
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ABSTRACT 
 

School Personnel Perceptions of Youth Gangs Presence and Activity at Elementary 
Schools in Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas 

 
Carlos Vasquez 

 
Mentor:  James L. Williamson, Ed.D. 

 
 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the differences in perceptions of 

selected school personnel (principals, assistant principals, counselors, and teachers) about 

gang presence in elementary schools in Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas. 

 The study focused on determining the following:   

• The perceptions related to gang presence and activity within elementary schools.  

• The differences in the perceptions among selected personnel about observable: 

gang graffiti behavior, gang dress/physical identifiers/tattoos, gang 

communication, and turf behavior.  

• The extent that school personnel perceived campus disruptions in the elementary 

schools as gang related.  

• The differences when school characteristics and the variables of gender, ethnicity, 

and number of years of experience in current position were considered.  

• The relationship between the size of the school and the presence of gang activity 

and between the socio-economic level of the students in a school and the 

perceived presence of gang activity. 



An evaluation and agreement on whether a problem exists is a first step in finding 

solutions on how to deal with gang activity in elementary schools. 

 
Major Findings 

• Across positions, few respondents “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that there were 

turf issues at their campus.  

• Most did not believe that campus disruptions are increasing or are gang-related.  

• Principals and teachers perceived the presence of gangs in the school and in the 

community differently. 

• Differences related to perceptions of gangs on the campus and surrounding areas 

varied somewhat by ethnicity.  

• Slightly more respondents from “very large” than “not very large” schools noticed 

gang problems in the school and in the neighborhood around the school. 

• More respondents from “low SES” than “not low SES” schools “agreed” or 

“strongly agreed” that there were gangs in the neighborhood surrounding their 

school. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
 

Introduction 
 
 

 There has been an increase in gang violence in all schools (Howell & Lynch, 

2000; Hranitz & Eddowes, 1990; National Youth Violence Prevention Resource Center, 

2001).  Gang activity in the middle and high school levels has been the subject of many 

studies.  There have been numerous studies on school personnel perceived perceptions of 

youth gangs’ presence and activity within schools.  According to Joseph Melita (1990), a 

major obstacle hindering the study of youth gangs in schools is the lack of agreement by 

officials that such problems exist. 

Today, most school officials at the middle and high school level will agree that 

gangs exist and have an effect on their schools.  However, most elementary school 

officials have not typically dealt with gang problems.  The social climate, however, has 

slowly changed and indications of gang activity in the elementary schools are increasing.  

Escobedo (1993) in her study, in the Harlandale Independent School District in San 

Antonio, Texas, determined that 0-5% of the actual student body displayed some gang 

affiliation.  The findings from the study also indicated a large number of “unknown” 

responses.  Escobedo determined that there was a need for gang awareness training in the 

community, especially for parents and school personnel. 

 
Statement of the Problem 

 
Perceptions of school personnel about the presence of youth gangs and activity in 

elementary schools vary.   Achilles, Lal, and Lal (1993) state that it is not uncommon that 
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educators, in dealing with controversy and refusing to accept unpleasant realities, 

sometimes portray a false image.  There is a lack of agreement by school officials that 

such problems exist.  Therefore, this study is concerned with the problem that elementary 

school officials might not recognize gang activity on their campuses or refuse to accept 

that it exists.  Agreement on whether a problem exists is a first step in finding solutions 

on how to deal with gang activity in elementary schools. 

 
Purposes of the Study 

 This study investigated the differences in perceptions of selected school personnel 

(principals, assistant principals, counselors, and teachers) about gang presence in 

elementary schools in the Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas. 

 The purposes of the study were:  

1.  To determine the perceptions of principals, assistant principals, counselors, 

and teachers related to gang presence and activity within elementary schools of the Fort 

Worth Independent School District in Texas.    

2.  To determine if there are differences in the perceptions of principals, assistant 

principals, counselors, and teachers about observable:  gang graffiti behavior, gang 

dress/physical identifiers/tattoos, gang communication, and turf behavior.   

3.  To determine the extent that principals, assistant principals, counselors, and 

teachers perceive campus disruptions in the elementary schools of the Fort Worth 

Independent School District in Texas as gang-related.   

4.  To determine if there are differences in the perceptions of principals, assistant 

principals, counselors, and teachers related to the presence and activity of gangs in the 

elementary schools when school characteristics are considered.   
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5.  To determine if any differences exist among the perceptions of principals, 

assistant principals, counselors, and teachers related to the presence and activity of gangs 

in the elementary schools when the variables of gender, ethnicity/race, and number of 

years of experience in current position are considered.   

6.  To determine if there is a relationship between the size of the school and the 

perceived presence of gang activity.    

7.  To determine if there is a relationship between the socio-economic level of the 

students in a school and the perceived presence of gang activity. 

 
Research Questions 

 To carry out the purposes of this present study, the following research questions 

were asked: 

1. What difference, if any, exists in the perceived perceptions of principals, 

assistant principals, counselors, and teachers about observable gang graffiti behavior in 

the elementary schools of the Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas as 

indicated and measured by participant responses in the Gangs Activity Perception 

Questionnaire (Part II Survey:  Section A.  Graffiti)? 

2. What difference, if any, exists in the perceptions of principals, assistant 

principals, counselors, and teachers about observable gang dress, physical identifiers, and 

tattoos in the elementary schools of the Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas 

as indicated and measured by participant responses in the Gangs Activity Perception 

Questionnaire (Part II Survey:  Section B.  Dress/Physical Identifiers/Tattoos)? 

3. What difference, if any, exists in the perceptions of principals, assistant 

principals, counselors, and teachers about observable gang communication in the 
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elementary schools of the Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas as indicated 

and measured by participant responses in the Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire 

(Part II Survey:  Section C.  Communications)? 

4. What difference, if any, exists in the perceptions of principals, assistant 

principals, counselors, and teachers about observable turf behavior in the elementary 

schools of the Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas as indicated and 

measured by participant responses in the Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire (Part 

II Survey:  Section D.  Turf)? 

5. What difference, if any, exists in the perceptions of principals, assistant 

principals, counselors, and teachers concerning identification of campus disruptions in 

the elementary schools of the Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas as gang 

related as indicated and measured by participant responses in the Gangs Activity 

Perception Questionnaire (Part II Survey:  Section E.  Campus Disruptions)? 

6. What difference, if any, exists in the perceptions of principals, assistant 

principals, counselors, and teachers related to the presence and activity of gangs in the 

elementary schools when school characteristics are considered as indicated and measured 

by participant responses in the Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire (Part II Survey:  

Section F.  School Characteristics)? 

7. What difference, if any, exists in the perceptions of principals, assistant 

principals, counselors, and teachers related to the presence and activity of gangs in the 

elementary schools when the variables of gender, ethnicity/race, and number of years of 

experience in current position are considered (Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire 

Part I Background Information)? 
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8. Is there a relationship between the size of the school and the perceived 

presence of gang activity by principals, assistant principals, counselors, and teachers as 

indicated by the Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire (Part II:  Survey Section F.  

School Characteristics)? 

9. Is there a relationship between the socio-economic level of students in schools 

and the perceived presence of gang activity by principals, assistant principals, counselors, 

and teachers (Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire Part II: Survey Section F.  School 

Characteristics)? 

 
Significance of the Study 

 A document from the Office of the Attorney General of Texas, Gangs In Texas, 

reports that police and school district departments that responded to their survey reported 

a total of almost 3,000 gangs (Abbott, 2001).  The report stated that the largest cities and 

counties accounted for the great majority of the gangs and gang members.  Major 

metropolitan jurisdictions reported 4,146 gangs and 73,621 gang members.  The report 

also cites that in cities with a population of more than 500,000, the respondents described 

gang activity in schools in the following manner:  1. All respondents considered gang 

activity to be a problem; 2. 71% considered gang activity to be a moderate problem; and 

3. 29% considered gang activity to be a serious problem. 

 Gang activity within the city of Fort Worth, the setting for this study, has 

increased.  Officer Meadows with the Fort Worth Gang Unit stated:  There are 352 

identified gangs in Fort Worth.  There are currently 10,800 gang members in Fort Worth, 

Texas.  The average age of gang members in 1980 was early to mid-twenties, in 1990 it 

was 16 to 18 years old, and in 2005 youth as young as 12 years old are recruited 

   



  6 

(Meadows, 2005).  According to the Fort Worth Police Department’s (2006) Gang 

Website, 15-25% of gang members are “hard core” members actually involved in 

criminal activity including: homicide, robbery, assault, burglary, auto theft, general 

assault, and all other types of reported crime.   

 On May 18, 2006, the United States Attorney General, Alberto Gonzales 

announced that the Fort Worth/Dallas Metroplex was given a grant of $2.5 million for 

anti-gang programs (Mitchell, 2006).  The monies will go toward prevention, 

enforcement, and the rehabilitation of former gang members.  Mr. Gonzales stated, “It’s 

not possible to pursue the American dream when you are a gang member.  That is why 

we’re rolling out these monies to cities with a significant gang problem” (p. 1). 

 Mitchell (2006) from the Fort Worth Star-Telegram further reported that “The 

Metroplex is one of six areas nationwide deemed to have a serious enough problem that it 

will receive funding.  The others are Los Angeles, Tampa, Florida, Cleveland, 

Milwaukee, and a corridor near Philadelphia” (p. 1). 

 Even though today most school officials in middle and high schools agree that 

gangs exist and have an effect on their schools, most elementary school officials do not.  

Elementary schools have not typically had a gang problem.  This climate, however, has 

slowly changed, and many elementary schools are experiencing gang activity (Crabbs, 

1989; Escobedo, 1993).  It has become increasingly evident that gangs are infiltrating 

elementary schools, and students are recruited into gangs at a much younger age (Crabbs, 

1989).  Spergel (1985) states that, “Until we have identified the school-related gang 

problem, identified obstacles to perceiving, reporting, and reacting appropriately to it, we 

cannot with some reliability and validity estimate its scope and seriousness” (p. 11).   
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 This study is significant in that it added to the knowledge base about gang 

activities in elementary school.  It provides data about the perceptions and differences of 

principals, assistant principals, counselors, and teachers about observable gang graffiti 

behavior in the elementary schools of the Fort Worth Independent School District in 

Texas.  This study also can be useful for school administrators who recommend and 

make district-wide policies related to gang activity in elementary schools.   

 
Definitions of Terms 

 
 1.  Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas – school district with 80,989 

students located in Fort Worth, Texas.  The ethnic breakdown of the district includes 

50.2% Hispanic students, 29% African-American students, 18.8% White students, 1.8% 

Asian students, and .2% other.   

 2.  Gang – Section 71.01 (d) of the Texas Penal Code defines a criminal street 

gang as “Three or more persons having a common identifying sign or symbol or an 

identifiable leadership who continuously or regularly associate in the commission of 

criminal activities.”  For this study, gang is defined as a loosely organized group of at 

least three people.  The group usually has a name, may have a leader or leaders, and may 

have developed identifying signs such as distinctive symbols, clothing, jewelry, tattoos, 

colors, or hand signs.  Members perceive themselves as a gang, associate regularly, and 

collaborate in committing delinquent and/or criminal offences (Abbott, 2001).   

 3.  Graffiti – Symbols and signs used by gangs to communicate in writing among 

and between members. 

 4.  Hand-signs – Hand gestures used by gangs to communicate among and 

between members. 
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 5.  Physical identifiers – Certain colors, dress, jewelry, bandanas, tattoos, or 

insignias that are used by gang members to demonstrate gang affiliation.   

 6.  Territory/turf – A specific area designated as belonging to a particular group of 

gang members.   

 7.  Youth gang – A group of adolescents who are perceived by others to belong to 

a distinct group, or who recognize themselves as a distinct group and have become 

involved in delinquent incidents that have gained attention of school personnel and/or law 

enforcement officials.   

 
De-Limitations and Limitations 

 The study is delimitated to one urban school district, in one state, with only 

elementary school participation. 

 The following limitations are applicable to this study: 

1. This study investigated the perceived perceptions toward gang presence in the 

elementary schools of only one large urban school district in Texas and may not be 

generalizable to other urban school districts. 

2. The generalizability of this study may be limited to the elementary schools 

within this one large urban school district in Texas and may not be generalizable to 

secondary schools. 

3. This study is limited to selected personnel, and does not include students, 

parents, and community members. 

4. The researcher is an administrator at an elementary school within the Fort 

Worth Independent School District in Texas. 
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Basic Assumptions 
 
 This study is based on the following assumptions: 

1. The instrument used is valid and reliable and measures the perceptions of 

school personnel about the presence of youth gangs in elementary schools of the Fort 

Worth Independent School District in Texas.   

2. School personnel that complete the instrument will respond honestly, and the 

interpretation of the data collected will accurately reflect the perceptions of those 

surveyed.   

3. The instrument, though developed for use at the high school level, is valid for 

use in elementary schools. 

 
Organization of the Study 

 The study is divided into five chapters.  Chapter 1 includes an introduction, 

statement of the problem, purposes of the study, research questions, significance of the 

study, definitions of terms, de-limitations and limitations, and basic assumptions.  

Chapter 2 contains the review of the literature.  The methodology and procedures are 

found in Chapter 3, and Chapter 4 contains the analysis of the data collected in the study.  

The researcher’s conclusions and recommendations are in Chapter 5.  

   



 
 

CHAPTER TWO 
 

Review of Literature 
 

 
 This study was conducted to determine the differences in perceptions of selected 

school personnel (principals, assistant principals, counselors, and teachers) about gang 

presence in elementary schools in the Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas. 

 The review of literature for this study will address the following topics:  1. the 

history of gangs, 2. reasons for joining a gang, 3. gang activity and violence in schools, 

and 4. findings of studies conducted in other school districts relating to the perceptions of 

administrators, counselors, and teachers as to their agreement of gang presence in 

schools.   

 
The History of Gangs 

 Spergel (1985) states, “We do not know how far back the gang problem can be 

traced in the United States.  However, gangs and their problems may be as old as human 

history” (p. 7).  According to Osman (1992), gangs have operated in the United States 

since the 18th century.  Dolan and Finney (1984) indicated that gangs originated in 

England and came to the United States via Irish immigrants. 

 Thrasher (1927, 1963) carried out a comprehensive study of Chicago gangs at the 

turn of the century.  He concluded that gangs originated from play groups, and that 

groups were altered and became gangs as a result of conflicts either with other gangs or 

with law enforcement.  He believed that gangs had an extremely intricate configuration.  

 10 
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Moore (1978), Hagerdorn (1988), Harris and Wilkins (1988), and Taylor (1990) also 

found the same to be true.    

 In 1985 Spergel wrote, “While there have been extensive theory and research on 

the problems of delinquency and theory and some research on the gang problem, there 

has been exceedingly little inquiry by researchers into school-related gang problems”    

(p. 24).  In the past decade, however, more studies have been conducted relating to gang 

activity (Duncan, 1995; Escobedo, 1993; Garza, 1993; King, 1998; Lee, 1995; Presley, 

1996; Rothrock, 1993). 

 Walter Miller (1975), a Research Fellow at Harvard Law School’s Center for 

Criminal Justice, conducted the first national survey on gangs.  He visited 12 cities, 

talked to officials at 61 public and private agencies, and interviewed 148 people.  He 

stated,  

Gangs in many cases have continued to be a problem for the last twenty years and 
in other cases have changed in their patterns such as increased use of guns, less 
formalized organizational structure, and greater activity in schools, previously 
considered neutral turf.  (p. 1) 
 
Miller’s (1975) study focused on six cities (New York, Chicago, Los Angeles, 

Philadelphia, Detroit, and San Francisco).  He determined the following:  1. There was a 

gang population ranging from 760 gangs with 28,500 members to 2,700 gangs with 

81,500 members; 2. Due to the availability of guns, gang violence was more dangerous;  

3. Gangs could be found in elementary, middle, and high schools; 4. Most gang members 

were males from 12 to 21 years of age, and; 5. The criminal justice institution failed to 

measure the gang problem.  Miller also determined that there were different kinds of 

gang members.  “Leadership; core members; specialists or affiliate members, i.e., youth 
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participating consistently in selected gang activities; and peripheral, weakly committed 

and sporadically involved members” (p.  9). 

The gangs of the 1950s and 1960s were formed frequently based on social and/or 

ethnic basis.  Fox (1985) stated that gangs were also formed based on geographic 

boundaries and were often composed exclusively of Hispanic, African-Americans, 

Asians, or Anglo members, but that their conduct was not typical of their ethnic 

community.  Gang violence usually occurred between rival gangs of the same ethnic 

background.  Whereas fights did occur between different ethnic groups, such conflicts 

were not common.  Escobedo (1993) states, “Most gang members preyed upon their own 

culture and ethnic group, not as a response to oppression of others, but out of self-hatred 

and low self esteem that they felt as individuals” (p. 17). 

Attorney General of Texas, Greg Abbott (2001) categorized gangs on the basis of 

their members’ activities, primarily because of their delinquent or criminal behavior.  

Abbott described the four types of gangs as follows: 

The first type of gang is the Delinquent Youth Gang.  It is a loosely structured 

group of young people who “hang out” together.  The group has a name and identifying 

signs.  Members engage in delinquent and objectionable behavior.  Members, however, 

have not been arrested for serious offences such as robbery, assault, or drive by shootings 

(Abbott, 2001).   

Abbott (2001) described the second type of gang as a Traditional Turf-Based 

Gang.  This type is also a loosely structured, named group.  Its members are committed to 

defending its reputation and status as a gang.  Members are young and usually mark their 
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territory with graffiti.  At least one shooting or homicide occurs each year as a result of 

rivalry. 

The third type of gang is the Gain-Oriented Gang.  This is a loosely structured, 

named group of young people who repeatedly engage in criminal behavior for economic 

gain (Abbott, 2001). 

Abbott (2001) described the fourth type of gang as a Violent/Hate Gang.  This is a 

named group of individuals that does not qualify as either gain oriented or a traditional 

turf-based gang.   

This type of gang includes groups whose violence has an ideological or religious 
rationale, such as racism or Satanism.  This type also includes groups whose 
members are randomly or senselessly violent.  Some prison gangs, as well as 
occult gangs, could fall into this category.  (p. 2) 
 
Abbott (2001) stated that sorting gangs into these four categories is necessary for 

the following reasons:  

1. These four different types of gangs reflect different cultural and economic 
circumstances; 
2. They are broad enough to encompass other, more narrowly defined categories, 
such as prison gangs or tagging crews; 
3. They call for different strategies of prevention and intervention; 
4. They require different tactical responses from law enforcement; and, 
5. Many police departments already report separate tallies for these types of 
gangs.  (p. 2) 
 
Osman (1992) stated that gangs have always fought each other.  Violent crime, 

however, was not always part of the gang routine.  He reminds us that throughout history 

individuals have grouped together for “protection, recreation, or financial gain” (p. 13).   

 The gangs of the 1980s and 1990s were more violent and became businesses 

selling drugs and weapons (Stark, 1992).  Youth gangs traditionally have been associated 

with urban city life, poverty, single families, school drop out, and victimization (Gardner, 
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1983).  Melita (1990), however, found that gang activity was no longer limited to low 

income youth.  Middle and upper class suburbs have begun to face similar gang 

problems.  Coburn (1992) indicated that acts of vandalism, robbery, and drug dealing by 

middle class gang members are explained as the result of boredom or alienation from 

their families and peers. 

 A National Crime Survey from the Bureau of Justice Statistics (1986) stated the 

following:  

During the past two decades, gangs in this country have assumed alarming new 
characteristics.  Today children as young as 10 or 11 are lured into gangs and 
commit acts of violence once associated only with much older, more sophisticated 
troublemakers.  In some rare instances, 7 and 8 years old are taught to identify 
themselves with the gang of an older relative.  Gangs have also spread into new 
territories or “turf,” operate openly on school campuses and demonstrated more 
violent behavior.  (p. 10) 
 

 Today, according to “Youth Gang Programs and Strategies,” a report from the 

United States Department of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention (Howell, 2000), members of modern gangs, especially in emerging gang areas 

have different characteristics than members in stereotypical gangs.  These differences 

include: 

1. Modern gangs make less use of symbols, including gang names, clothing, and 
traditional initiation rites than gangs of the past, and the meaning of their graffiti 
is sometimes unclear. 
2. Modern gangs are based less on territory than gangs of the past. 
3. Many members of modern adolescent gangs are “good kids” from respectable 
families with college educated parents. 
4. Modern gangs have more white members than in the past. 
5. Females are more prevalent in modern gangs. 
6. Modern gangs are more racially mixed.  (p. 50) 
 

 The Office of the Attorney General of Texas (Abbott, 2001) found many levels of 

involvement in gangs including the following:  
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“Regulars” are those gang members who hang out with the group on a daily basis.  
They are familiar with and aware of most gang activities.  They will likely be 
present during gang offences, frequently as participants or accomplices. 
 
The “Hard-Core” members are those who are deeply committed regular gang 
members.  They are responsible for instigating and actually committing the most 
serious offences attributed to their gang. 
 
