attention 

toward the various – sometimes unexpected – venues via which victim-blaming and 

‘stranger danger’ discourses are reproduced (Ottawa Coalition to End Violence Against 

Women 2014: para 4), they make clear that insofar as it is their job to make campuses 

(feel) safe, Campus Safety employees are one group that has an (at least economic) 

interest in promoting campuses as unsafe spaces – at least in their absence. 

The present case study also raises questions about convergences and divergences 

between the administrative and student claims analyzed in this dissertation and those 

made by the same groups of claims-makers at other universities. In this regard, consider 
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that at McGill University concerns have been raised that by not hiring a sexual assault 

services coordinator, university administrators both grant students a lot of agency and 

imply that sexual assault is not a problem they care about. Stated differently, in this 

context where a student-run sexual assault centre exists, allocating institutional funds to a 

sexual assault coordinator is interpreted at least by some people as ‘proof’ that 

administrators take the issue of sexualized violence and people’s related experiences 

seriously (see, Seidman 2014).  In the context of the present case study, this finding 

prompts questions about the ways institutional and provincial differences, for examples, 

shape ‘solution’ rationalizations. It also points to a need to extend studies of moral 

regulation to focus more explicit analytic attention at “the ways… large institutions [pace 

individuals] are singled out as responsible and ‘to blame’ for risks” (Lupton 1999: 5). 

No matter which of these directions I pursue, I maintain that to conceptualize 

security as an action (securitize) and a relational process (securitization) is to make 

theoretical and empirical room for problematizing any and all efforts to represent some 

acts, people or spaces as beyond normal politics (Williams 2003: 522) and “to conjure up 

‘safe, imagined communities’ at the mutually dependant levels of the global, the national 

and the local” (Bubandt 2005: 277). More to the point, following this conceptualization, 

we must problematize any and all efforts to delineate what does and does not constitute 

reasonable means to achieve safety and we must acknowledge that even the most well-

intentioned of efforts are bound to reproduce some aspects of the very ‘problem(s)’ they 

are framed as efforts to dismantle, or at least, disrupt. Such analyses will remind us that 

social change is an ongoing, project that means different things to different people, in 

different contexts, with different aims. 
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