“Associates” are friends, acquaintances, and relatives who are somewhat 
knowledgeable about gang activities and occasionally participate.  They may be 
“business associates” who provide services, such as supplying illegal substances 
or disposing of stolen property.  Other associates include self-proclaimed or 
aspiring gang members who are not fully trusted or accepted and not fully 
informed about gang activities. 
 
“Juniors” are aspiring gang members too young to be fully accepted.  Siblings or 
other young relatives (cousins, nephews, and nieces) of gang members are 
particularly at risk of developing more serious levels of gang involvement.  Adult 
members may use very young children as pawns, lookouts, or drug couriers to 
avoid prosecution in the adult criminal justice system.  In some families, inter 
generational gang membership is so entrenched that older family members teach 
toddlers their gang’s history, hand signs, and symbols.  (p. 6) 
 

 Spergel (1985) conducted the first systematic attempt to examine gang problems 

in a large public school system.  He states that, “Until we have identified the school-

related gang problem, identified obstacles to perceiving, reporting, and reacting 

appropriately to it, we cannot with some reliability and validity estimate its scope and 

seriousness” (p. 11). 

 Gang violence continues to be a growing problem for communities, schools, and 

cities. 

 
Reasons for Joining a Gang 

 Much research exists on why youth join gangs and there are also numerous 

theories.  Takata and Zevitz (1990) in their study on group delinquency concluded that 

two reasons why students join gangs are for friendship and because of the lack of 
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productive activities.  Arthur (1989) said that youth join gangs because of their search for 

security and self-esteem.  Haskell and Yablonsky (1982) found that these youths have 

basic unfulfilled human needs, including a sense of belonging and a need for security 

(Arthur,1989).  Individuals who feel lonely, isolated, and disconnected from larger 

society are prime candidates for gang membership.   

 Heath and McLaughlin (1983) stated that limited life choices increase youth’s 

pessimism and feelings of hopelessness.  A large number of gang members are from 

single parent homes.  Many times a male authority figure is not present and the youths 

have poor self-esteem and little adult supervision (Burton, 1993).  Burton also found that 

a large percentage of gang members came from divorced or single parent households, 

many times without a male authority figure.   

 Buhmann (1991) found that one common factor in gang membership was the lack 

of adequate adult supervision at home.  Osman (1992) found that many gang members 

come from homes that have been disrupted by death, divorce, physical abuse, and 

substance abuse.  The instability and decay of the family often become a reason to join a 

gang as a substitute family where unconditional acceptance is found. 

 Achilles, Lal and Lal (1993) also discovered that a major attraction in joining a 

gang was the sense of being part of a group and a family.  Members look for guidance, 

encouragement, and acceptance that they usually do not find at home.  The gang becomes 

the youth’s family and not simply an extension of it.  Gang members feel they are a vital 

part of the organization, and they hold it sacred.  Young people are looking for a sense of 

self and importance that they do not receive at home.  Spergel and Chance (1991) 
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reported that poverty, lack of social opportunities and family failure are primary reasons 

youths join a gang.   

 Adler, Ovando and Hocevar’s (1984) study focused on 30 Mexican-American 

mothers in East Los Angeles and the gang activity in those families.  They found that the 

incidence of crime and violence was a major factor between gang and non-gang families.  

The study revealed that every gang member’s family had at least one child who had spent 

time in jail, and nearly one-half of the families had a son who had been murdered in some 

sort of gang activity.  Parents in the study were more likely to have lower educational 

expectations for their children, spoke only Spanish and displayed less emotional warmth; 

and joint family activities were less common than in other families. 

 Nawojczyk (1996) found that gang culture and violence cross all social and 

economic boundaries, and that gang members are recruited from all races and from all 

parts of the cities they inhabit.  He found that many youth join gangs because they found 

identity, recognition, belonging, discipline, love, and money.  Voorhees (1996) found that 

gang involved youth in his study in Utah had never had a positive male role model in 

their lives or families.  He also indicated that children have two basic needs during their 

teen years:  the need to belong and the need to be successful.  These unfilled needs also 

contributed to gang involvement. 

 A review of Maslow (1943) and Glasser (1984) helps further explain some of the 

factors that lead to gang membership.  Maslow (1943) includes the following 

components:  physiological needs, safety and security, belongingness and affection, self 

respect, and self actualization in his hierarchy of needs.  He stated that in order to reach 

the higher levels of the hierarchy the lower levels must first be met.  When an individual 
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cannot meet these goals they get frustrated and unproductive behavior starts to occur.  

Glasser (1965) theorized that people are driven to abnormal behavior by loneliness and 

by feelings of worthlessness.  He identified the following basic human needs: 

 1.  The need to belong, to love and be loved, and to cooperate; 

 2.  The need for power, characterized by competing, achieving, and gaining 

importance; 

 3.  The need for freedom, freedom to move and to choose; and,  

 4.  The need for fun which is synonymous with learning, and playing.   

 Glasser (1971), who is known as the father of reality therapy, stated the 

following: “Also characteristic of failures involved with their own antagonistic behavior 

is their development of a style, a slang language, a way to wear their hair, and a particular 

kind of clothes designed to call attention to their chosen behavior” (p. 64).  He stated that 

when individuals believe they are failures they act out and social responsibility becomes 

optional.   

 Riley (1991) stated that young people with no positive influences are seeking an 

identity.  The peer group or the gang is their top influence.  The gang offers these youth a 

sense of self worth, self esteem, and promises instant status and prestige.  According to 

Riley, gang attire gives members respect from their peers and causes outsiders to fear 

them.  Financial rewards guarantee them power.    

 Achilles, Lal and Lal (1993) also stated that financial rewards are a reason why 

youths join a gang.  Their study concluded that many gang members feel they can get all 

the drugs they want to use and can also sell them without fear.  They believe they are 

protected by fellow gang members and do not fear getting caught.  Gang members with 
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little or no family money see drug selling as a way of acquiring money for clothes, food 

and even as a means to help their family (Robertson, 1990).  The life becomes exciting to 

a gang member.  Anderson (1994) stated that rap music has made gang life even more 

glamorous with its popular music.  Gang members realize the risks but do not care; the 

experiences and adventure outweigh the risks.    

 Eitzen (1992) writing in the Phi Delta Kappan states that the behavioral problems 

of students in this generation are more severe than in previous ones.  Social forces, the 

changing economy, the changing racial and ethnic landscape, changing government 

policies, and the changing family are the reasons for added behavioral problems. 

 Ruiz (1996) stated that 10 years ago youths joined gangs because they came from 

a broken home, they had low self esteem, they felt pressured, or they wanted control, 

respect, drugs, money, acceptance, protection, and power.  He also stated that today they 

join gangs for other reasons than the need for something.  Ruiz indicated that our culture 

glamorizes youth violence on television, in the movies, and in other media.  The 

availability of guns and drugs give them power and money. 

 
Gang Activity and Violence in Schools 

 In a United States Department of Justice (1991) report, School Crime:  A National 

Crime Victimization Survey Report, 10,000 young people were interviewed.  An 

estimated 9% of students, ages 12-19, were crime victims in or around their school over a 

six month period.  Fifteen percent of the students stated that their schools had gangs.  The 

report also stated that, “Seventy-eight percent of students at schools with gangs reported 

that a person could obtain drugs at school, compared to 66 percent of students at schools 

without gangs” (p. 8). 
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 In a subsection of School Crime, 19% of students said that gangs fought once or 

twice a year, and 12% said fights occurred daily or weekly (U.S. Department of Justice, 

1991).  A higher percentage of African-American students said their schools had more 

gang activity than did white students.  Gang activity was also high in schools attended by 

Hispanic students.  Harrell (2005) in a report from The Bureau of Justice found that 

Hispanics were more likely than non-Hispanics to be victims of violent crimes committed 

by gang members. 

In Crime and Crime Prevention Statistics (1990), the Bureau of Justice Statistics 

reported that in 1988 and 1989 more than 400,000 students were victims of violent 

crimes in school.  For protection, students take guns, knives, brass knuckles, razor blades, 

or spiked jewelry to school.   

A 675% increase in violent crimes in schools occurred from 1988 to 1998.  

Kaufman (2000) in a report from the National Center for Education Statistics, Indicators 

of School Crime and Safety concluded that,  

In 1998, students ages 12 through 18 were victims of more than 2.7 million total 
crimes at school.  In that same year, these students were victims of about 253,000 
serious violent crimes at school (that is rape, sexual assault, robbery, and 
aggravated assault).  There were also 60 school associated violent deaths in the 
United States between July 1, 1997 and June 30, 1998 including 47 homicides.  
(p. v) 
 
Previously, a report by the Center to Prevent Handgun Violence (1990) indicated 

that from 1986 until 1990, at least 71 people, including 65 students and 6 school 

employees, had been killed with guns at school.  The report further stated that in addition 

to that, 201 more people became severely injured and 242 more had been held hostage at 

gunpoint. 
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In 1990, the Office of the Attorney General of Texas released the first of its type 

gang report (Mattox, 1990).  The Attorney General reported that there was no reliable 

information concerning gang activity and that a comprehensive study at the state level 

was needed.  Mattox suggested monitoring, suppression, and prevention in dealing with 

gang problems.   

 Hranitz and Eddowes (1990) in their article, Violence: A Crisis in Homes and 

Schools, stated that violence in American schools is increasing.  Citing statistics from the 

National School Safety Center, they stated that 28,200 students and 5,200 secondary 

teachers were physically attacked in secondary schools each month.   

Hull (1993) stated that “The National Education Association estimates that each 

day 100,000 students carry a gun to class.  Another study reports that 13% of all incidents 

occur at elementary and pre-schools” (p. 37).  A report from the Texas Education Agency 

(1993) Youth Risk Behavior Survey found that out of 5,990 Texas high school students, 

614 or 10.3% carried a gun to school at least one day prior to the survey.  In addition, 657 

or 11% carried a gun, knife, or club on school property.   

Elrhardt (1990) stated, “A 1989 survey of American Federation of Teachers 

leaders found that 73 percent were ‘extremely concerned’ about increasing teenage 

violence and gang related activities” (p. 1).  Once gangs infiltrate a school a detrimental 

effect on the learning process occurs. 

In a June 1991 report the Attorney General concluded the following (Morales 

1991):  
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1. Almost one-third of Texas Youth Commission referrals were members of 

named gangs and another third belonged to a circle of friends who at least sometimes 

thought of themselves as gang members.   

2. Municipal police departments found that street gangs are a presence and 

constitute a law enforcement problem in most Texas cities of population 40,000 and 

above.   

3. The Houston Police Department documented the existence of 17 criminal gangs 

in 1988, 56 in 1989, 83 in 1990, and 102 in early 1991.   

Morales (1991) stated “A more detailed survey was completed for the eight major 

cities of the study:  Houston, Dallas, Fort Worth, Austin, El Paso, Corpus Christi, 

Abilene, and Harlingen” (p. ii).  Total gang membership for these eight cities was 9% of 

the total 7th-12th grade male enrollment plus dropouts in major independent school 

districts.   

 Goldstein and Huff (1993) stated that:  “Schools which used to be a sort of neutral 

zone largely immune from gang warfare are now the scene of gang battles and recruiting 

wars” (p. 7).  Webb (1990) believed that easy access to public school buildings increased 

the opportunities for gangs to be in schools.  “To make sure there is a demand for drugs, 

gang members create a market, starting in elementary school and maintaining it through 

high school and beyond” (p. 83).  Gangs like to recruit young juveniles since courts do 

not prosecute them.   

Rothrock (1993) in his study on the perceived prevalence of gangs in schools 

found the following:  

1. Nearly three million criminal incidents occur each year on our nation’s school 
campuses.   
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2. Approximately 282,000 students are attacked in schools each month.   
3. Attacks on teachers have increased 50% during the past two decades.   
4. Ten children are killed every day by handgun suicides, homicides, or 
accidents.   
5. Youth homicide has doubled in the last twenty years.   
6. An estimated 100,000 children carry a gun to school each day (p.  53). 
 

 More recently, The National Center for Education Statistics and The Bureau of 

Justice Statistics (1998) in “Students’ Reports of School Crime: 1989-1995,” reported the 

following major findings:  

1. There was little change in the percent of students reporting any violent or 
property victimization at school between 1989 and 1995 (14.5% versus 14.6%).   
2. In 1989, 63.2% reported that marijuana, cocaine, crack, uppers/downers were 
available at school.  This number increased to 65.3% in 1995.   
3. The percent of students reporting street gang presence at school nearly 
doubled between 1989 and 1995, increasing from 15.3% to 28.4%.  
4. 5.3% of students reported seeing another student bring a gun to school, 12.7% 
reported knowing another student who brought a gun to school, and less than one 
half of one percent reported taking a gun to school.  (p. 1) 
5. In 1995, Hispanic students were more likely than white students to report the 
existence of street gangs in their schools; black students were also more likely to 
report gang activity than whites (49.5% Hispanics, 34.7% blacks, 23% whites).  A 
similar relationship existed in 1989.  
6. In 1989 and 1995, students living in households with higher incomes were 
less likely to report street gangs in their schools than students from lower 
household incomes.  (p. 8) 

 
A second key finding was that various types of problems tended to co-exist.  For 
instance, student reports of drug availability, street gang presence, and gun 
presence at school were all related to students’ reports of having experienced 
violent victimization at school.  (p. 12) 
 
In 2001, the Office of the Attorney General of Texas, Gangs In Texas, reported 

that police and school district departments that responded to their survey reported a total 

of almost 3,000 gangs (Abbott, 2001).  The report stated that the largest cities and 

counties account for the great majority of the gangs and gang members.  Major 

metropolitan jurisdictions reported 4,146 gangs and 73,621 gang members.  The report 

also cited that in cities with a population of over 500,000, the respondents described gang 
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activity in schools in the following manner: 1. All respondents considered gang activity 

to be a problem; 2. 71% considered gang activity to be a moderate problem; and 3. 29% 

considered gang activity to be a serious problem. 

A National Youth Violence Prevention Resource Center (2001) report concluded 

that an estimated 26,000 gangs and 840,500 gang members were active in the United 

States in 1999.  The survey also challenged the traditional view that gangs only exists in 

urban areas.  Between 1998-1999, gang membership increased by 27% in suburban areas 

and 29% in rural areas. 

A report from The National Youth Gang Center, that annually conducts a survey 

of law enforcement agencies across the United States regarding the presence and 

characteristics of local gang problems, concluded that there are approximately 760,000 

gang members and 24,000 gangs that are currently active in more that 2,900 jurisdictions 

(Flores, 2006).  This was a decrease from the 2001 survey conducted by the National 

Youth Violence Prevention Resource Center. 

Another study on crime at school from the perspectives of students, teachers, 

principals, and the community was conducted jointly by The National Center for 

Education Statistics and The Bureau of Justice Statistics (Devoe, 2004) “Indicators of 

School Crime and Safety:  2004.” 

 The following were some conclusions: 

1. From July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2000, there were 32 school-associated 
violent deaths in the United States.  Twenty-four were homicides and 8 were 
suicides.   
2. In 2002, younger students were more likely to be victims of crime at school. 
3. In 2003, 7% of students ages 12-18 reported being bullied at school. 
4. In 1999-2000, 20% of all public schools experienced one or more serious 
violent crimes such as rape, sexual assault, robbery, and aggravated assault. 
5. 71% of public schools reported violent incidents and 46% reported thefts.   
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6. 2% of public schools took serious disciplinary action for the use of a firearm 
or explosive device, and 4% did so for the possession of a firearm or explosive 
device. 
7. Over the 5 year period from 1998-2002, teachers were the victims of 
approximately 234,000 total non-fatal crimes at school, including 144,000 thefts, 
and 90,000 violent crimes including: rape, sexual assault, robbery, aggravated 
assault, and simple assault. 
8. Teachers were differentially victimized by violent crimes at school according 
to where they taught; urban teachers were more likely than rural and suburban 
teachers to be victims of violent crime. 
9. In the 1999-2000 school years, 9% of all elementary and secondary school 
teachers were threatened with injury by a student, and 4% were physically 
attacked by a student.   
10. In 2003, 21% of students ages 12-18 reported that street gangs were present at 
their schools.  Students in urban schools were more likely to report the presence 
of street gangs at their schools.   
11. In 1999-2000, 29% of public school principals reported that student bullying 
occurred on a daily or weekly basis, 19% reported that students’ acts of disrespect 
for teachers occurred at the same frequency.  Additionally, 13% reported student 
verbal abuse of teachers, 3% reported occurrences of student racial tensions, and 
3% reported widespread disorder in the classrooms on a daily or weekly basis.   
(p. v-vi) 

 
The latest statistics come from the Office of Justice Programs (Flores, 2006).  

They released a report, “Juvenile Offenders and Victims:  2006 National Report” on 

critical information about juvenile crime, victimization, and the juvenile justice system.  

The following are a few of the many conclusions from the report that are related to this 

study:  

1. One of every four violent crime victims known to law enforcement is a 

juvenile, most of those victims are female and about one-third are under the age of 12.   

2. The juvenile population is increasing and the racial character is changing.  

The Hispanic juvenile population is increasing. 

3. On an average day in 2002 about four juveniles were murdered. 

4. Between 1980 and 2002, at least 3 of every 4 murder victims ages 15-17 were 

killed with a firearm. 
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5. In 2003, child protective service agencies received an estimated 2.9 million 

referrals alleging that children were abused and neglected. 

6. Juveniles who lived with both biological parents had lower life time 

prevalence of law violating behaviors that did juveniles who lived in other family types. 

 
Perceptions About Gang Presence In Schools 

 
There have been several studies conducted in other school districts relating to the 

perceptions of administrators, counselors, and teachers about gang presence in schools.   

Melita’s (1990) study concluded that there was apprehension of principals to 

admit to gang problems for fear of tarnishing the school’s image.  In this study, the 

principals consistently had the lowest mean when it came to recognizing gang activity in 

the schools.  Melita stated that denial is the gang’s greatest ally and that lack of 

agreement as to the presence of gangs is a major problem in addressing the issue.  Melita 

further stated that most of the information obtained on youth gangs comes from “theorists 

from three sources: the media, law enforcement agencies, and the gang members” (p. 16).  

Melita affirmed that,  

Each of these sources creates a concern.  The media tends to fragmentize and 
glamorize the activities of youth gangs.  Its reports are intended to get reader’s 
attention.  Law enforcement agencies and special gang units, though usually noble 
in purpose, still represented special interest groups and the information gathered 
had to be considered in this light.  Information taken from gang members tended 
to tell only what they wanted the individual to know and what they thought served 
the gang’s best interest.  (p. 16) 
 
Garza (1993) in her study of high schools in the Northside Independent School 

District in San Antonio, Texas, found that there was a significant perceptual difference 

between observable gang behavior, territoriality, and campus disruptions.  Over two-

fifths of the respondents (administrators, teachers, and members of the Northside Police 
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Department) either agreed or strongly agreed that 0-5% of the student body were 

perceived to be actual gang members and one-fifth 20.54% of the respondents agreed or 

strongly agreed that from 6-20% of the student body were perceived to be actual gang 

members.   

Rothrock’s (1993) study on the Perceived Perceptions of Secondary Students and 

Selected School Personnel Concerning Gangs, Violence, and Safety in the Secondary 

Schools of the Harlandale Independent School District concluded that gang activity was 

perceived to have increased for both males and females by a large majority of 

respondents.  Rothrock stated the following as major research findings from his study:  

1.  Acts of violence against teachers were not perceived to be on the increase by a 

majority of the respondents.   

2.  Large numbers of respondents felt that gang members often brought weapons 

to school and that students sometimes brought them for protection.   

3.  Most respondents indicated that they felt safe at school, but hallways and 

school grounds were considered slightly less safe.   

4.  Significant differences in perceptions between students and school personnel 

were found in many issues.   

“The researcher attributes this to a lack of communication and to the fact that students are 

perhaps closer to the problem than are the other two sub-groups” (p. 106).   

 The purpose of Escobedo’s (1993) study, Youth Gang Activities in Elementary 

Schools as Perceived by Selected Principals, Mid-managers, Teachers, and Campus 

Police in the Harlandale Independent School District, in San Antonio, Texas, was to 

determine if there was agreement as to the degree of gang activity in 15 elementary 
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schools within the district.  Escobedo’s results indicated that campus police perceived 

more gang activities in the elementary schools within the district than the other three 

groups surveyed.  Concerning graffiti, Escobedo states, “Campus police had a 

significantly higher mean, 28.69, than the principals, teachers, and mid-managers.  This 

higher mean indicated that campus police recognized more gang related graffiti on the 

school campuses than the other three respondent groups” (p. 77).  Escobedo 

recommended that school personnel be trained on gang awareness, that community 

groups band together to identify ways to prevent and/or manage gang problems, and that 

mentors from the business community be solicited to work with gang members and other 

troubled youths.  

Lee’s (1995) study on Teachers’ and Students’ Perceived Perceptions of Gang 

Activity in Cobb County Middle Schools survey focused on three variables: 1. The areas 

in which gang activity occurred, 2. The overt and covert gang related behaviors, and 3. 

The amount of supervision provided by the schools.  She found that there was a 

significant difference between teachers’ and students’ perceived perceptions of where 

gang-related activity occurred.  There was also a significant difference between the 

perceptions of the two groups on gang-related behaviors observed in school.  However, 

there was no significant difference between teachers’ and students’ perceptions 

concerning the level of supervision provided in the school.  Lee stated that future 

research was needed to determine whether teacher opinions are based on actual 

experiences in the community and schools or on media reports, or information provided 

by school officials.   
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Duncan (1995) in her study, Perceived Perceptions of High School Students and 

School Personnel Toward Gang Activity, Violence, and Safety in the High Schools of the 

Hinds County Public School District in Mississippi, concluded the following: 

1. Twenty-eight percent of students in tenth grade and 73% of 11 and 12 graders 

did not perceive the presence of gang activity and violence as problematic in their 

schools.   

2. Both male and female respondents did not perceive the presence of gang 

activity and violence as problematic in their schools.  However, both male and female 

students did perceive safety related to gang violence as being problematic in their 

schools.   

3. White students, 62.4%, perceived the presence of gang activity and violence 

as problematic in their schools.   

4. School personnel did not perceive the presence of gang activity and violence 

as problematic in their schools.  However, they did perceive safety related to gang 

violence as being problematic in their schools.   

Presley’s (1996) study of middle schools in the Caddo Parish School System in 

Louisiana found that there was a significant perceptual difference in regard to observable 

gang behaviors between teachers and all other groups.  The data also indicated a 

significant difference in the area of territoriality between counselors and the other three 

groups.  In the sub group of campus disruptions there was a significant perceptual 

difference between teachers and all other groups.  The teachers saw the existence of gang 

activity on the campuses more often than did the principals, assistant principals, or 



  30 

counselors.  Forty percent of all of the respondents either agreed or strongly agreed that 

as many as 5% of the student body were actual gang members. 

King‘s (1998) study, Student and School Personnel Perceptions of Gang Activity 

in High and Low Risk Secondary Schools, found that significant differences existed 

between the perceptions of students and personnel within low risk schools but not high 

risk schools.  Significant differences between students at high and low risk schools and 

between personnel at high and low risk schools were also found.  She concluded that the 

location of the school and neighborhood contributed to the participants’ perception. 

 
Summary 

Gangs continue to have access to our schools, communities, and cities.  Gang 

activity has made guns, drugs, and crime a part of school life.  By determining the 

perceptions of school personnel, the school districts will have a better reference point 

from which to begin developing plans that address gang activity and violence in schools.  

Spergel (1985) stated that denial of gang problems is seen at all levels.  Families, 

communities, law enforcement, and cities have all denied the extent of the youth gang 

problem.  He asserts,  

Students fail to report assaults for fear of reprisal.  Teachers fail to report assaults 
not only for fear of reprisals but for fear that they will be blamed for failure to 
maintain control.  Principals are reluctant to report school crimes for fear of 
negative public reasons.  (p. 317) 
 

 Youth gangs can have a detrimental effect on schools and student learning.  

Hutchinson and Kyle (1988) found that there were varying levels of gang activity in 

schools.  They list the following seven significant consequences of gang activity that 

influence the quality of school life: 
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1. Street gangs controlled the extensive and lucrative drug trafficking which 
openly took place within the school. 
2. Street gangs exercised direct control over individual schools, areas of the 
school building, and/or particular class rooms within the school. 
3. Students were actively recruited for gang membership within the school 
building and/or on their way to/from school. 
4. Students were intimidated and physically attacked by members of street gangs 
within school buildings on school grounds, or on their way to/from school. 
5. These activities were significantly related to the problem of high school 
dropouts. 
6. School officials generally denied the existence of gang activities within the 
schools, or were in fact, ignorant of these activities. 
7. The school bureaucracy recognized and submitted to the charismatic authority 
of the street gangs by transferring students to different schools to ensure their 
physical safety.  (p. 22) 
 
Esbensen (2000) stated it is important to remember that gang formation is not 

restricted to poor urban areas.  Gang members come from a variety of backgrounds.  

Membership is not exclusive to males, urban, poor, minority, or from single parent 

households.  Once juveniles join a gang they engage in criminal activity, “therefore it is 

appropriate to formulate primary gang prevention efforts that target the entire adolescent 

population” (p. 9). 

Gangs are a community problem and a national concern that have to be dealt with 

and eliminated from our schools. 

 



 
 

CHAPTER THREE 
 

Methodology 
 

  
The purpose of this study was to investigate the differences in perceived 

perceptions of selected school personnel (principals, assistant principals, counselors, and 

teachers) about gang presence in elementary schools in the Fort Worth Independent 

School District in Texas.  Agreement on the degree of gang activity and presence is an 

important first step in developing plans that address gang activity and violence in our 

schools.   

 To carry out the purposes of this study, the following research questions were 

examined: 

1. What difference, if any, exist in the perceptions of principals, assistant 

principals, counselors, and teachers about observable gang graffiti behavior in the 

elementary schools of the Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas as indicated 

and measured by participant responses in the Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire 

(Part II Survey:  Section A.  Graffiti)? 

2. What difference, if any, exists in the perceptions of principals, assistant 

principals, counselors, and teachers about observable gang dress, physical identifiers, and 

tattoos in the elementary schools of the Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas 

as indicated and measured by participant responses in the Gangs Activity Perception 

Questionnaire (Part II Survey:  Section B.  Dress/Physical Identifiers/Tattoos)? 

3. What difference, if any, exists in the perceptions of principals, assistant 

principals, counselors, and teachers about observable gang communication in the 
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elementary schools of the Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas as indicated 

and measured by participant responses in the Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire 

(Part II Survey:  Section C.  Communications)? 

4. What difference, if any, exists in the perceptions of principals, assistant 

principals, counselors, and teachers about observable turf behavior in the elementary 

schools of the Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas as indicated and 

measured by participant responses in the Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire (Part 

II Survey:  Section D.  Turf)? 

5. What difference, if any, exists in the perceptions of principals, assistant 

principals, counselors, and teachers concerning identification of campus disruptions in 

the elementary schools of the Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas as gang 

related as indicated and measured by participant responses in the Gangs Activity 

Perception Questionnaire (Part II Survey:  Section E.  Campus Disruptions)? 

6. What difference, if any, exists in the perceptions of principals, assistant 

principals, counselors, and teachers related to the presence and activity of gangs in the 

elementary schools when school characteristics are considered as indicated and measured 

by participant responses in the Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire (Part II Survey:  

Section F.  School Characteristics)? 

7. What difference, if any, exists in the perceptions of principals, assistant 

principals, counselors, and teachers related to the presence and activity of gangs in the 

elementary schools when the variables of gender, ethnicity, and number of years of 

experience in current position are considered (Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire 

Part I Background Information)? 
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8. Is there a relationship between the size of the school and the perceived 

presence of gang activity by principals, assistant principals, counselors, and teachers as 

indicated by the Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire (Part II:  Survey Section F.  

School Characteristics)? 

9. Is there a relationship between the socio-economic level of students in schools 

and the perceived presence of gang activity by principals, assistant principals, counselors, 

and teachers (Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire Part II: Survey Section F.  School 

Characteristics)? 

 
Population 

Permission was obtained from the Fort Worth Independent School District in 

Texas to conduct this study (Appendix C).  The subjects of this study included:  

elementary school principals, elementary school assistant principals, elementary guidance 

counselors, and elementary school teachers.  All principals, assistant principals, and 

guidance counselors in all elementary schools within the school district in Texas received 

an e-mail with an explanation of the study and a hot link to an online survey (Appendix 

E).  Two teachers from every elementary school within the school district were also 

selected randomly and also received the e-mail and on line survey.   

The web link to the survey was emailed to 80 principals, 65 assistant principals, 

94 counselors, and 159 teachers.  A total of 299 complete surveys were returned, yielding 

a 75.1% response rate.  Four surveys were incomplete (only had demographic 

information) and dropped from the study (Table 1).  When reviewed by position, 

response rates were highest for principals (87.5%) and assistant principals (84.6 percent), 

followed by counselors (77.6%) and teachers (63.5%) (Table 1). 



  35 

Instrumentation 

 The researcher used an instrument developed by Dr. Joseph A.  Melita for a 1990 

doctoral dissertation entitled Perceived Perceptions of Selected School Personnel Toward 

Youth Gangs In High Schools, Broward County, Florida (Appendix F).  Dr. Melita 

developed The Gang Activity Perception Questionnaire from the following sources: 

1. Interviews with school officials who have experienced gang related problems 
in their school districts, 
2. Discussions with local law enforcement gang specialists, 
3. Correspondence with law enforcement agencies across the nation 
experiencing gang-related problems in their communities, 
4. Personal observations backed by 18 years of experience in the educational 
field, and 
5. Information learned from related literature on the youth gang phenomenon.  
(Melita, 1990 p. 47) 

 
 The questionnaire is divided into three parts.  The first part consists of 

background information.  The following demographic data were requested:  title, gender, 

ethnicity/race, number of years in present position, and highest academic level achieved.  

In the second part, participants were asked about their perceptions concerning gang 

activity.  Using a Likert Scale participants were asked to respond to a series of statements 

by indicating:  strongly agree (SA), agree (A), disagree (D), strongly disagree (SD), and 

not known (NK), to each statement.  The statements were part of the following subscales:  

graffiti, dress/physical identifiers/tattoos, communications, turf, campus disruptions, 

school characteristics, and a general overview of problems in and around the schools.  

The third part of the survey is a section for general comments about participants’ 

perceptions of gang activity within their school relating to graffiti, dress/physical 

identifiers/tattoos, communications, turf, campus disruptions, school characteristics, and 

a general overview (Appendix G).   
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 Melita (1990) using The Gang Activity Perception Questionnaire conducted a 

pilot study and an alpha coefficient was calculated as an internal consistency measure of 

reliability.  The results showed the alpha coefficient consistently high for each subscale: 

graffiti (.95), attire (.91), territorialization/turf (.91), communication (.90), and campus 

disruptions and general overview (.84).   

 
Procedures 

 The researcher requested permission from Dr. Melita to use The Gang Activity 

Perception Questionnaire and permission was granted (Appendixes A and B).  The 

researcher then asked for authorization from the large urban school district in Texas to 

survey selected school personnel and use the district’s e-mail system.  Permission was 

also granted (Appendixes C and D). 

A letter explaining the study was e-mailed to the participants along with a web 

link to the survey (Appendixes E and F).  Some invalid teacher e-mail addresses were 

replaced with new ones.  Follow up e-mails were sent approximately every five days until 

the number of responses met the desired response rate.  Also, phone calls were made to 

ensure staff members received the web link and to encourage them to complete the 

survey.   

 
Data Analysis 

This exploratory study used an ex post-facto descriptive design to examine 

perceived perceptions of school personnel.  Ex post-facto designs are used to study 

potential causal relationships after a presumed cause has occurred (McMillan & 

Schumacher, 1997).  “In ex post facto research subjects are selected on the basis of the 
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groups they were in at one time; there is probably no random assignment of subjects to 

different groups; and there is no manipulation of the independent variable (p. 309).” 

The survey used a Likert Scale and participants were asked to respond to a series 

of statements by indicating:  strongly agree (SA), agree (A), disagree (D), strongly 

disagree (SD), and not known (NK) to each statement.  A weight of four was given to a 

response of “strongly agree”; three was given to “agree”; two was given to “not known”; 

one was given to “disagree”; and zero was given to “strongly disagree.”  The lowest score 

was interpreted as the highest level of disagreement and equally the highest score 

indicated the greatest agreement.  Similar to Dr. Melita’s study, an equal interval scale 

was assumed.    

To answer Research Questions 1-6, frequencies and percentages were calculated 

overall and by position for each item.  Also, descriptive analyses were run to compute 

mean scores for each item overall and by position.  A one-way analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) was applied to each item and subscale (graffiti, dress/physical 

identifiers/tattoos, communication, turf, campus disruption, and school characteristics), 

using the role of the respondent as the independent variable and the perceived perceptions 

of the respondent as the dependent variable.  The 0.05 significance level was used.  

Subsequent to the level of significance being determined on the ANOVA, a post-hoc test, 

the Scheffe, was run to determine which means were significantly different from others.   

As for Research Question 7, frequencies and percentages were calculated overall 

and by position, gender, ethnicity/race, and years of experience for the 10 survey items 

related to the overview of gang presence.  Descriptive analyses were used to determine 

mean scores for each item overall and by position, gender, ethnicity/race, and years of 
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experience.  A one-way ANOVA was calculated for each item and for the 10 items 

combined to determine if there were statistically significant differences by position, 

gender, ethnicity/race, and years of experience.  In cases of statistical significance, 

Scheffe post hoc tests were computed to determine which differences were statistically 

significant.  Ethnicity/race analyses were limited to Hispanic, African American, and 

White categories.  Years of experience analyses were calculated for 0-5 years, 6-10 years, 

and 11 or more years. 

To answer Research Question 8, a school size variable was calculated by recoding 

responses to the item “the school is considered very large by district standards” into two 

categories: “very large” and “not very large.” Those who “agreed” or “strongly agreed” 

were recoded as “very large” and those who “disagreed” or “strongly disagreed” were 

recoded as “not very large.”  Frequencies and percentages were calculated overall and by 

school size for the 10 survey items related to the overview of gang presence.  Descriptive 

analyses were run to compute mean scores for each item overall and by school size.  One-

way analyses of variance were computed for each item and for the 10 items combined to 

determine if there were statistically significant differences between respondents from 

“very large” and “not very large” schools. 

In an effort to answer Research Question 9, a socioeconomic status (SES) variable 

was calculated by recoding those who answered the question “the school is considered on 

the low end of the socioeconomic scale” into two categories: “not low SES” and “low 

SES.” Those who “agreed” or “strongly agreed” were recoded as “low SES” and those 

who “disagreed” or “strongly disagreed” were recoded as “not low SES.”  Frequencies 

and percentages were computed overall and by SES for the 10 survey items related to 
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overview of gang presence.  Descriptive analyses were tabulated to determine mean 

scores for each item overall and by SES.  One-way ANOVAs were run for each item and 

for the 10 items combined to determine if there were statistically significant differences 

between respondents from “low SES” and “not low SES” schools. 

The Gang Activity Perception Questionnaire also asked for comments under Part 

III.  These comments were grouped and recorded by the researcher in the appendix 

(Appendix G). 

 The SPSS program was used to analyze the data.  Results from the study are 

reported using numerical and graphic techniques.  Analysis and interpretation of the data 

will follow the principles prescribed in Educational Research:  An Introduction, by Borg 

and Gall (1989). 



 
 

CHAPTER FOUR 
 

Results 
 
 

Introduction 
 

This study investigated the differences in perceptions of selected school personnel 

about gang presence in elementary schools in the Fort Worth Independent School District 

in Texas.  

The researcher used an instrument developed by Dr. Joseph A. Melita for a 1990 

doctoral dissertation (Appendix F).  The questionnaire is divided into three parts.  The 

first part consists of background information.  In the second part, participants were asked 

about their perceived perceptions regarding gang activity.  The third part is a section for 

general comments about participants’ perceptions of gang activity within their school.  

The subjects of this study included:  elementary school principals, elementary 

school assistant principals, elementary guidance counselors, and elementary school 

teachers.  All of the principals, assistant principals, and guidance counselors in all of the 

elementary schools within this large urban school district in Texas received an e-mail 

with an explanation of the study and a hot link to an online survey.  Two teachers from 

every elementary school in the school district were selected randomly and also received 

the e-mail and on line survey.  

The web link to the survey was e-mailed to 80 principals, 65 assistant principals, 

94 counselors, and 159 teachers.  Some invalid teacher e-mail addresses were replaced 

with new ones.  Follow up e-mails were sent approximately every five days until the 

number of responses met the desired response rate.  Also, phone calls were made to 
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ensure staff members received the web link and to encourage them to complete the 

survey.  

A total of 299 complete surveys were returned, yielding a 75.1% response rate.  

Four surveys were incomplete (only had demographic information) and were dropped 

from the study (Table 1).  When reviewed by position, response rates were highest for 

principals (87.5%) and assistant principals (84.6%), followed by counselors (77.6%) and 

teachers (63.5%) (Table 1).  Most respondents were female (85%) (Table 2).  When 

reviewed by ethnicity/race, 44.3% were White, 29.4% were African American, 24.7% 

were Hispanic, 1.4% were Asian, and 0.2% classified themselves as “Other” (Table 3).  

Over half had between 0 and 5 years of experience (53.0%) in their current position 

(Table 4). The majority (70.4%) of respondents’ highest degree was a master’s degree 

(Table 5). 

Respondent’s perceptions were quantified using a Likert-type Scale.  Participants 

were asked to respond to a series of statements by indicating:  strongly agree (SA), agree 

(A), disagree (D), strongly disagree (SD), and not known (NK), to each statement.  A 

weight of four was given to a response of “strongly agree”; three was given to “agree”; 

two was given to “not known”; one was given to “disagree”; and zero was given to 

“strongly disagree.”  The lowest score was interpreted as the highest level of 

disagreement and equally the highest score indicated the greatest agreement.  Similar to 

Dr. Melita’s (1990) study, an equal interval scale was assumed.   

Part I of the study analyzed demographic data.  This data will not have an impact 

on the treatment of the research questions in Part II of the study. 
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Table 1 summarizes the response rates by professional position.  The survey 

instrument was sent to 398 persons working in elementary schools within the Fort Worth 

Independent School District in Texas.  The sample included:  80 principals, 65 assistant 

principals, 94 counselors, and 159 teachers.  Of the 398 surveys sent, 299 responded 

(Table 1). 

 
Table 1 

Summary of Responses by Professional Positions 

Position # Sent # Returned % Returned 

Principals 80 70 87.5 

Assistant Principals 65 55 84.6 

Counselors 94 73 77.6 

Teachers 159 101 63.5 

Total 398 299 75.1 

 
 

As indicated in Table 2, the majority of respondents (254) were female (85%).  

Male respondents (45) were (15%) of the participants.  

 
Table 2 

 
Summary of Demographic Data by Gender 

 

Gender Frequency Percentage 

Male   45   15 

Female 254   85

Total 299 100 
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Table 3 reflects that White respondents, 131 (44.3%), represented the largest 

ethnic/race group surveyed.  African-American respondents, 87 (29.4%), represented the 

next highest group, followed by Hispanic respondents, 73 (24.7%).  Asian respondents, 4 

(1.4%), and other, 1 (0.2%), were the smallest groups represented. 

 
Table 3 

 
Summary of Demographic Data by Ethnicity/Race 

 

Race Frequency Percentage 

Hispanic   73   24.7 

African American   87   29.4 

White 131   44.3 

Asian     4     1.4 

Other     1     0.2

Total 296 100.0 

 
 

Table 4 shows that more than one-half of the respondents, 157 (53.0%), had 5 

years or less of experience and 78 respondents (26.4%) had 6-10 years of experience.  

The data on Table 4 indicates that a total of only slightly over 21% had 11 or more years 

of experience. 

Table 5 indicates that more than 70% of the respondents held graduate degrees.  

Two hundred and nine persons held masters degrees (70.4%), and seven persons (2.4%) 

held a doctorate degree.  Approximately one-fourth (25.2%) of the respondents held only 

a four year baccalaureate degree. 
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Table 4 
 

Summary of Demographic Data by Years of Experience 
 

Years of Experience Frequency Percentage 

0-5 157   53.0 

6-10   78   26.4 

11-15   32   10.8 

16-20   14     4.7 

20+   15     5.1

Total 296 100.0 

 
 

Table 5 
 

Summary of Demographic Data by Highest Academic Level Achieved 
 

Highest Academic Level Frequency Percentage 

Four year degree   75 25.2 

Master’s degree 209 70.4 

Specialist’s degree     3   1.0 

Doctoral degree     7   2.4 

Other     3   1.0

Total 297 100.0 

 

Analysis of Data by Research Question 

Part II of the survey consisted of 33 questions focusing on five gang-related 

subscales:  graffiti, dress/physical identifiers/tattoos, communication, turf, and campus 

disruptions.  Five additional questions (34-38) dealt with school characteristics.  Another 
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six questions (39-44) in an overview, dealt with gang activity in the school, 

neighborhood, school district, and in Tarrant County.  The final four questions dealt with 

actual percentages of gang membership by students in the schools.  

To answer Research Questions 1-6, frequencies and percentages were calculated 

overall and by position for each item.  Also, descriptive analyses were run to compute 

mean scores for each item overall and by position.  A one-way analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) was applied to each item and subscale (graffiti, dress/physical 

identifiers/tattoos, communication, turf, campus disruption, and school characteristics), 

using the role of the respondent as the independent variable and the perceptions of the 

respondent as the dependent variable.  The 0.05 significance level was used.  Subsequent 

to the level of significance being determined on the ANOVA, a post-hoc test, the Scheffe, 

was run to determine which means were significantly different from others.  

Research Question 1 
 
 What difference, if any, exist in the perceptions of principals, assistant principals, 

counselors, and teachers about observable gang graffiti behavior in the elementary 

schools of the Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas as indicated and 

measured by participant responses in the Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire (Part 

II Survey:  Section A. Graffiti)? 

 Frequencies and percentages were calculated overall and by position for the 11 

survey items related to graffiti.  Also, descriptive analyses were run to compute mean 

scores for each item overall and by position.  To determine if there were significant 

differences between principals, assistant principals, counselors, and teachers, one-way 

analyses of variance (ANOVA) were run for each item and for the 11 items combined. 
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Table 6 indicates that across positions, more than half disagreed or strongly 

disagreed with 9 of the 11 items.  In the case of items 3 and 4, responses were divided 

between “not known,” “disagree,” and “strongly disagree.”  Table 6 also shows that mean 

scores for individual items ranged from 0.75 to 1.89, which were closest to the “disagree” 

and “not known” categories, respectively.  Table 7 is a summary of the one-way ANOVA 

results for individual graffiti items.  No significant differences were found between 

respondents’ position for any individual item or for the 11 items combined in the survey.  

Table 8 is a summary of the one-way ANOVA results for the graffiti subscale.  Thus, 

perceptions were similar across positions and in general, most did not see graffiti as a 

gang related problem on the campus.  

 
Table 6 

 
Summary Responses to Graffiti Items 

 
Statement Mean Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Not 

Known 
Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

1. Graffiti appears 
throughout the school 
campus. 

           

 Principal 0.75 1 1 8 12 0 0 24 35 36 52 

 Assistant Principal 0.89 0 0 8 15 1 2 23 42 23 42 

 Guidance Counselor 0.82 1 1 11 15 1 1 20 28 39 54 

 Teacher 0.99 2 2 16 16 4 4 35 35 43 43 

 All 0.88 4 1 43 15 6 2 102 35 141 48 

 
 
 
 
 (table continues) 
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Statement Mean Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Not 
Known 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

2. Graffiti appears in 
specific areas of the 
campus. 

           

 Principal 1.12 1 2 17 25 0 0 20 30 29 43 

 Assistant Principal 1.42 1 2 19 35 1 2 15 27 19 35 

 Guidance Counselor 1.40 2 3 26 36 2 3 11 15 31 43 

 Teacher 1.41 1 1 32 32 9 9 22 22 35 35 

 All 1.34 5 2 94 32 12 4 68 23 114 39 

3. The graffiti is the work 
of individual street artists 
who are not gang 
members. 

           

 Principal 1.25 0 0 6 9 24 37 15 23 20 31 

 Assistant Principal 1.24 1 2 4 7 16 29 20 36 14 26 

 Guidance Counselor 1.04 0 0 4 6 22 31 17 24 27 39 

 Teacher 1.44 5 5 9 9 38 38 21 21 27 27 

 All 1.26 6 2 23 8 100 35 73 25 88 30 

4. The graffiti is gang 
related. 

           

 Principal 1.68 6 9 17 26 13 20 10 15 20 30 

 Assistant Principal 1.79 3 6 17 32 10 19 12 23 11 21 

 Guidance Counselor 1.89 8 11 19 27 18 26 7 10 18 26 

 Teacher 1.79 7 7 25 25 31 31 12 12 24 24 

 All 1.79 24 8 78 27 72 25 41 14 73 25 

 
 
 
 
 (table continues) 
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Statement Mean Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Not 
Known 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

5. Particular symbols/signs 
have repeatedly appears on 
our campus. 

           

 Principal 1.26 5 7 11 16 5 7 23 34 24 35 

 Assistant Principal 1.41 3 6 11 20 8 15 15 28 17 32 

 Guidance Counselor 1.21 1 1 16 22 11 15 13 18 31 43 

 Teacher 1.18 3 3 19 19 14 14 21 21 43 43 

 All 1.25 12 4 57 19 38 13 72 25 115 39 

6. In areas of our school 
campus, graffiti has been 
crossed out or marked 
over. 

           

 Principal 1.09 3 5 11 16 3 5 22 33 28 42 

 Assistant Principal 1.08 0 0 8 15 7 13 19 36 19 36 

 Guidance Counselor 0.99 2 3 7 10 11 15 20 28 32 44 

 Teacher 1.16 3 3 13 13 21 21 23 23 40 40 

 All 1.09 8 3 39 13 42 14 84 29 119 41 

7. Where graffiti has been 
painted over, more graffiti 
has replaced it. 

           

 Principal 0.96 2 3 9 13 2 3 25 37 29 43 

 Assistant Principal 1.20 1 2 12 22 3 6 19 35 19 35 

 Guidance Counselor 1.14 2 3 10 14 13 18 17 24 29 41 

 Teacher 1.08 2 2 13 13 17 17 26 26 41 41 

 All 1.09 7 2 44 15 35 12 87 30 118 41 

 
 
 
 (table continues) 
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Statement Mean Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Not 
Known 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

8. The graffiti is done in a 
particular color. 

           

 Principal 1.03 2 3 9 13 5 8 24 36 27 40 

 Assistant Principal 1.52 1 2 14 26 11 20 14 26 14 26 

 Guidance Counselor 1.23 1 1 9 13 20 29 15 21 25 36 

 Teacher 1.24 3 3 11 11 28 29 21 21 35 36 

 All 1.24 7 2 43 15 64 22 74 26 101 35 

9. The signs/symbols 
appearing on our school 
campus are similar or 
exact. 

           

 Principal 1.28 3 5 13 19 10 15 15 22 26 39 

 Assistant Principal 1.31 1 2 9 17 13 24 14 26 17 32 

 Guidance Counselor 1.23 0 0 11 16 20 28 14 20 26 37 

 Teacher 1.31 3 3 16 16 24 24 22 22 34 34 

 All 1.29 7 2 49 17 67 23 65 22 103 35 

10. Street names are used 
to sign graffiti. 

           

 Principal 0.88 1 2 6 9 8 12 21 31 31 46 

 Assistant Principal 1.35 1 2 5 9 19 35 16 30 13 24 

 Guidance Counselor 1.29 2 3 10 14 18 26 16 23 24 34 

 Teacher 1.26 2 2 11 11 33 33 18 18 35 35 

 All 1.20 6 2 32 11 78 27 71 25 103 36 

 
 
 
 
 
 (table continues) 
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Statement Mean Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Not 
Known 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

11. Similar graffiti is in 
evidence in the 
neighborhood surrounding 
our school campus. 

           

 Principal 1.43 5 8 14 21 8 12 18 27 22 33 

 Assistant Principal 1.52 2 4 12 22 13 24 12 22 15 28 

 Guidance Counselor 1.66 4 6 18 25 20 28 8 11 21 30 

 Teacher 1.47 4 4 18 18 31 31 14 14 32 32 

 All 1.52 15 5 62 21 72 25 52 18 90 31 

Note:  Some percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding. 
 
 

Table 7 
 

Summary One-Way ANOVA Results for Individual Graffiti Items 
 

Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

1. Graffiti appears throughout the 
school campus. 

    

 Between 3 0.86   
 Within 292 1.19 0.72 0.540 

2. Graffiti appears in specific areas 
of the campus. 

    

 Between 3 1.47   
 Within 289 1.76 0.84 0.474 

3. The graffiti is the work of 
individual street artists who are 
not gang members, 

    

 Between 3 2.19   
 Within 286 1.08 2.04 0.108 

 
 
 
 (table continues) 
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Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

4. The graffiti is gang related.     

 Between 3 0.47   
 Within 284 1.74 0.27 0.846 

5. Particular symbols/signs have 
repeatedly appeared on our 
campus. 

    

 Between 3 0.66   
 Within 290 1.62 0.41 0.749 

6. In areas of our school campus, 
graffiti has been crossed out or 
marked over. 

    

 Between 3 0.42   
 Within 288 1.34 0.32 0.813 

7. Where graffiti has been painted 
over, more graffiti has replaced it. 

    

 Between 3 0.70   
 Within 287 1.35 0.52 0.669 

8. The graffiti is done in a particular 
color. 

    

 Between 3 2.39   
 Within 285 1.32 1.81 0.146 

9. The signs/symbols appearing on 
our school campus are similar or 
exact. 

    

 Between 3 0.13   
 Within 287 1.41 0.09 0.966 

10. Street names are used to sign 
graffiti. 

    

 Between 3 2.99   
 Within 286 1.20 2.50 0.060 

11. Similar graffiti is in evidence in 
the neighborhood surrounding our 
school campus. 

    

 Between 3 0.71   
 Within 287 1.62 0.44 0.724 
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Table 8 
 

Summary One-Way ANOVA Results for Graffiti Subscale 
 

Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

Graffiti items     

 Between 3 81.87   
 Within 266 100.58 0.81 0.487 

 
 
Research Question 2 
 
 What difference, if any, exist in the perceptions of principals, assistant principals, 

counselors, and teachers about observable gang dress, physical identifiers, and tattoos in 

the elementary schools of the Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas as 

indicated and measured by participant responses in the Gangs Activity Perception 

Questionnaire (Part II Survey:  Section B. Dress/Physical Identifiers/Tattoos)? 

 Frequencies and percentages were calculated overall and by position for the five 

survey items related to dress, physical identifiers, and tattoos.  Mean scores were 

computed for each item overall and by position.  One-way analyses of variance 

(ANOVA) was used for each item and for the five items combined to determine if there 

were significant differences between principals, assistant principals, counselors, and 

teachers.  In cases of statistical significance, Scheffe tests were computed to determine 

which differences were significant. 

Table 9 is a summary of the responses to dress/physical identifiers/tattoos.  Mean 

scores ranged from 0.63 to 1.37, which when rounded were closest to the “disagree” 

category.  Table 10, results of the one-way ANOVA analyses, showed statistical 

differences at the .01 level for two items.  In the first case, (Question #13) “Particular 
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kinds of hats have been worn/carried by various individuals with similar lettering and/or 

clothes,” results of the Scheffe test showed significant differences between counselors 

and teachers.  In the second case, (Question # 15) “Non-school sponsored jackets similar 

in appearance have been worn by various members of our student body,” Scheffe results 

yielded significant differences between principals and teachers.  

Table 11 indicates that the one-way ANOVA analysis for the five items combined 

was significant.  The Scheffe tests showed that the differences were between principals 

and teachers. 

In general, most respondents did not see gang-related dress, physical identifiers, 

or tattoos even though there were significant differences overall and for two of the five 

items.  Rather, the differences seem to lie more between “not known” versus 

“disagree/strongly disagree.”  Specifically, 13% or fewer “agreed” or “strongly agreed” 

on the two items that showed differences. 

 
Table 9 

 
Summary Responses to Dress/Physical Identifiers/Tattoos 

 
Statement Mean Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Not 

Known 
Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

12. Similar signs/ symbols 
as seen in the graffiti 
have been seen on the 
person of members of 
the school’s student 
body. 

           

 Principal 0.75 0 0 6 9 5 8 22 33 34 51 
 Assistant Principal 0.94 0 0 3 6 9 17 24 44 18 33 
 Guidance Counselor 0.87 0 0 7 10 10 15 17 25 33 49 
 Teacher 1.04 1 1 9 9 22 22 29 29 39 39 
 All 0.91 1 <1 25 9 46 16 92 32 124 43 
 (table continues) 
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Statement Mean Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Not 
Known 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

13. Particular kinds of hats 
have been worn/ 
carried by various 
individuals with 
similar lettering and/or 
clothes. 

           

 Principal 0.76 0 0 8 12 2 3 24 35 34 50 
 Assistant Principal 0.98 0 0 5 9 6 11 25 47 17 32 
 Guidance Counselor 0.63 0 0 2 3 6 9 24 36 35 52 
 Teacher 1.12 4 4 9 9 19 19 30 30 37 37 
 All 0.90 4 1 24 8 33 12 103 36 123 43 

14. The same kind of 
jewelry, i.e., chains, 
bracelets, neckwear, 
have been worn by 
various members of 
our student body. 

           

 Principal 0.99 0 0 13 19 2 3 24 35 29 43 
 Assistant Principal 1.09 0 0 8 15 5 9 25 46 16 30 
 Guidance Counselor 0.99 1 2 6 9 12 18 20 30 28 42 
 Teacher 1.37 4 4 20 20 18 18 25 25 33 33 
 All 1.14 5 2 47 16 37 13 94 33 106 37 

15. Non-school sponsored 
jackets similar in 
appearance have been 
worn by various 
members of our 
student body. 

           

 Principal 0.65 0 0 4 6 1 2 30 44 33 49 
 Assistant Principal 0.80 0 0 2 4 5 9 27 50 20 37 
 Guidance Counselor 0.67 0 0 3 5 6 9 23 35 34 52 
 Teacher 1.06 2 2 9 9 19 19 33 33 37 37 
 All 0.82 2 1 18 6 31 11 113 39 124 43 

16. Look alike shirts/tank 
tops have been worn 
by various members of 
our student body. 

           

 Principal 0.82 0 0 10 15 0 0 25 37 32 48 
 Assistant Principal 0.98 0 0 6 11 4 7 27 50 17 32 
 Guidance Counselor 1.02 2 3 8 12 6 9 23 35 27 41 
 Teacher 1.20 3 3 14 14 19 19 28 28 36 36 
 All 1.03 5 2 38 13 29 10 103 36 112 39 

Note:  Some percentages do not add up to 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 10 
 

Summary One-Way ANOVA Results for Individual Dress/Physical 
Identifier/Tattoo Items 

 

Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

12. Similar signs/symbols as seen in 
the graffiti have been seen on the 
person of members of the 
school’s student body. 

    

 Between 3 1.23   
 Within 284 0.96 1.28 0.283 

13. Particular kinds of hats have been 
worn/carried by various 
individuals with similar lettering 
and/or clothes. 

    

 Between 3 3.81   
 Within 283 0.97 3.94 0.009*1

14. The same kind of jewelry, i.e., 
chains, bracelets, neckwear, have 
been worn by various members of 
our student body. 

    

 Between 3 2.88   
 Within 285 1.27 2.27 0.081 

15. Non-school sponsored jackets 
similar in appearance have been 
worn by various members of our 
student body. 

    

 Between 3 3.12   
 Within 284 0.80 3.92 0.009*2

16. Look alike shirts/tank tops have 
been worn by various members of 
our student body. 

    

 Between 3 1.99   
 Within 283 1.17 1.69 0.168 

     

Note:  * Significant at the .01 level. 
1 Scheffe results showed statistically significant differences between counselors and teachers. 
2 Scheffe results showed statistically significant differences between principals and teachers. 
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Table 11 
 

Summary One-Way ANOVA Results for Dress/Physical Identifier/Tattoo Subscale 
 

Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

Dress/Physical Identifier, Tattoo 
items 

    

 Between 3 65.41   
 Within 279 18.01 3.63 0.013* 

Note:  * Significant at the .05 level. 
Results of the Scheffe test showed there were statistically significant differences between 
principals and teachers. 
 
 
Research Question 3 
 
 What difference, if any, exist in the perceptions of principals, assistant principals, 

counselors and teachers about observable gang communication in the elementary schools 

of the Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas as indicated and measured by 

participant responses in the Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire (Part II Survey: 

Section C. Communications)? 

 Frequencies and percentages were calculated overall and by position for the 

survey items related to communications.  Mean scores were computed for each item 

overall and by position of respondents.  One-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) tested 

each item and the three items combined to determine if there were significant differences 

between principals, assistant principals, counselors, and teachers.  In cases of statistical 

significance, Scheffe tests were computed to determine which differences were 

significant. 

Table 12 indicates that most responses were divided between “disagree” and 

“strongly disagree” with between 59% to 94% choosing those two categories for each 
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item.  Mean scores ranged from 0.59 to 1.45, which when rounded were closest to the 

“disagree” category.  

 
Table 12 

 
Summary Responses to Communications Items 

 
Statement Mean Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Not 

Known 
Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

17. Hand sign/signals are 
flashed between 
various members of 
our student body. 

           

 Principal 0.64 0 0 3 5 1 2 32 48 31 46 
 Assistant Principal 1.30 2 4 9 17 5 9 25 46 13 24 
 Guidance Counselor 1.15 1 2 8 12 12 18 25 37 21 31 
 Teacher 1.37 1 1 21 21 19 16 32 32 27 27 
 All 1.14 4 1 41 14 37 13 114 40 92 32 

18. Barely discernible 
slang/street talk is 
heard/used between 
various members of 
the student body. 

           

 Principal 0.87 0 0 10 15 1 2 26 39 30 45 
 Assistant Principal 1.11 0 0 8 15 5 9 25 47 15 28 
 Guidance Counselor 1.40 1 2 16 24 12 18 18 27 20 30 
 Teacher 1.45 3 3 23 23 15 15 34 34 25 25 
 All 1.24 4 1 57 20 33 12 103 36 90 31 

19. Stare downs precede 
confrontations between 
various members of 
the student body. 

           

 Principal 0.59 0 0 3 5 1 2 28 42 34 52 
 Assistant Principal 1.20 0 0 10 19 6 11 23 43 15 28 
 Guidance Counselor 1.08 1 2 8 12 11 17 21 32 25 38 
 Teacher 1.38 1 1 21 21 18 18 35 35 25 25 
 All 1.09 2 1 42 15 36 13 107 37 99 35 

Note:  Some percentages do not add up to 100 due to rounding. 
 
 

Results of the one-way ANOVA are shown in Tables 13 and 14 and show 

significant differences for all three items and overall. Scheffe tests revealed significant 
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differences between the perceptions of principals and the other three groups for the first 

item, between principals and teachers on the second item, and between principals and 

assistant principals and between principals and teachers for the third item.  

 
Table 13 

 
Summary One-Way ANOVA Results for Communication Items 

 

Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

17. Hand sign/signals are flashed 
between various members of 
our student body. 

    

 Between 3 7.75   
 Within 284 1.06 7.32 0.000*1

18. Barely discernible slang/street 
talk is heard/used between 
various members of the student 
body. 

    

 Between 3 5.48   
 Within 283 1.25 4.38 0.005**2

19. Stare downs precede 
confrontations between various 
members of the student body. 

    

 Between 3 8.52   
 Within 2.82 1.04 8.20 0.000*3

Note:  * Significant at the .0001 level.     ** Significant at the .01 level. 
1 Scheffe results showed statistically significant differences between principals and the other three 
positions. 
2 Scheffe results showed statistically significant differences between principals and teachers. 
3 Scheffe results showed statistically significant differences between principals and assistant 
principals and between principals and teachers. 
 
 

Most respondents did not “agree” or “strongly agree” that they saw gang-related 

communication at the schools. Even so, mean responses were lower for principals than 

for the other three positions on all three items. This shows that most principals 

“disagreed” or “strongly disagreed” that gang communication took place on the 
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campuses, whereas more assistant principals, counselors, and teachers either did not 

know or believed they had seen some of these communication indicators. 

 
Table 14 

 
Summary One-Way ANOVA Results for Communications Subscale 

 

Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

Communication items     

 Between 3 62.51   
 Within 281 7.74 8.08 0.000* 

Note:  *Significant at the .0001 level. 
Scheffe results showed statistically significant differences between principals and the other three 
positions. 
 
 
Research Question 4 
 
 What difference, if any, exists in the perceptions of principals, assistant 

principals, counselors, and teachers about observable turf behavior in the elementary 

schools of the Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas as indicated and 

measured by participant responses in the Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire (Part 

II Survey:  Section D. Turf)? 

 Frequencies and percentages were calculated overall and by position for the five 

survey items related to turf issues.  Mean scores were computed for each item overall and 

by position.  One-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) were run for each item and for the 

five items combined to determine if there were significant differences between principals, 

assistant principals, counselors, and teachers. In cases of statistical significance, Scheffe 

tests were computed to determine which differences were significant. 

As indicated in Table 15, 74% or more of the responses for each item were 

divided between “disagree” and “strongly disagree.”  Mean scores ranged from 0.43 to 
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1.09, which when rounded were closest to the “strongly disagree” and “disagree” 

categories, respectively.  Results of the one-way ANOVA are shown in Tables 16 and 17.   

 
Table 15 

 
Summary Responses to Turf Items 

 
Statement Mean Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Not 

Known 
Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

20. Various members of 
the student body 
congregate in a certain 
area of the school 
campus. 

           

 Principal 0.54 0 0 3 4 0 0 28 41 37 54 
 Assistant Principal 1.00 0 0 5 9 5 9 28 53 15 28 
 Guidance Counselor 0.79 1 2 4 6 7 10 23 34 32 48 
 Teacher 1.09 3 3 12 12 11 11 37 38 35 36 
 All 0.87 4 1 24 8 23 8 116 41 119 42 

21. This are is considered 
as “off-limits” to other 
members of the student 
body. 

           

 Principal 0.43 0 0 0 0 0 0 28 43 37 57 
 Assistant Principal 0.83 0 0 1 2 5 10 30 58 16 31 
 Guidance Counselor 0.67 0 0 2 3 7 10 25 37 33 49 
 Teacher 0.88 2 2 1 1 20 20 35 36 40 41 
 All 0.72 2 1 4 1 32 11 118 42 126 45 

22. Fights sometimes 
occur in these 
“claimed” areas. 

           

 Principal 0.43 0 0 0 0 0 0 28 43 37 57 
 Assistant Principal 0.75 0 0 2 4 3 6 27 52 20 39 
 Guidance Counselor 0.60 0 0 1 2 6 9 25 37 35 52 
 Teacher 0.83 2 2 2 2 15 16 36 38 41 43 
 All 0.67 2 1 5 2 24 9 116 41 133 48 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 (table continues) 
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Statement Mean Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Not 
Known 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

23. “Mini campuses” exist 
throughout the school 
body. 

           

 Principal 0.44 0 0 0 0 1 2 28 41 39 57 
 Assistant Principal 0.73 0 0 1 2 3 6 29 56 19 37 
 Guidance Counselor 0.64 1 2 1 2 5 8 26 39 34 51 
 Teacher 0.93 2 2 5 5 15 15 38 39 38 39 
 All 0.71 3 1 7 3 24 8 121 43 130 46 

24. Certain similar 
signs/symbols 
establish boundaries in 
areas of each school 
campus. 

           

 Principal 0.46 0 0 0 0 2 3 25 40 36 57 
 Assistant Principal 0.75 0 0 2 4 3 6 28 53 20 38 
 Guidance Counselor 0.65 0 0 2 3 6 9 25 38 33 50 
 Teacher 0.84 1 1 0 0 200 20 38 39 39 40 
 All 0.69 1 <1 4 1 31 11 116 41 128 46 
Note:  Some percentages do not add up to 100 due to rounding. 
 
 

Significant differences for all five items and overall were found.  Scheffe tests 

revealed significant differences between the perceptions of principals and teachers for the 

five items and overall. 

 Across positions, few respondents “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that there were 

turf issues at their campus.  Rather, the differences seem to be that 97% or more of the 

principals marked “disagree” or “strongly disagree” for the items, whereas between 11% 

and 20% of teachers marked “not known” to the five items.  Also, although small, 15% of 

teachers “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that “Various members of the student body 

congregate in a certain area of the school campus” (Question # 20). 
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Table 16 
 

Summary One-Way ANOVA Results for Turf Items 
 

Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

20. Various members of the student 
body congregate in a certain 
area of the school campus. 

    

 Between 3 4.45   
 Within 282 0.91 4.90 0.002*1

21. This area is considered as “off-
limits” to other members of the 
student body. 

    

 Between 3 2.87   
 Within 278 0.58 4.97 0.002*1

22. Fights sometimes occur in these 
“claimed” areas. 

    

 Between 3 2.32   
 Within 276 0.57 4.08 0.007*1

23. “Mini campuses” exist 
throughout the school body. 

    

 Between 3 3.31   
 Within 281 0.62 5.32 0.001*1

24. Certain similar signs/symbols 
establish boundaries in areas of 
each school campus. 

    

 Between 3 1.92   
 Within 276 0.55 3.49 0.016**1

Note:  * Significant at the .01 level.      
** Significant at the .05 level. 
1 Scheffe results show statistically significant differences between principals and 
teachers. 
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Table 17 
 

Summary One-Way ANOVA Results for Turf Subscale 
 

Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

Turf items     

 Between 3 71.08   
 Within 273 13.36 5.32 0.001* 

Note:  * Significant at the .01 level. 
Scheffe results show statistically significant differences between principals and teachers. 
 
 
Research Question 5 
 
 What difference, if any, exist in the perceptions of principals, assistant principals, 

counselors, and teachers concerning identification of campus disruptions in the 

elementary schools of the Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas as gang 

related as indicated and measured by participant responses in the Gangs Activity 

Perception Questionnaire (Part II Survey: Section E. Campus Disruptions)? 

 Frequencies and percentages were calculated overall and by position for the nine 

survey items related to campus disruptions.  Mean scores were computed for each item 

overall and by the professional position of the respondents.  One-way analyses of 

variance (ANOVA) was used to determine if there were significant differences between 

the perceptions of principals, assistant principals, counselors, and teachers on each item 

and on the nine items combined. In cases of statistical significance, Scheffe tests were 

computed to determine where differences existed.  

Table 18 shows that between 51% and 99% of the responses for each item were 

divided between “disagree” and “strongly disagree.”  Mean scores ranged from 0.49 to 

1.59, which when rounded were closest to the “strongly disagree” and “not known” 
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categories, respectively.  Results of the one-way ANOVA are shown in Tables 19 and 20. 

Significant differences for five of the nine items and overall are indicated.  

 
Table 18 

 
Summary Responses to Campus Disruptions Items 

 
Statement Mean Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Not 

Known 
Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

25. Physical violence in 
the school is 
increasing. 

           

 Principal 0.96 1 2 12 18 0 0 24 36 30 45 
 Assistant Principal 1.45 0 0 19 36 0 0 20 38 14 26 
 Guidance Counselor 1.18 1 2 15 23 2 3 25 38 23 35 
 Teacher 1.56 3 3 32 33 7 7 29 30 26 27 
 All 1.31 5 2 78 28 9 3 98 35 93 33 

26. Distinctive groups are 
at the center of most 
confrontations. 

           

 Principal 0.59 0 0 3 4 1 2 29 43 35 52 
 Assistant Principal 0.98 0 0 8 15 0 0 28 53 17 32 
 Guidance Counselor 1.02 0 0 7 11 8 12 30 46 21 32 
 Teacher 1.33 3 3 16 17 18 19 33 34 27 28 
 All 1.01 3 1 34 12 27 10 120 42 100 35 

27. The number of 
extortions reported is 
increasing. 

           

 Principal 0.58 0 0 2 3 0 0 34 49 33 48 
 Assistant Principal 0.81 0 0 2 4 4 8 28 54 18 35 
 Guidance Counselor 0.83 0 0 1 2 12 19 27 42 25 39 
 Teacher 1.23 2 2 5 5 30 31 35 37 24 25 
 All 0.90 2 1 10 4 46 16 124 44 100 36 

28. The number of 
intimidation 
complaints are 
increasing. 

           

 Principal 1.13 0 0 17 25 0 0 26 38 25 37 
 Assistant Principal 1.50 1 2 17 33 0 0 23 44 11 21 
 Guidance Counselor 1.30 1 2 17 26 6 9 19 29 23 35 
 Teacher 1.59 3 3 25 26 20 21 27 28 22 23 
 All 1.40 5 2 76 27 26 9 95 34 81 29 
 
 
 (table continues) 
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Statement Mean Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Not 
Known 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

29. The number of 
weapons brought on 
campus is increasing. 

           

 Principal 0.49 0 0 1 1 0 0 31 45 37 54 
 Assistant Principal 0.67 0 0 1 2 1 2 30 58 20 39 
 Guidance Counselor 0.94 0 0 9 14 4 6 27 41 26 39 
 Teacher 1.16 2 2 8 8 25 26 31 32 31 32 
 All 0.86 2 1 19 7 30 11 119 42 114 40 
30. The number of 

trespassers on school 
campus is increasing. 

           

 Principal 0.75 0 0 8 12 0 0 27 40 33 49 
 Assistant Principal 0.72 0 0 3 6 1 2 27 51 22 42 
 Guidance Counselor 0.92 1 2 5 8 9 14 23 35 27 42 
 Teacher 1.25 4 4 11 11 22 23 28 29 32 33 
 All 0.95 5 2 27 10 32 11 105 37 114 40 
31. Incidents of gang 

activity in the school 
have frequently been 
reported to me by 
students. 

           

 Principal 0.53 0 0 2 3 0 0 30 44 36 53 
 Assistant Principal 0.62 0 0 1 2 0 0 30 57 22 42 
 Guidance Counselor 0.55 0 0 1 2 0 0 33 50 32 49 
 Teacher 0.74 2 2 2 2 8 8 42 43 43 44 
 All 0.62 2 1 6 2 8 3 135 48 133 47 
32. Incidents of gang 

activity in the school 
have frequently been 
reported to me by 
teachers. 

           

 Principal 0.57 0 0 2 3 0 0 33 48 34 49 
 Assistant Principal 0.60 0 0 1 2 0 0 29 55 23 43 
 Guidance Counselor 0.61 0 0 2 3 1 2 32 49 31 47 
 Teacher 0.86 2 2 5 5 10 10 40 41 40 41 
 All 0.68 2 1 10 4 11 4 134 47 128 45 
33. Incidents of gang 

activity in the school 
have frequently been 
reported to me by 
parents. 

           

 Principal 0.53 0 0 2 3 0 0 29 44 35 53 
 Assistant Principal 0.58 0 0 0 0 0 0 31 59 22 41 
 Guidance Counselor 0.53 0 0 1 2 0 0 32 49 33 50 
 Teacher 0.75 1 1 3 3 10 10 40 41 43 44 
 All 0.62 1 <1 6 2 10 4 132 47 133 47 
Note:  Some percentages do not add up to 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 19 
 

Summary One-Way ANOVA Results for Campus Disruption Items 
 
Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

25. Physical violence in the school is 
increasing. 

    

 Between 3 5.50   
 Within 279 1.49 3.69 0.12*1

26. Distinctive groups are at the center of 
most confrontations. 

    

 Between 3 7.36   
 Within 280 0.96 7.69 0.000**2

27. The number of extortions reported is 
increasing. 

    

 Between 3 6.08   
 Within 278 0.66 9.23 0.000**2

28. The number of intimidation 
complaints is increasing. 

    

 Between 3 3.14   
 Within 279 1.44 2.18 0.091 

29. The number of weapons brought on 
campus is increasing. 

    

 Between 3 6.85   
 Within 280 0.76 9.06 0.000**3

30. The number of trespassers on school 
campus is increasing. 

    

 Between 3 4.74   
 Within 279 1.02 4.65 0.003***4

31. Incidents of gang activity in the 
school have frequently been reported 
to me by students. 

    

 Between 3 0.79   
 Within 280 0.50 1.58 0.195 

32. Incidents of gang activity in the 
school have frequently been reported 
to me by teachers. 

    

 Between 3 1.52   
 Within 281 0.58 2.62 0.051 

 (table continues) 



  67 

Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

33. Incidents of gang activity in the 
school have frequently been reported 
to me by parents. 

    

 Between 3 0.94   
 Within 278 0.47 1.99 0.116 

Note:  *Significant at the .05 level. 
  **Significant at the .0001 level. 
***Significant at the .01 level. 
1 Scheffe tests showed statistically significant differences between principals and teachers. 
2 Scheffe tests showed statistically significant differences between teachers and the other three positions. 
3 Scheffe tests showed statistically significant differences between principals and counselors, principals and 
teachers, assistant principals and teachers. 
4 Scheffe tests showed statistically significant differences between teachers and principals and between 
teachers and assistant principals. 
 
 

Table 20 
 

Summary One-Way ANOVA Results for Campus Disruption Subscale 
 

Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

Campus Disruption items     

 Between 3 279.47   
 Within 272 40.19 6.95 0.000* 

Note:  *Significant at the .0001 level. 
Scheffe tests showed significant differences between principals and teachers. 
 
 

Scheffe tests revealed significant differences between principals and teachers for 

the first two items (Questions # 25 and # 26).  On the third item, (Question #27) “The 

number of extortions reported is increasing,” Scheffe tests yielded significant differences 

between teachers and the other three groups.  On the fifth item, (Question #29) “The 

number of weapons brought on campus is increasing,” Scheffe results showed significant 

differences between principals and counselors, between principals and teachers, and 

between assistant principals and teachers.  As for the sixth item (Question #30) related to 

an increase in trespassers at the school, Scheffe tests yielded significant differences 
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between teachers and principals and between teachers and assistant principals.  When all 

items were combined, Scheffe tests showed significant differences between principals 

and teachers.  

Most responses were divided between “disagree” and “strongly disagree” for 

principals, assistant principals, counselors, and teachers.  Thus, most do not believe that 

campus disruptions are increasing or are gang-related.  Even so, more teachers than 

principals marked responses in the other three categories (strongly agree, agree, not 

known) for all nine items.  On the first item, 81% of principals versus 57% of teachers 

“disagreed” or “strongly disagreed” that (Question # 25) “Physical violence in the school 

is increasing.” 

 
Research Question 6 
 
 What difference, if any, exists in the perceptions of principals, assistant 

principals, counselors, and teachers related to the presence and activity of gangs in the 

elementary schools when school characteristics are considered as indicated and measured 

by participant responses in the Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire (Part II Survey: 

Section F. School Characteristics)? 

 Frequencies and percentages were calculated overall and by position for the five 

survey items related to school characteristics.  Mean scores were computed for each item, 

overall and by the professional position of the respondent.  To determine if there were 

significant differences in the perceptions of principals, assistant principals, counselors, 

and teachers a one-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) was used. 

 Table 21 indicates that respondents’ responses were consistent for each of the five 

items.  Most respondents believed (Question # 34) “The school is considered on the low  
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Table 21 
 

Summary Responses to School Characteristics Items 
 
Statement Mean Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Not 

Known 
Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

34. The school is 
considered on the low 
end of the 
socioeconomic scale. 

           

 Principal 3.28 42 61 18 26 0 0 4 6 5 7 
 Assistant Principal 3.02 24 45 19 36 1 2 5 9 4 8 
 Guidance Counselor 3.32 39 60 18 28 1 2 4 6 3 5 
 Teacher 3.37 58 60 29 30 2 2 4 4 4 4 
 All 3.27 163 57 84 30 4 1 17 6 16 6 

35. The school is 
considered very large 
by district standards. 

           

 Principal 1.55 8 12 13 19 0 0 36 52 12 17 
 Assistant Principal 1.62 8 15 6 11 3 6 30 57 6 11 
 Guidance Counselor 2.00 13 20 19 29 0 0 21 32 12 19 
 Teacher 1.64 12 12 16 17 13 13 37 38 19 20 
 All 1.70 41 14 54 19 16 6 124 44 49 17 

36. The average daily 
attendance in the 
school is below 
average. 

           

 Principal 0.97 3 4 5 7 0 0 40 58 21 30 
 Assistant Principal 0.94 1 2 3 6 2 4 32 62 14 27 
 Guidance Counselor 1.11 4 6 4 6 3 5 38 59 16 25 
 Teacher 1.26 3 3 12 12 12 12 50 52 20 21 
 All 1.10 11 4 24 9 17 6 160 57 71 25 

37. Most of the students 
live with at least one 
natural parent. 

           

 Principal 3.04 12 17 52 75 1 1 4 6 0 0 
 Assistant Principal 2.79 5 9 40 76 1 2 6 11 1 2 
 Guidance Counselor 2.77 8 12 47 72 0 0 7 11 3 5 
 Teacher 2.91 18 19 60 62 12 12 6 6 1 1 
 All 2.89 43 15 199 70 14 5 23 8 5 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 (table continues) 
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Statement Mean Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Not 
Known 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

38. The racial/ethnic mix 
of the school is very 
diverse. 

           

 Principal 1.75 2 3 29 42 0 0 26 38 12 17 
 Assistant Principal 1.57 8 15 8 15 0 0 27 51 10 19 
 Guidance Counselor 1.54 4 6 21 32 0 0 21 32 19 29 
 Teacher 1.69 13 13 26 27 2 2 30 31 26 27 
 All 1.65 27 10 84 30 2 1 104 37 67 24 

Note:  Some percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding. 
 

end of the socioeconomic scale” (81% to 90%) and (Question # 37) that “Most of the 

students live with at least one natural parent” (81% to 92%).  For these two items, mean 

scores ranged from 2.77 to 3.37 and when rounded were closest to the “agree” category.  

On the remaining three items, most respondents “disagreed” or “strongly disagreed” with 

mean scores ranging from 0.94 to 2.00.  However, on the second item (Question # 35) 

“The school is considered very large by district standards;” responses were almost evenly 

split for counselors between the agree/strongly agree (49%) and disagree/strongly 

disagree (51%) categories.  

 Tables 22 and 23 show the results of the one-way ANOVA.  No significant 

differences for the five items or overall were found.  Thus, respondents’ perceptions are 

similar related to school characteristics. 
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Table 22 
 

Summary One-Way ANOVA Results for School Characteristic Items 
 

Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

34. The school is considered on the 
low end of the socioeconomic 
scale. 

    

 Between 3 1.51   
 Within 280 1.26 1.19 0.313 

35. The school is considered very 
large by district standards. 

    

 Between 3 2.69   
 Within 280 1.80 1.49 0.217 

36. The average daily attendance in 
the school is below average. 

    

 Between 3 1.62   
 Within 279 0.99 1.64 0.181 

37. Most of the students live with 
at least one natural parent. 

    

 Between 3 1.04   
 Within 280 0.67 1.55 0.203 

38. The racial/ethnic mix of the 
school is very diverse. 

    

 Between 3 0.69   
 Within 280 1.88 0.37 0.775 

 
 

Table 23 
 

Summary One-Way ANOVA Results for School Characteristic Subscale 
 

Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

School characteristic items     

 Between 3 9.77   
 Within 279 8.42 1.16 0.326 
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Research Question 7 
 
 What difference, if any, exist in the perceptions of principals, assistant principals, 

counselors and teachers related to the presence and activity of gangs in the elementary 

schools when the variables of gender, ethnicity/race, and number of years of experience 

in current position are considered (Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire Part I 

Background Information)? 

Frequencies and percentages were calculated overall and by position, gender, 

race, and years of experience of respondents for the 10 survey items related to overview 

of gang presence.  Mean scores were determined for each item, overall and by position, 

gender, ethnicity/race, and years of experience.  A one-way ANOVA was used for each 

item and for the 10 items combined to determine if there were significant differences by 

position, gender, ethnicity/race, and years of experience.  In cases of significance, 

Scheffe post hoc tests were computed to determine which differences were statistically 

significant.  Analyses by ethnic/racial groups were limited to Hispanic, African 

American, and White categories.  Years of experience were calculated for 0-5 years, 6-10 

years, and 11 or more years. 

 
 Results by professional position.  Table 24 provides data related to gang presence 

analyzed by the professional position of the respondents.  Most respondents perceived the 

presence of gangs in the neighborhood surrounding their school, the school district, and 

Tarrant County.  The majority of respondents, however, did not believe there were 6% or 

more gang members among the student body of their respective schools.  

 
 
 



  73 

Table 24 
 

Summary Responses to Overview Gang Presence Items by Position 
 
Statement Mean Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Not 

Known 
Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

39. There are gangs in the 
neighborhood 
surrounding our 
school. 

           

 Principal 2.54 13 19 30 44 13 19 7 10 6 9 
 Assistant Principal 2.51 6 11 27 51 13 25 2 4 5 9 
 Guidance Counselor 2.71 12 19 34 52 12 19 2 3 5 8 
 Teacher 2.58 15 16 42 44 28 30 3 3 7 7 
 All 2.59 46 16 133 47 66 23 14 5 23 8 

40. There are gangs in the 
school. 

           

 Principal 0.62 0 0 2 3 2 3 33 48 32 46 
 Assistant Principal 1.04 0 0 4 8 6 12 29 57 12 24 
 Guidance Counselor 0.94 0 0 3 5 12 19 28 43 22 34 
 Teacher 1.31 2 2 10 11 28 30 29 31 25 27 
 All 1.00 2 1 19 7 48 17 119 43 91 33 

41. The neighborhood 
surrounding our school 
has gang problems. 

           

 Principal 2.16 9 13 24 35 10 15 21 30 5 7 
 Assistant Principal 2.29 2 4 25 48 16 31 4 8 5 10 
 Guidance Counselor 2.42 9 14 28 44 16 25 3 5 8 13 
 Teacher 2.43 15 16 33 35 33 35 6 6 8 8 
 All 2.34 35 13 110 39 75 27 34 12 26 9 

42. Our school has gang 
problems. 

           

 Principal 0.75 1 1 6 9 0 0 30 44 32 46 
 Assistant Principal 0.68 0 0 2 4 0 0 30 57 21 40 
 Guidance Counselor 0.67 0 0 0 0 4 6 35 55 25 39 
 Teacher 0.99 2 2 8 8 11 12 40 42 34 36 
 All 0.80 3 1 16 6 15 5 135 48 112 40 

43. The school district has 
gang problems. 

           

 Principal 2.84 11 16 46 67 4 6 6 9 2 3 
 Assistant Principal 2.68 10 19 28 53 8 15 2 4 5 9 
 Guidance Counselor 2.92 13 20 37 58 12 19 0 0 2 3 
 Teacher 2.89 24 25 42 44 26 27 1 1 2 2 
 All 2.85 58 21 153 54 50 18 9 3 11 4 
 (table continues) 
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Statement Mean Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Not 
Known 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

44. Tarrant County has 
gang problems. 

           

 Principal 3.17 20 29 43 62 5 7 0 0 1 1 
 Assistant Principal 3.20 18 35 27 53 5 10 0 0 1 2 
 Guidance Counselor 3.23 23 36 35 55 4 6 2 3 0 0 
 Teacher 3.06 29 31 48 51 14 15 0 0 3 3 
 All 3.15 90 32 153 55 28 10 2 1 5 2 

45. In your school 0-5% of 
the student body are 
actual gang members. 

           

 Principal 1.71 10 15 16 23 8 12 14 20 21 30 
 Assistant Principal 2.13 6 12 18 35 12 23 9 17 7 14 
 Guidance Counselor 1.75 7 11 13 20 15 23 15 23 14 22 
 Teacher 1.92 9 10 22 23 34 36 12 13 18 19 
 All 1.87 32 11 69 25 69 25 50 18 60 21 

46. In your school 6-20% 
of the student body are 
actual gang members. 

           

 Principal 0.58 0 0 0 0 8 12 24 35 37 54 
 Assistant Principal 0.75 0 0 1 2 8 16 19 37 23 45 
 Guidance Counselor 0.72 0 0 0 0 14 22 19 29 32 49 
 Teacher 1.05 1 1 1 1 32 34 28 30 32 34 
 All 0.80 1 <1 2 1 62 22 90 32 124 44 

47. In your school 21-35% 
of the student body are 
actual gang members. 

           

 Principal 0.52 0 0 0 0 7 10 22 32 40 58 
 Assistant Principal .69 0 0 0 0 8 16 19 37 24 47 
 Guidance Counselor 0.65 0 0 0 0 12 19 18 28 35 54 
 Teacher 0.97 0 0 0 0 33 35 25 27 36 38 
 All 0.73 0 0 0 0 60 22 84 30 135 48 

48. In your school 36-50% 
of the student body are 
actual gang members. 

           

 Principal 0.49 0 0 0 0 6 9 21 31 40 60 
 Assistant Principal 0.69 0 0 0 0 8 16 19 37 24 47 
 Guidance Counselor 0.63 0 0 0 0 11 17 18 28 35 55 
 Teacher 0.96 0 0 0 0 32 34 25 27 36 39 
 All 0.72 0 0 0 0 57 21 83 30 135 49 

Note:  Some percentages do not add up to 100 due to rounding. 
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 Results of the one-way ANOVA analyses shown in Table 25 indicate significant 

differences for four items.  Table 26 shows that the mean difference by position was 

significant for all items combined.  Results of Scheffe tests showed that the individual 

and overall differences were between principal and teacher respondents.  Thus, principals 

and teachers perceive the presence of gangs in the school and in the surrounding area 

differently. 

 
Table 25 

 
Summary One-Way ANOVA Results for Overview Gang Presence Items by Position 

 

Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

39. There are gangs in the 
neighborhood surrounding our 
school. 

    

 Between 3 0.48   
 Within 278 1.17 0.41 0.744 

40. There are gangs in the school.     

 Between 3 6.36   
 Within 275 0.78 8.17 0.000*1

41. The neighborhood surrounding 
our school has gang problems. 

    

 Between 3 1.20   
 Within 276 1.28 0.94 0.421 

42. Our school has gang problems.     

 Between 3 1.79   
 Within 277 .73 2.47 0.062 

43. The school district has gang 
problems. 

    

 Between 3 0.69   
 Within 277 0.85 0.82 0.486 

 (table continues) 
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Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

44. Tarrant County has gang 
problems. 

    

 Between 3 0.43   
 Within 274 0.60 0.73 0.537 

45. In your school 0-5% of the 
student body are actual gang 
members. 

    

 Between 3 2.18   
 Within 276 1.72 1.26 0.288 

46. In your school 6-20% of the 
student body are actual gang 
members. 

    

 Between 3 3.30   
 Within 275 0.66 4.99 0.002**1

47. In your school 21-35% of the 
student body are actual gang 
members. 

    

 Between 3 2.96   
 Within 275 0.60 4.90 0.002**1

48. In your school 36-50% of the 
student body are actual gang 
members. 

    

 Between 3 3.11   
 Within 271 0.59 5.25 0.002**1

Note:  * Significant at the .0001 level. 
**Significant at the .01 level. 
1 Results of Scheffe test showed statistically significant results between principals and teachers. 
 
 
 Results by gender.  Table 27 shows that the responses to the 10 items were similar 

when reviewed by gender, with one exception.  More males (50%) than females (33%) 

believed “0-5% of the student body are actual gang members” (Question # 45). 

However, results of the one-way ANOVA in Table 28 show that the difference 

was not significant.  Likewise, Tables 28 and 29 indicate no differences for any of the 
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items or overall when reviewed by gender.  Thus, male and female perceptions of the 

presence of gangs in and around the school were similar. 

 
Table 26 

 
Summary One-Way ANOVA Results for Overview Gang Presence Items 

by Position Subscale 
 

Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

Overview gang presence items     

 Between 3 116.27   
 Within 260 34.14 3.41 0.02* 

Note:  * Significant at the .05 level. 
Results of Scheffe tests show statistically significant differences between principals and 
teachers. 
 
 

Table 27 
 

Summary Responses to Overview Gang Presence Items by Gender 
 
Statement Mean Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Not 

Known 
Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

39. There are gangs in the 
neighborhood 
surrounding our 
school. 

           

 Male 2.69 6 13 25 56 9 20 4 9 1 2 
 Female 2.57 40 17 108 46 57 24 10 4 22 9 

40. There are gangs in the 
school. 

           

 Male 0.98 0 0 4 9 5 11 22 49 14 31 
 Female 1.01 2 1 15 6 43 18 97 42 77 33 

41. The neighborhood 
surrounding our school 
has gang problems. 

           

 Male 2.31 5 11 19 42 9 20 9 20 3 7 
 Female 2.34 30 13 91 39 66 28 25 11 23 10 
 
 (table continues) 
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Statement Mean Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Not 
Known 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

42. Our school has gang 
problems. 

           

 Male 0.91 0 0 6 13 0 0 23 51 16 36 
 Female 0.78 3 1 10 4 15 6 112 48 96 41 

43. The school district has 
gang problems. 

           

 Male 2.96 11 24 25 56 6 13 2 4 1 2 
 Female 2.83 47 20 128 54 44 19 7 3 10 4 

44. Tarrant County has 
gang problems. 

           

 Male 3.18 12 27 30 68 1 2 0 0 1 2 
 Female 3.15 78 33 123 53 27 12 2 1 4 2 

45. In your school 0-5% of 
the student body are 
actual gang members. 

           

 Male 2.11 5 11 17 39 8 18 6 14 8 18 
 Female 1.82 27 11 52 22 61 26 44 19 52 22 

46. In your school 6-20% 
of the student body are 
actual gang members. 

           

 Male 0.78 0 0 2 4 5 11 19 42 19 42 
 Female 0.81 1 <1 0 0 57 24 71 30 105 45 

47. In your school 21-35% 
of the student body are 
actual gang members. 

           

 Male 0.64 0 0 0 0 5 11 19 42 21 47 
 Female 0.75 0 0 0 0 55 24 65 28 114 49 

48. In your school 36-50% 
of the student body are 
actual gang members. 

           

 Male 0.64 0 0 0 0 5 11 19 42 21 47 
 Female 0.73 0 0 0 0 52 23 64 28 114 50 

Note:  Some percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 28 
 

Summary One-Way ANOVA Results for Overview Gang Presence Items by Gender 
 

Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

39. There are gangs in the 
neighborhood surrounding our 
school. 

    

 Between 1 0.58   
 Within 280 1.16 0.50 0.482 

40. There are gangs in the school.     

 Between 1 0.04   
 Within 277 0.84 0.04 0.837 

41. The neighborhood surrounding 
our school has gang problems. 

    

 Between 1 0.03   
 Within 278 1.28 0.03 0.874 

42. Our school has gang problems.     

 Between 1 0.65   
 Within 279 0.74 0.88 0.348 

43. The school district has gang 
problems. 

    

 Between 1 0.63   
 Within 279 0.85 0.75 0.388 

44. Tarrant County has gang 
problems. 

    

 Between 1 0.04   
 Within 276 0.60 0.07 0.799 

45. In your school 0-5% of the 
student body are actual gang 
members. 

    

 Between 1 3.15 1.83 0.177 
 Within 278 1.72   

 
 (table continues) 
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Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

46. In your school 6-20% of the 
study body are actual gang 
members. 

    

 Between 1 0.03   
 Within 277 0.69 0.05 0.826 

47. In your school 21-35% of the 
study body are actual gang 
members. 

    

 Between 1 0.40   
 Within 277 0.63 0.64 0.424 

48. In your school 36-50% of the 
student body are actual gang 
members. 

    

 Between 1 0.28   
 Within 273 0.62 0.45 0.504 

 
 

Table 29 
 

Summary One-Way ANOVA Results for Overview Gang Presence Items  
by Gender Subscale 

 

Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

Overview gang presence items     

 Between 1 1.60   
 Within 262 35.20 0.05 0.831 

 

 Results by ethnicity/race.  As shown in Table 30 differences related to perceptions 

of gangs on the campus and surrounding areas varied somewhat by ethnicity/race.  For 

example, more Hispanic (74%) than African American (57%) or White (61%) 

respondents believed “There are gangs in the neighborhood surrounding our school” 

(Question # 39).  The same trend was noted for question # 41, “The neighborhood 
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surrounding our school has gang problems”.  In both cases, results of the one-way 

ANOVA showed significant differences, and Scheffe tests yielded differences between 

Hispanic and African American respondents and between Hispanic and White 

respondents.  As indicated in Table 31 significant differences were found via a one-way 

ANOVA and the subsequent Scheffe tests between African American and White 

respondents for question #45 “0-5 percent of the student body are actual gang members;” 

and for “6-20% of the student body are actual gang members” question #46.  Close 

inspection of percentages shows that more African American than Anglo or Hispanic 

respondents “disagreed” or “strongly disagreed” to these two statements.  

In Table 32, results of the one-way ANOVA for the 10 items combined showed 

that the differences were significant by ethnicity/race.  Scheffe tests revealed significant 

differences between African American and Hispanic respondents and between African 

American and White respondents.  

 
Table 30 

 
Summary Responses to Overview Gang Presence Items by Ethnicity/Race 

 
Statement Mean Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Not 

Known 
Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

39. There are gangs in the 
neighborhood 
surrounding our 
school. 

           

 Hispanic 2.99 19 27 33 47 17 24 0 0 1 1 
 African American 2.40 8 10 38 47 21 26 6 7 8 10 
 White 2.48 16 13 60 48 28 23 7 6 13 11 
 
 
 
 
 (table continues) 
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Statement Mean Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Not 
Known 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

40. There are gangs in the 
school. 

           

 Hispanic 1.10 0 0 8 11 12 17 29 41 21 30 
 African American 0.84 0 0 4 5 10 13 35 44 31 39 
 White 1.02 1 1 5 4 26 21 54 44 36 30 

41. The neighborhood 
surrounding our school 
has gang problems. 

           

 Hispanic 2.69 11 16 32 46 21 30 6 9 0 0 
 African American 2.21 8 10 30 38 21 26 13 16 8 10 
 White 2.23 13 11 48 39 32 26 14 11 16 13 

42. Our school has gang 
problems. 

           

 Hispanic 0.86 1 1 4 6 3 4 38 54 24 34 
 African American 0.64 0 0 2 3 3 4 40 49 36 44 
 White 0.84 1 1 9 7 8 7 56 46 49 40 

43. The school district has 
gang problems. 

           

 Hispanic 2.96 14 20 42 60 12 17 1 1 1 1 
 African American 2.64 10 12 45 56 17 21 5 6 4 5 
 White 2.90 31 25 63 51 21 17 2 2 6 5 

44. Tarrant County has 
gang problems. 

           

 Hispanic 3.21 22 32 38 56 8 12 0 0 0 0 
 African American 2.95 18 22 48 59 11 14 1 1 3 4 
 White 3.24 46 38 64 53 9 7 1 1 2 2 

45. In your school 0-5% of 
the student body are 
actual gang members. 

           

 Hispanic 1.86 6 9 19 27 20 29 9 13 16 23 
 African American 1.56 7 9 14 17 19 24 18 22 23 28 
 White 2.05 17 14 35 29 27 22 23 19 20 16 

46. In your school 6-20% 
of the student body are 
actual gang members. 

           

 Hispanic 0.86 0 0 0 0 19 27 22 31 29 41 
 African American 0.70 0 0 0 0 12 158 33 41 36 44 
 White 0.80 0 0 2 2 28 23 35 29 56 46 
 
 
 
 
 (table continues) 
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Statement Mean Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Not 
Known 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

47. In your school 21-35% 
of the student body are 
actual gang members. 

           

 Hispanic 0.81 0 0 0 0 18 26 21 30 31 44 
 African American 0.67 0 0 0 0 11 14 32 40 38 47 
 White 0.70 0 0 0 0 27 22 31 26 63 52 

48. In your school 36-50% 
of the student body are 
actual gang members. 

           

 Hispanic 0.80 0 0 0 0 17 24 22 31 31 44 
 African American 0.66 0 0 0 0 11 14 31 39 38 48 
 White 0.68 0 0 0 0 25 21 30 25 63 53 

 
 

Table 31 
 

Summary One-Way ANOVA Results for Overview Gang Presence Items by 
Ethnicity/Race 

 

Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

39. There are gangs in the 
neighborhood surrounding our 
school. 

    

 Between 2 7.82   
 Within 272 1.09 7.20 0.001*1

40. There are gangs in the school.     

 Between 2 1.43   
 Within 269 0.78 1.83 0.163 

41. The neighborhood surrounding 
our school has gang problems. 

    

 Between 2 5.61   
 Within 270 1.20 4.67 0.010*1

42. Our school has gang problems.     

 Between 2 1.18   
 Within 271 0.69 1.72 0.181 

 (table continues) 
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Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

43. The school district has gang 
problems. 

    

 Between 2 2.31   
 Within 271 0.83 2.79 0.063 

44. Tarrant County has gang 
problems. 

    

 Between 2 2.18   
 Within 268 0.59 3.72 0.025**2

45. In your school 0-5% of the 
student body are actual gang 
members. 

    

 Between 2 5.93   
 Within 270 1.69 3.51 0.031**2

46. In your school 6-20% of the 
study body are actual gang 
members. 

    

 Between 2 0.47   
 Within 269 0.65 0.72 0.489 

47. In your school 21-35% of the 
study body are actual gang 
members. 

    

 Between 2 0.45   
 Within 269 0.62 0.72 0.487 

48. In your school 36-50% of the 
student body are actual gang 
members. 

    

 Between 2 0.43   
 Within 265 0.61 0.71 0.492 
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Table 32 
 

Summary One-Way ANOVA Results for Overview Gang Presence Items 
by Ethnicity/Race Subscale 

 

Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

Overview gang presence items     

 Between 2 186.16   
 Within 254 31.68 5.88 0.003* 

Note:  * Statistically significant at the .01 level. 
Results of Scheffe tests show statistically significant differences between African 
American and Hispanic respondents and between African American and White 
respondents. 
 
 
 Results by years of experience.  No noticeable differences in perceptions of 

respondents by experience were noted.  Although there were significant differences 

between respondents for two items, results of the Scheffe tests did not show any 

statistically significant differences between specific groups (Table 33). 

 
Table 33 

 
Summary Responses to Overview Gang Presence Items by Years of Experience 

 
Statement Mean Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Not 

Known 
Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

39. There are gangs in the 
neighborhood 
surrounding our 
school. 

           

 0-5 years 2.67 28 19 65 44 43 29 5 3 8 5 
 6-10 years 2.49 7 10 39 53 15 21 7 10 5 7 
 11+ years 2.51 11 19 29 49 8 14 1 2 10 17 
 
 
 
 
 (table continues) 
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Statement Mean Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Not 
Known 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

40. There are gangs in the 
school. 

           

 0-5 years 1.07 1 1 11 8 27 18 66 45 42 29 
 6-10 years 0.93 0 0 4 6 14 19 28 38 27 37 
 11+ years 0.93 1 2 4 7 7 12 24 41 22 38 

41. The neighborhood 
surrounding our school 
has gang problems. 

           

 0-5 years 2.40 22 15 52 35 47 32 17 12 10 7 
 6-10 years 2.33 5 7 35 49 17 24 9 13 6 8 
 11+ years 2.17 8 14 22 37 11 19 8 14 10 17 

42. Our school has gang 
problems. 

           

 0-5 years 0.81 3 2 4 3 10 7 76 51 56 38 
 6-10 years 0.82 0 0 7 10 4 6 31 43 31 43 
 11+ years 0.76 0 0 5 9 1 2 27 47 25 43 

43. The school district has 
gang problems. 

           

 0-5 years 2.89 32 22 80 54 31 21 0 0 6 4 
 6-10 years 2.84 14 19 40 55 13 18 5 7 1 1 
 11+ years 2.76 12 21 32 55 6 10 4 7 4 7 

44. Tarrant County has 
gang problems. 

           

 0-5 years 3.14 50 34 75 51 19 13 2 1 2 1 
 6-10 years 3.22 21 29 46 64 5 7 0 0 0 0 
 11+ years 3.11 19 33 31 54 4 7 0 0 3 5 

45. In your school 0-5% of 
the student body are 
actual gang members. 

           

 0-5 years 1.97 18 12 33 22 47 32 27 18 23 16 
 6-10 years 1.79 7 10 21 29 14 19 12 16 19 26 
 11+ years 1.72 7 12 15 26 8 14 11 19 17 29 

46. In your school 6-20% 
of the student body are 
actual gang members. 

           

 0-5 years 0.93 1 1 1 1 41 28 49 33 56 38 
 6-10 years 0.68 0 0 0 0 13 18 23 32 36 50 
 11+ years 0.64 0 0 1 2 8 14 18 31 31 53 
 
 
 
 
 (table continues) 
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Statement Mean Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Not 
Known 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

47. In your school 21-35% 
of the student body are 
actual gang members. 

           

 0-5 years 0.84 0 0 0 0 40 27 44 30 64 43 
 6-10 years 0.64 0 0 0 0 12 17 22 31 38 53 
 11+ years 0.59 0 0 0 0 8 14 18 31 32 55 

48. In your school 36-50% 
of the student body are 
actual gang members. 

           

 0-5 years 0.83 0 0 0 0 39 27 44 30 64 44 
 6-10 years 0.63 0 0 0 0 11 16 22 31 37 53 
 11+ years 0.54 0 0 0 0 7 12 17 30 33 58 

 
 

Close inspection of the percentages shown in Table 34 reveals that more 

respondents with 6-10 years of experience and 11+ years of experience “disagreed” or 

“strongly disagreed” that 6-20% and 36-50% of the student body were gang members.  

However, most do not believe their school has a noticeable percentage of gang members.  

One-way ANOVA results for the items combined were not statistically significant as 

indicated in Table 35. 

 
Table 34 

 
Summary Responses to Overview Gang Presence Items by Years of Experience 

 

Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

39. There are gangs in the 
neighborhood surrounding our 
school. 

    

 Between 2 1.03   
 Within 278 1.16 0.89 0.412 

 
 
 (table continues) 
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Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

40. There are gangs in the school.     

 Between 2 0.65   
 Within 275 0.84 0.77 0.465 

41. The neighborhood surrounding 
our school has gang problems. 

    

 Between 2 1.11   
 Within 276 1.28 0.86 0.423 

42. Our school has gang problems.     

 Between 2 0.07   
 Within 277 0.75 0.09 0.911 

43. The school district has gang 
problems. 

    

 Between 2 0.34   
 Within 277 0.85 0.40 0.668 

44. Tarrant County has gang 
problems. 

    

 Between 2 0.25   
 Within 274 0.60 0.41 0.663 

45. In your school 0-5% of the 
student body are actual gang 
members. 

    

 Between 2 1.61   
 Within 276 1.72 0.93 0.395 

46. In your school 6-20% of the 
study body are actual gang 
members. 

    

 Between 2 2.57   
 Within 275 0.68 3.79 0.024*1

47. In your school 21-35% of the 
study body are actual gang 
members. 

    

 Between 2 1.76   
 Within 275 0.62 2.83 0.061 

 (table continues) 
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Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

48. In your school 36-50% of the 
student body are actual gang 
members. 

    

 Between 2 2.07   
 Within 271 0.61 3.39 0.035*1

Note:  *Significant at the .05 level. 
1Results of Scheffe tests showed no statistically significant difference between specific 
groups for experience. 
 

Table 35 
 

Summary One-Way ANOVA Results for Overview Gang Presence Items 
by Years of Experience Subscale 

 

Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

Overview gang presence items     

 Between 2 58.90   
 Within 260 34.93 1.69 0.187 

 
 
Research Question 8 
 
 Is there a relationship between the size of the school and the perceived presence 

of gang activity by principals, assistant principals, counselors, and teachers as indicated 

by the Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire (Part II: Survey Section F. School 

Characteristics)? 

To answer Research Question 8, a school size variable was calculated by recoding 

responses to the item (Question # 35), “The school is considered very large by district 

standards” into two categories: “very large” and “not very large.”  Those who “agreed” or 

“strongly agreed” were recoded as “very large” and those who “disagreed” or “strongly 

disagreed” were recoded as “not very large.”  Frequencies and percentages were 

calculated overall and by school size for the 10 survey items related to overview of gang 
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presence.  Descriptive analyses were run to compute mean scores for each item overall 

and by school size.  One-way analyses of variance was computed for each item and for 

the 10 items combined to determine if there were significant differences between 

respondents from “very large” and “not very large” schools. 

Table 36 shows that more respondents from “very large” than “not very large” 

schools “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that there were “gangs in the neighborhood 

surrounding our school” (Question # 39) and “the neighborhood surrounding our school 

has gang problems” (Question # 41).  Also, more respondents from “not very large” 

versus “very large” schools “disagreed” or “strongly disagreed” that “there are gangs in 

the school” (Question # 40).  Similarly, more respondents from “not very large” versus 

“very large” schools “disagreed” or “strongly disagreed” that 6-20%, 21-35%, and 36-

50% of the student body were gang members.  Thus, slightly more respondents from 

“very large” than “not very large” schools noticed gang problems in the school and in the 

neighborhood around the school.  Results of the one-way ANOVAs are shown in Tables 

37 and 38 and reveal significant differences overall and for 7 of the 10 items. 

 
Table 36 

 
Summary Responses to Overview Gang Presence Items by School Size 

 
Statement Mean Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Not 

Known 
Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

39. There are gangs in the 
neighborhood 
surrounding our 
school. 

           

 Very large 2.93 21 22 50 53 22 23 0 0 2 2 
 Not very large 2.40 21 12 81 47 36 21 14 8 20 12 
 (table continues) 
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Statement Mean Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Not 
Known 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

40. There are gangs in the 
school. 

           

 Very large 1.18 1 1 8 8 21 22 39 41 26 27 
 Not very large 0.87 0 0 11 7 20 12 75 44 64 38 

41. The neighborhood 
surrounding our school 
has gang problems. 

           

 Very large 2.62 17 18 41 43 25 26 8 8 4 4 
 Not very large 2.16 14 8 68 40 42 25 26 15 21 12 

42. Our school has gang 
problems. 

           

 Very large 0.94 0 0 10 11 6 6 47 50 32 34 
 Not very large 0.67 1 1 6 4 6 4 81 47 77 45 

43. The school district has 
gang problems. 

           

 Very large 2.96 33 19 96 56 28 16 6 4 8 5 
 Not very large 2.82 23 24 52 55 15 16 3 3 2 2 

44. Tarrant County has 
gang problems. 

           

 Very large 3.26 35 38 48 52 8 9 0 0 1 1 
 Not very large 3.12 52 30 98 57 15 9 2 1 4 2 

45. In your school 0-5% of 
the student body are 
actual gang members. 

           

 Very large 2.04 10 11 28 30 28 30 14 15 15 16 
 Not very large 1.74 19 11 40 24 32 19 35 21 44 26 

46. In your school 6-20% 
of the student body are 
actual gang members. 

           

 Very large 0.97 0 0 1 1 28 30 33 35 33 35 
 Not very large 0.64 0 0 1 1 27 16 52 31 89 53 

47. In your school 21-35% 
of the student body are 
actual gang members. 

           

 Very large 0.87 0 0 0 0 26 27 31 33 38 40 
 Not very large 0.60 0 0 0 0 26 15 49 29 94 56 

48. In your school 36-50% 
of the student body are 
actual gang members. 

           

 Very large 0.85 0 0 0 0 25 27 30 32 39 42 
 Not very large 0.59 0 0 0 0 25 15 48 29 93 56 
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Table 37 
 

Summary One-Way ANOVA Results for Overview Gang Presence Items by School Size 
 

Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

39. There are gangs in the 
neighborhood surrounding our 
school. 

    

 Between 1 16.88   
 Within 265 1.10 15.33 0.000* 

40. There are gangs in the school.     

 Between 1 4.67   
 Within 263 0.80 5.82 0.017** 

41. The neighborhood surrounding 
our school has gang problems. 

    

 Between 1 12.77   
 Within 264 1.23 10.35 0.001***

42. Our school has gang problems.     

 Between 1 4.27   
 Within 264 0.66 6.43 0.012** 

43. The school district has gang 
problems. 

    

 Between 1 1.18   
 Within 264 0.83 1.43 0.234 

44. Tarrant County has gang 
problems. 

    

 Between 1 1.14   
 Within 261 0.59 1.93 0.166 

45. In your school 0-5% of the 
student body are actual gang 
members. 

    

 Between 1 5.74   
 Within 263 1.74 3.39 0.070 

 
 
 (table continues) 
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Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

46. In your school 6-20% of the 
study body are actual gang 
members. 

    

 Between 1 6.36   
 Within 262 0.62 10.19 0.002** 

47. In your school 21-35% of the 
study body are actual gang 
members. 

    

 Between 1 4.63   
 Within 262 0.59 7.83 0.006** 

48. In your school 36-50% of the 
student body are actual gang 
members. 

    

 Between 1 4.08   
 Within 258 0.59 6.92 0.009** 

Note:  *Statistically significant at the .0001 level. 
**Statistically significant at the .05 level. 
***Statistically significant at the .01 level. 
 
 

Table 38 
 

Summary One-Way ANOVA Results for Overview Gang Presence Items 
by School Size Subscale 

 

Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

Overview gang presence items     

 Between 1 547.52   
 Within 249 32.39 16.90 0.000* 

Note:  Significant at the .0001 level. 
 
 
Research Question 9 
 
 Is there a relationship between the socio-economic level of students in schools 

and the perceived presence of gang activity by principals, assistant principals, counselors, 
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and teachers (Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire Part II: Survey Section F. School 

Characteristics)? 

In an effort to answer Research Question 9, a socioeconomic status (SES) variable 

was calculated by recoding those who answered the question “the school is considered on 

the low end of the socioeconomic scale” into two categories:  “not low SES” and “low 

SES.” Those who “agreed” or “strongly agreed” were recoded as “low SES” and those 

who “disagreed” or “strongly disagreed” were recoded as “not low SES.”  Frequencies 

and percentages were computed overall and by SES for the 10 survey items related to 

overview of gang presence.  Descriptive analyses were tabulated to determine mean 

scores for each item overall and by SES.  One-way ANOVAs were run for each item and 

for the 10 items combined to determine if there were statistically significant differences 

between respondents from “low SES” and “not low SES” schools. 

Like school size, results of the one-way ANOVAs revealed significant differences 

overall and for 7 of the 10 items (Tables 40 and 41).  More respondents from “low SES” 

than “not low SES” schools “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that there were “gangs in the 

neighborhood surrounding our school” (Question # 39) and “the neighborhood 

surrounding our school has gang problems” (Question # 41).  Also, more respondents 

from “not low SES” versus “low SES” schools “disagreed” or “strongly disagreed” that 

“there are gangs in the school” (Question # 40).  Similarly, more respondents from “not 

very large” versus “very large” schools “disagreed” or “strongly disagreed” that 6-20%, 

21-35%, and 36-50% of the student body were gang members.  Thus, slightly more 

respondents from “very large” than “not very large” schools noticed gang problems in the 



  95 

school and in the neighborhood around the school.  Thus school size and low SES results 

were very similar. 

 
Table 39 

 
Summary Responses to Overview Gang Presence Items by School Socioeconomic Status 

 
Statement Mean Strongly 

Agree 
Agree Not 

Known 
Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

39. There are gangs in the 
neighborhood 
surrounding our 
school. 

           

 Not low SES 1.48 2 6 8 24 6 18 5 15 12 36 
 Low SES 2.74 44 18 124 50 59 24 9 4 10 4 

40. There are gangs in the 
school. 

           

 Not low SES 0.65 0 0 0 0 3 10 14 45 14 45 
 Low SES 1.05 2 1 19 8 44 18 105 43 75 31 

41. The neighborhood 
surrounding our school 
has gang problems. 

           

 Not low SES 1.33 2 6 7 21 4 12 7 21 13 39 
 Low SES 2.48 33 14 102 42 70 29 27 11 12 5 

42. Our school has gang 
problems. 

           

 Not low SES 0.55 0 0 1 3 0 0 15 46 17 52 
 Low SES 0.84 3 1 15 6 15 6 119 49 93 38 

43. The school district has 
gang problems. 

           

 Not low SES 2.52 5 15 19 58 2 6 2 6 5 15 
 Low SES 2.89 51 21 134 55 48 20 7 3 5 2 

44. Tarrant County has 
gang problems. 

           

 Not low SES 3.06 9 29 18 58 2 7 0 0 2 7 
 Low SES 3.18 79 32 135 55 26 11 2 1 2 1 

45. In your school 0-5% of 
the student body are 
actual gang members. 

           

 Not low SES 1.88 8 25 7 22 0 0 7 22 10 31 
 Low SES 1.88 24 10 62 25 68 28 43 18 48 20 
 (table continues) 
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Statement Mean Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Not 
Known 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

  N % N % N % N % N % 

46. In your school 6-20% 
of the student body are 
actual gang members. 

           

 Not low SES 0.47 0 0 1 3 1 3 10 31 20 63 
 Low SES 0.85 1 <1 1 <1 60 25 80 33 102 42 

47. In your school 21-35% 
of the student body are 
actual gang members. 

           

 Not low SES 0.38 0 0 0 0 1 3 10 31 21 66 
 Low SES 0.78 0 0 0 0 58 24 74 30 112 46 

48. In your school 36-50% 
of the student body are 
actual gang members. 

           

 Not low SES 0.38 0 0 0 0 1 3 10 31 21 66 
 Low SES 0.76 0 0 0 0 55 23 73 30 112 47 

Note:  Some percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding. 
 
 

Table 40 
 

Summary One-Way ANOVA Results for Overview Gang Presence Items 
by School Socioeconomic Status 

 

Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

39. There are gangs in the 
neighborhood surrounding our 
school. 

    

 Between 1 46.13   
 Within 277 0.99 46.78 0.000* 

40. There are gangs in the school.     

 Between 1 4.58   
 Within 274 0.82 5.57 0.019** 

41. The neighborhood surrounding 
our school has gang problems. 

    

 Between 1 38.19   
 Within 275 1.14 33.63 0.000* 

 (table continues) 
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Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

42. Our school has gang problems.     

 Between 1 2.54   
 Within 276 0.74 3.45 0.064 

43. The school district has gang 
problems. 

    

 Between 1 4.17   
 Within 276 0.80 5.20 0.023** 

44. Tarrant County has gang 
problems. 

    

 Between 1 0.57   
 Within 273 0.56 1.02 0.313 

45. In your school 0-5% of the 
student body are actual gang 
members. 

    

 Between 1 0.00   
 Within 275 1.73 0.00 0.979 

46. In your school 6-20% of the 
study body are actual gang 
members. 

    

 Between 1 4.08   
 Within 274 0.68 6.03 0.015** 

47. In your school 21-35% of the 
study body are actual gang 
members. 

    

 Between 1 4.61   
 Within 274 0.61 7.54 0.006***

48. In your school 36-50% of the 
student body are actual gang 
members. 

    

 Between 1 4.24   
 Within 270 0.60 7.02 0.009***

Note:  *Statistically significant at the .0001 level. 
**Statistically significant at the .05 level. 
***Statistically significant at the .01 level. 
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Table 41 
 

Summary One-Way ANOVA Results for Overview Gang Presence Items by School 
Socioeconomic Status Subscale 

 

Dependent Variable df Mean Square F Value Probability 

Overview gang presence items     

 Between 1 596.16   
 Within 259 32.02 18.62 0.000* 

Note:  *Statistically significant at the .0001 level. 
 
 

Comments and Recommendations by Respondents 
 
 Part III of The Gang Activity Perception Questionnaire requested general 

comments about the items in the questionnaire.  The subscales of graffiti, dress/physical 

identifiers/tattoos, communications, turf, campus disruptions, school characteristics, and 

overview were included.  In addition, participants were asked to record any ideas, 

suggestions, or recommendations they had to address gang related problems. 

 The graffiti subscale generated the most comments.  Many agreed that graffiti was 

found most often on books and in restrooms, and that graffiti was removed as quickly as 

it appeared.  Most respondents did not see many dress/physical identifiers/tattoos relating 

to gang activity.  Many said dress codes and uniforms could help solve the problem.  

 In the communications subscale, most respondents agreed that there is little or no 

negative communication concerning gang activity in their schools.  The turf subscale 

generated few responses, and almost all agreed on the fact that no turf problems were 

present in their schools.  

 Campus disruptions were also not rated as a problem at many of the schools.  

Those commenting on disruptions stated that they were not gang related.  The school 
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characteristics and overview subscales comments were mixed.  Those in poverty and 

large schools had many more gang related problems that those that were small and not 

low socioeconomic schools. 

 A few of the suggestions made include:  improving parental involvement, having 

staff development on gangs, requiring school uniforms, providing after school programs, 

calling the police on those involved in gang activity, and bringing back the D.A.R.E. 

Program. 

 Appendix G shows respondents’ comments by subscales and identified by 

position, gender, ethnicity/race, number of years of experience, and educational level.  

 



 
 

CHAPTER FIVE 
 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

 
Introduction 

This study investigated the differences in perceptions of selected school personnel 

(principals, assistant principals, counselors, and teachers) about gang presence in 

elementary schools in the Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas.  

The purposes of the study were:  

1.  To determine the perceptions of principals, assistant principals, counselors, 

and teachers related to gang presence and activity within elementary schools of a large 

urban school district in Texas.    

2.  To determine if there were differences in the perceptions of principals, 

assistant principals, counselors, and teachers about observable:  gang graffiti behavior, 

gang dress/physical identifiers/tattoos, gang communication, and turf behavior.   

3.  To determine the extent that principals, assistant principals, counselors, and 

teachers perceive campus disruptions in the elementary schools of the Fort Worth 

Independent School District in Texas as gang-related.   

4.  To determine if there are differences in the perceptions of principals, assistant 

principals, counselors, and teachers related to the presence and activity of gangs in the 

elementary schools when school characteristics are considered.   

5.  To determine if any differences exist among the perceptions of principals, 

assistant principals, counselors, and teachers related to the presence and activity of gangs 
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in the elementary schools when the variables of gender, ethnicity/race, and number of 

years of experience in current position are considered.   

6.  To determine if there is a relationship between the size of the school and the 

perceived presence of gang activity.    

7.  To determine if there is a relationship between the socio-economic level of the 

students in a school and the perceived presence of gang activity. 

An evaluation and agreement on whether a problem exists is a first step in finding 

solutions on how to deal with gang activity in elementary schools. 

The researcher used an instrument developed by Dr. Melita for a 1990 doctoral 

dissertation (Appendix F).  The questionnaire is divided into three parts.  

A letter and a web link to the survey were e-mailed to 80 principals, 65 assistant 

principals, 94 counselors, and 159 teachers.  A total of 299 complete surveys were 

returned, yielding a 75.1% response rate.  

A Likert Scale was used and participants were asked to respond to a series of 

statements by indicating: strongly agree (SA), agree (A), disagree (D), strongly disagree 

(SD), and not known (NK) to each statement.  

 
Conclusions 

In this section the findings and conclusions based on the data in Chapter 4 are 

discussed for each of the research questions.  

Research Question 1 
 
 What difference, if any, exists in the perceptions of principals, assistant 

principals, counselors and teachers about observable gang graffiti behavior in the 

elementary schools of the Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas as indicated 
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and measured by participant responses in the Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire 

(Part II Survey: Section A. Graffiti)? 

No significant differences in perceptions were found between respondents’ 

professional position for any individual item on the graffiti subscale.  Perceptions were 

similar across positions and in general, most did not see graffiti on the campus (83% of 

respondents did not see graffiti and 15% did).  Those who did see graffiti reported that it 

was immediately cleaned up.  A respondent stated the following.  “The graffiti is usually 

found on the park benches and playground equipment across the street from our school.  

It is found on the street signs on the back of them.  It not necessarily found around the 

campus but there is some found in the bathrooms.”  “We have kids writing their names 

on the playground equipment.  It gets painted over and they re-appear.  There have been 

instances where sexually graphic pictures have been drawn there as well,” wrote another 

respondent (Appendix G, Graffiti Comments). 

Concerning graffiti, Escobedo (1993) stated, “Campus police had a significantly 

higher mean, 28.69, than the principals, teachers, and mid-managers.  This higher mean 

indicated that campus police recognized more gang-related graffiti on the school 

campuses than the other three respondent groups” (p. 77).  Garza’s (1993) study of high 

schools in the Northside Independent School District in San Antonio, Texas, also found 

that there was a significant perceptual difference between school personnel and police 

officers concerning graffiti.   

 
Research Question 2 
 

What difference, if any, exists in the perceptions of principals, assistant 

principals, counselors and teachers about observable gang dress, physical identifiers and 
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tattoos in the elementary schools of the Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas 

as indicated and measured by participant responses in the Gangs Activity Perception 

Questionnaire (Part II Survey:  Section B.  Dress/Physical Identifiers/Tattoos)? 

In general, most respondents did not see gang-related dress, physical identifiers, 

or tattoos even though there were significant differences overall and for two of the five 

items.  The differences, however, were more between “not known” versus 

“disagree/strongly disagree.”  Specifically, 13% or fewer “agreed” or “strongly agreed” 

on the two items that showed differences. 

Escobedo (1993) also had a large number of “unknown” responses in her study of 

elementary schools in the Harlandale Independent School District.  She indicated a need 

for gang-awareness training and for community groups to band together to identify ways 

to prevent and/or manage gang problems. 

It is evident that gang-awareness training is needed.  Counselors and teachers 

disagreed on the particular kinds of hats worn/carried by various individuals with similar 

lettering and/or clothes.  Significant differences between principals and teachers were 

also found concerning non-school-sponsored jackets similar in appearance that are worn 

by various members of the student body.  Teachers agreed at higher levels than principals 

that students did indeed wear similar jackets.   

It can be concluded that since teachers spend more time with students than 

principals they could notice the similarities in jackets.  Counselors are also given more 

staff development than teachers concerning gang activity.  One respondent noted the 

following, “We simply do not allow known dress or physical identifiers.  When it does 

occur, we call in parents, have a conference, and ask the student to change clothing or 

make modifications as necessary.  Parents have always been supportive.  I try to keep 
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current on what is considered to be gang dress and identifiers.  I would like to be better 

informed” (Appendix G, Dress/Physical Identifiers/Tattoos Comments).   

 
Research Question 3 
 
 What difference, if any, exists in the perceptions of principals, assistant 

principals, counselors, and teachers about observable gang communication in the 

elementary schools of the Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas as indicated 

and measured by participant responses in the Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire 

(Part II Survey: Section C.  Communications)? 

Significant differences between principals and the other three groups of personnel 

were determined concerning hand sign/signals being flashed between various members of 

the student body; between principals and teachers concerning barely discernible 

slang/street talk being heard/used between various members of the student body; and 

between principals and assistant principals and between principals and teachers 

concerning stare downs preceding confrontations between various members of the 

student body.   

Most respondents did not “agree” or “strongly agree” that they saw gang-related 

communication at the schools.  Even so, mean responses were lower for principals than 

for the other three positions on all three items.  This shows that most principals 

“disagreed” or “strongly disagreed” that gang communication took place on the 

campuses, whereas more assistant principals, counselors, and teachers either did not 

know or believed they had seen some of these communication indicators. 

These data support some past research, such as the Melita (1990) study, that 

found uncertainty and refutation on the part of some respondents to be truly forthright 
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about gang activity.  Melita concluded that principals were apprehensive about admitting 

to gang problems for fear of tarnishing the school’s image.  Similar to this study, 

principals consistently had the lowest mean when it came to recognizing gang activity in 

the schools.  Melita stated that denial is the gang’s greatest ally and that lack of 

agreement as to the presence of gangs is a major problem in addressing the issue. 

Another explanation could be that because of excessive administrative tasks 

principals may not see as many gang indicators on their campuses as other personnel do.  

The other three groups surveyed spend more time in the hallways, cafeteria, classrooms, 

outside, and in other areas where students congregate.   

Respondents’ comments were similar to those concerning physical identifiers, and 

participants once again requested gang awareness training.  “Teachers need to be kept 

abreast of changing ‘colors’, ‘signs’ or clothing that we should be looking for,” and 

“Need more gang-related information given to parents in PTA and other parent meetings” 

(Appendix G, Communication Comments).   

 
Research Question 4 
 
 What difference, if any, exists in the perceptions of principals, assistant 

principals, counselors, and teachers about observable turf behavior in the elementary 

schools of the Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas as indicated and 

measured by participant responses in the Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire (Part 

II Survey:  Section D.  Turf)? 

Across positions, few respondents “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that there were 

turf issues at their campus.  Rather, the differences seem to be that 97% or more of the 

principals marked “disagree” or “strongly disagree” for the items, whereas between 11% 
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and 20% of teachers marked “not known” to the five items.  Also, although small, 15% of 

teachers “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that “various members of the student body 

congregate in a certain area of the school campus.” Results of the one-way ANOVA 

showed statistical differences for all five items and overall.  Scheffe tests revealed 

significant differences between principals and teachers for the five items and overall.   

Again, as a group, teachers saw the existence of more gang behavior in the 

campus environment than the others.  Presley (1996) in his study also found this to be 

true.  He stated, “The difference of the teacher’s overall perception may be possibly 

explained by the more general exposure that the teachers have to students on a day-to-day 

basis and the subtle nature of many of the signs identified” (p. 67). 

 
Research Question 5 
 
 What difference, if any, exists in the perceptions of principals, assistant 

principals, counselors, and teachers concerning identification of campus disruptions in 

the elementary schools of the Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas as gang 

related as indicated and measured by participant responses in the Gangs Activity 

Perception Questionnaire (Part II Survey:  Section E.  Campus Disruptions)? 

Most respondents do not believe that campus disruptions are increasing or are 

gang-related.  Even so, more teachers than principals marked responses in the three 

categories:  strongly agree, agree, and not known for all nine questions.  For example, on 

the first question “Physical violence in the school is increasing,” 81% of principals versus 

57% of teachers “disagreed” or “strongly disagreed.”  Significant differences between 

principals and teachers were also determined on the second question “Distinctive groups 

are at the center of most confrontations”.  On the third question, “The number of 
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extortions reported is increasing,” Scheffe tests yielded significant differences between 

teachers and the other three positions.  On the fifth question, “The number of weapons 

brought on campus is increasing,” Scheffe results showed significant differences between 

principals and counselors, between principals and teachers, and between assistant 

principals and teachers.   

The National Center for Education Statistics and The Bureau of Justice Statistics 

(1998) in “Students’ Reports of School Crime: 1989-1995,” stated that there was an 

increase in the percent of students reporting violent victimization at school and that the 

percent of students reporting street gang presence at school nearly doubled between 1989 

and 1995.  The report also stated that 12.7% of students reported knowing another student 

who brought a gun to school.  A correlation with the presence of gangs in schools and the 

number of guns seen at schools was also found.  These data substantiate the percentage of 

respondents that believe that physical violence in the school is increasing and that the 

number of weapons brought on campus is increasing.  The differences in perceptions 

between the principals and teachers are similar to those found in Melita’s (1990) study. 

As for the sixth question related to an increase in trespassers at the school, 

Scheffe tests yielded significant differences between teachers and principals and between 

teachers and assistant principals.  When all items were combined, Scheffe tests showed 

significant differences between principals and teachers.   

The difference in perceptions may be explained by the position held by the 

participant (Garza, 1993).  Principals and assistant principals tend to have more 

knowledge concerning disruptions, violence, extortions, guns, and trespassers than the 

other three groups.  Students are sent to the office, and records are kept on the number of 

incidents.  Major incidents concerning guns have to be reported to the police and state 



  108 

agencies.  Campus monitors report trespassers to the administration.  Thus, principals and 

assistant principals are more aware of trespassers.  Teachers may mistake visitors for 

trespassers. 

 
Research Question 6 
 
 What difference, if any, exists in the perceptions of principals, assistant 

principals, counselors, and teachers related to the presence and activity of gangs in the 

elementary schools when school characteristics are considered as indicated and measured 

by participant responses in the Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire (Part II Survey:  

Section F.  School Characteristics)? 

Concerning school characteristics, most respondents (81% to 90%) believed their 

school was “considered on the low end of the socioeconomic scale.”  The majority of 

schools within this district are Title I campuses with very large percentages of students on 

free and reduced lunch.   

Almost 90% of respondents also agreed that most students lived “with at least one 

natural parent.”  A report, from the Office of Justice Programs (Department of Justice, 

2006), “Juvenile Offenders and Victims:  2006 National Report” stated that juveniles 

who lived with both biological parents had lower life time prevalence of law violating 

behaviors than did juveniles who lived in other family types.  This could explain the low 

number of actual gang members identified by the respondents.   

When asked about whether the racial/ethnic mix of the school was very diverse, 

40% of the respondents disagreed.  Esbensen (2000) and Kaufman (2000) both believe 

that racial segregation contributes to gang activity. 
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Research Question 7 
 
 What difference, if any, exists in the perceptions of principals, assistant 

principals, counselors, and teachers related to the presence and activity of gangs in the 

elementary schools when the variables of gender, ethnicity/race, and number of years of 

experience in current position are considered (Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire:  

Part I.  Background Information)? 

 
 Positions.  Across positions, most respondents believed there were gangs in the 

neighborhood surrounding the school, that the school district had gang problems, and that 

Tarrant County had gang problems.  Whereas, the majority did not believe there were 

gang problems at their own schools.  Sixty-three percent of all participants either strongly 

agreed/agreed that “There are gangs in the neighborhood surrounding our school.”  

However, only 8% either strongly agreed/agreed that “There are gangs in the school.”  

An astounding 87% either strongly agreed/agreed that “Tarrant County has gang 

problems.”  However, only 36% of participants believed that in their school 0-5% of the 

student body were actual gang members.  Thus, there are gang problems, just not in “our 

school.”  Results of Scheffe tests showed that the individual and overall differences were 

between principal and teacher respondents.  Ten percent of teachers stated that there were 

gangs in their school compared to only 3% of principals.  Thus, principals and teachers 

perceive the presence of gangs in the school and in the surrounding area differently. 

Again, similar findings are supported by Melita (1990) and Rothrock (1993). 

They stated that lack of knowledge about youth gangs, disagreement in identifying the 

gang problem, and school administrators denying gangs existence are factors that hinder 

research.  School administrators want their schools to be exemplary schools with no 
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violence, no guns and certainly no gangs.  Many times administrators will ignore gang 

activity. They consider it “wanna be” gang behavior.  Students caught with gang graffiti 

in their notebooks and school books are often not punished.  Many administrators have 

stated that these students are not in gangs but that their older sibling might be.  It is 

important that administrators deal with all gang activity, no matter how trivial it may 

seem. 

 
 Gender.  More males (50%) than females (33%) believed that 0-5% of the student 

body were actual gang members.  However, the difference was not statistically significant 

when reviewed by gender.  Thus, male and female perceptions about the presence of 

gangs in and around the school were similar. 

 
 Ethnicity/Race.  Differences related to perceptions of gangs on the campus and 

surrounding areas varied somewhat by ethnicity/race.  For example, more Hispanic 

(74%) than African American (57%) or White (61%) respondents believed there were 

gangs in the neighborhood surrounding their school.  Significant differences were found 

between Hispanic and African American respondents and between Hispanic and White 

respondents.  Significant differences were found between African-American and White 

respondents for “0-5% of the student body are actual gang members” and for “6-10% of 

the student body are actual gang members.”  Close inspection of percentages shows that 

more African-American than White or Hispanic respondents “disagreed” or “strongly 

disagreed” to these two statements:  “0-5% of the student body are actual gang members” 

and for “6-10% of the student body are actual gang members”.   

This finding is similar to a report from The National Center for Educational 

Statistics (2005), “Indicators of School Crime and Safety” students’ report on gangs at 
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school.  Hispanic students, like Hispanic personnel, were more likely than White and 

African-American students to report gang activity in their schools.  The majority of the 

Hispanic population is found in large cities.  A large percentage of Hispanic students are 

considered low socioeconomic, and most Hispanic students are found in large urban 

school districts.  Hispanic students and personnel, therefore, identify more gang activity 

in schools than other ethnic /racial groups. 

 
 Years of experience.  No significant differences between respondents by 

experience were noted.  Close inspection of the percentages showed that more 

respondents with 6-10 years of experience and 11-plus years of experience “disagreed” or 

“strongly disagreed” that 6-20% and 36-50% of the student body were gang members.  

However, most do not believe their school has a noticeable percentage of gang members. 

 
Research Question 8 
 
 Is there a relationship between the size of the school and presence of gang activity 

by principals, assistant principals, counselors, and teachers as indicated by the Gangs 

Activity Perception Questionnaire (Part II:  Survey Section F.  School Characteristics)? 

More respondents from “very large” than “not very large” schools noticed gang 

problems in the school and in the neighborhood around the school.  Results of the one-

way ANOVAs revealed significant differences overall and for 7 of the 10 questions.  

More respondents from “very large” than “not very large” schools “agreed” or “strongly 

agreed” that there were gangs in the neighborhood surrounding the school.  Also, more 

respondents from “not very large” versus “very large” schools “disagreed” or “strongly 

disagreed” that “there are gangs in the school.”  Similarly, more respondents from “not 

very large” versus “very large” schools “disagreed” or “strongly disagreed” that 6-20%, 
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21-35%, and 36-50% of the student body were gang members.  Larger schools have more 

students, thus, the percentage of gang members may increase.  Howell and Lynch (2000) 

in a report from The United States Department of Justice, “Youth Gangs in Schools,” 

concluded that the percentage of students who indicated gang presence in schools 

increased according to the population size of the community.  Fifty-three percent of 

students in large cities with populations between 250,000 and 999,999 reported gang 

presence.  In cities with populations between 25,000-49,000 students reported 45% gang 

presence.  Twenty-nine percent of students reported gang presence in cities with 

populations between 1000-9,999 and in cities with less than 1000 only 23% of the 

students noted gang presence.  The City of Fort Worth falls within the 250,000 and 

999,999 population groups. Thus, it may be concluded that up to 53% of students within 

the City of Fort Worth would report gang presence in their schools; yet school personnel 

believe that less that 5% of their students are actual gang members.  

 
Research Question 9 
 
 Is there a relationship between the socio-economic level of students in schools 

and the perceived presence of gang activity by principals, assistant principals, counselors, 

and teachers (Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire Part II:  Survey Section F.  School 

Characteristics)? 

Like school size, results of one-way ANOVAs revealed significant differences 

overall and for 7 of the 10 questions.  More respondents from “low SES” than “not low 

SES” schools “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that there were gangs in the neighborhood 

surrounding the school.  More respondents from “not low SES” versus “low SES” 

schools “disagreed” or “strongly disagreed” that there were gangs in the school.  
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Similarly, more respondents from “not very large” versus “very large” schools 

“disagreed” or “strongly disagreed” that 6-20%, 21-35%, and 36-50% of the student body 

were gang members.  Thus, slightly more respondents from “very large” than “not very 

large” schools noticed gang problems in the school and in the neighborhood around the 

school.  Thus, school size and low SES results were very similar. 

Students from poverty tend to have fewer opportunities to participate in 

extracurricular activities and some turn to gangs as an option (Achilles, Lal, & Lal, 1993; 

Heath & McLaughlin, 1983; Ruiz, 1996).  Students with few economic resources are not 

able to afford extra-curricular activities.  It is fairly expensive to buy cheerleading 

uniforms, band instruments, and take private music or voice lessons.  Most extra-

curricular activities require daily or weekly expenses.  Many times students in poverty 

also have to work after school. 

Howell and Lynch (2000) in a report from The United States Department of 

Justice, “Youth Gangs in Schools” also concluded that gang presence varied significantly 

with household income.  “At the lowest level (less than $7500), the largest percentage 

(47%) of students reported gangs in their schools.  As expected as income levels 

increased, reported gang presence decreased” (p. 4).   

 
Gang Prevention Strategies 

 
Based on the findings and conclusions of this study, the following gang 

prevention strategies are offered for consideration by the leaders and policy makers of the 

Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas. 

1. Delinquency generally precedes gang membership (Esbensen, 2000).  Gang 

prevention programs should not be limited to gang intervention or suppression.  General 
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prevention efforts should target the entire pre-adolescent population in elementary 

schools and the adolescents in middle and high schools. 

2. Additional prevention efforts for those individuals who are at a greater risk of 

becoming delinquent need to be made.  Elementary counselors should develop groups 

that meet regularly to address at-risk students.  

3. A program that helps those students who are already involved in criminal 

activity or are gang members needs to be developed.  Mobilization of community leaders 

and residents to plan, strengthen or create new opportunities for gang involved youth 

needs to occur (Esbensen, 2000).  Elementary administrators, counselors, and teachers 

should be included in this committee. 

4. The Gang Resistance Education and Training Program (G.R.E.A.T.) 

curriculum, developed by the Phoenix Police Department helps students resist the lure 

and trap of gangs.  This or a similar curriculum should be used in the elementary schools 

within the Fort Worth Independent School District to prevent students from joining 

gangs. 

5. To fight the presence of gangs in schools, the following policy interventions 

are suggested:  1. requiring school uniforms in elementary, middle, and high schools,     

2. enforcing parental and community curfews to restrict delinquent behavior at night,     

3. employing truancy prevention efforts, and 4. setting zero-tolerance policies (Capozzoli 

& McVey, 1999; National Youth Violence Prevention Resource Center, 2001). 

6. Conduct leadership training for elementary students in order to develop their 

sense of worth and belonging. 

7. Implement victim/offender programs requiring juvenile offenders to make 

restitution to victims or perform community service. 
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8. Offer elementary students, especially juvenile gang members outreach and 

after school programs as an alternate to gang membership and creating a city-wide gang 

task force are two other gang prevention strategies that can be employed by the school 

district (Howell, 2000). 

 
Recommendations for Practice 

 
Based on the findings and conclusions of this study, the following 

recommendations for practice are offered for consideration by the leaders and policy 

makers of the Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas. 

1. District-wide training seminars on the status of gang activity should be offered 

to all educators.  Facilitators for the seminar/training should include police officers from 

the Gang Unit from the City of Fort Worth.  The report on Gangs from the Attorney 

General of Texas should be part of the materials used.   

2. A series of similar seminars should be conducted for parents and the 

community.  Facts on gang activity in the elementary schools within the Fort Worth 

Independent School District should be distributed. 

3. An on-going district-wide committee should be established for the purpose of 

developing intervention strategies to deter gang activity and involvement in elementary 

schools.   

4. Since both school size and poverty seem to contribute to gang activity, a study 

should be conducted by the school district relating to creating smaller elementary schools 

from the larger elementary schools and integrating students from low SES elementary 

schools with those from high SES elementary schools.   
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5. A wide variety of well-supervised after school activities should be provided 

for elementary students.  Students are less likely to become gang members if they are 

engaged in meaningful activities and feel that they are part of a contributing group.   

6. The district should establish a gang-education program for elementary 

students.  Educating young people on the dangers of gang membership should reduce 

recruitment efforts.  (Several comments were made that programs such as D.A.R.E. need 

to be reinstituted and be part of the school’s curriculum.) 

 
Recommendations for Further Study 

1. A similar study of gang presence and activity in middle and high schools in 

the Fort Worth Independent School District should be designed and implemented.  Many 

participants commented (Appendix G, Survey Comments) that they saw more gang 

activity among middle and high school students. 

2. A study similar to this one should be conducted to determine the perceptions 

of police officers, community members, parents, and students concerning gang presence 

and activity in the same elementary schools that participated in this study. 

3. A study should be conducted to determine the reasons for the disparity 

between the perceptions of respondents concerning gang presence within their elementary 

schools, the neighborhood surrounding their schools, the school district, and Tarrant 

County.  Many respondents felt that there was gang activity present in all areas except 

within their schools. 

4. A study of the relationship of perceptions of gang activity and school violence 

reports submitted to the school district and the Texas Education Agency by elementary 

schools should be conducted. 
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5. A similar study of elementary schools should be conducted in neighboring 

school districts to see if the perceptions and findings are comparable to those from this 

inquiry. 

6. A study of the relationship between the presence of gang activity and student 

achievement in elementary schools should be conducted. 

7. It is recommended that a follow-up survey be conducted in all elementary 

schools within the Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas in 3 to 5 years  to 

determine if any of the recommendations have been implemented and if the level of gang 

activity has increased or decreased. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

Letter to Dr. Melita 
 
 

Fort Worth Independent School District 
D. McRae Elementary School 

3316 Avenue N 
Fort Worth, Texas 76105 

Phone 817.531.6480 Fax 817.531.6135 
Carlos Vasquez, Principal 

 
Dr. Joseph Melita 
15460 Bellanca Lane 
Wellington, Florida 33414 
 
January 13, 2005 
 
Dear Dr. Melita: 
 
 As per our telephone conversation yesterday, January 12, 2005, let me reiterate my appreciation to 

you for granting me permission to use The Gang Activity Perception Questionnaire you developed. I will 

be replicating your research regarding juvenile gangs and their presence in the public schools.  However, 

with the increase of gang activity at the early levels of schooling my study will focus at the elementary 

level. 

 I presently work as a Principal at D. McRae Elementary in the Fort Worth Independent School 

District. I attend Baylor University in Waco, Texas, and hope to finish my dissertation next spring. My 

intent is to survey principals, assistant principals, counselors, and teachers.  

 Again, I want to thank you for taking time from your busy schedule to talk to me and grant me 

permission to follow in your footsteps.  

Sincerely, 

Carlos Vasquez 
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APPENDIX B 
 

Letter from Dr. Melita 
 
 
January 13, 2005 
 
Carlos Vasquez 
Principal, D. McRae Elementary 
3316 Avenue N. 
Fort Worth, Texas 76106 
 
 
 
Dear Mr. Vasquez, 
 
 

 Thank you for the courtesy of asking permission to use my questionnaire. My only restriction is 

that it be for your personal use in your dissertation work. I would be glad to offer my assistance as others 

did for me. The youth gang phenomenon is a problem that requires team work of educators across our 

country. Good luck in your research; I would like to see your findings when completed. 

 
 
Dr. Joe Melita 
Executive Director 
SIU/Prof. Standards 
754-321-0735 
joe.melita@browardschools.com 
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APPENDIX C 
 

Letter to Fort Worth ISD 
 
 

Application for Research 
in the 

Fort Worth Independent School District 
 
 

Research Project Title:   
 
School Personnel Perceptions of Youth Gangs Presence and Activity at Elementary Schools in the Fort 
Worth Independent School District. 
 
Purpose of the Study: 
 
The purpose of the study will be to determine if the perceptions of administrators, teachers and counselors 

are in agreement as to the degree of gang presence and activity within elementary schools. Agreement on 

the degree of gang presence and activity is an important first step in implementing regulations and 

programs geared to managing gang related issues.  

 
Brief Description of the Study: 
 
 To carry out the purpose of this present study, the following research questions will be examined: 

1. What difference, if any, exist in perceptions of principals, assistant principals, counselors and 

teachers about observable gang graffiti behavior in the elementary schools of the Fort Worth 

Independent School District in Texas as indicated and measured by participant responses in the 

Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire (Part II Survey: Section A. Graffiti)? 

2.  What difference, if any, exist in perceptions of principals, assistant principals, counselors and 

teachers about observable gang dress, physical identifiers and tattoos in the elementary schools of 

the Fort Worth Independent School District in Texas as indicated and measured by participant 

responses in the Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire (Part II Survey: Section B. 

Dress/Physical Identifiers/Tattoos)? 
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3. What difference, if any, exist in perceptions of principals, assistant principals, counselors and 

teachers about observable gang communication in the elementary schools of the Fort Worth 

Independent School District in Texas as indicated and measured by participant responses in the 

Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire (Part II Survey: Section C. Communications)? 

4. What difference, if any, exist in perceptions of principals, assistant principals, counselors and 

teachers about observable turf behavior in the elementary schools of the Fort Worth Independent 

School District in Texas as indicated and measured by participant responses in the Gangs Activity 

Perception Questionnaire (Part II Survey: Section D. Turf)? 

5. What difference, if any, exist in perceptions of principals, assistant principals, counselors and 

teachers concerning identification of campus disruptions in the elementary schools of the Fort 

Worth Independent School District in Texas as gang related as indicated and measured by 

participant responses in the Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire (Part II Survey: Section E. 

Campus Disruptions)? 

6. What difference, if any, exist in perceptions of principals, assistant principals, counselors and 

teachers related to the presence and activity of gangs in the elementary schools when school 

characteristics are considered as indicated and measured by participant responses in the Gangs 

Activity Perception Questionnaire (Part II Survey: Section F. School Characteristics)? 

7. What difference, if any, exist in perceptions of principals, assistant principals, counselors and 

teachers related to the presence and activity of gangs in the elementary schools when the variables 

of gender, ethnicity/race, and number of years of experience in current position are considered 

(Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire Part I Background Information)? 

8. Is there a relationship between the size of the school and perceived presence of gang activity by 

principals, assistant principals, counselors, and teachers as indicated by the Gangs Activity 

Perception Questionnaire (Part II: Survey Section F. School Characteristics)? 

9. Is there a relationship between the socio-economic level of students in schools and the perceived 

presence of gang activity by principals, assistant principals, counselors, and teachers (Gangs 

Activity Perception Questionnaire Part II: Survey Section F. School Characteristics)? 
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A forty-eight question on-line survey will be e-mailed to all elementary school administrators, counselors, 

and a random sample of elementary school teachers. 

Data Collection Instrument:   
 
Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire  
 
Qualification of the Director to Carry Out the Study: 
 
This is a Record of Study toward completion of an Ed.D. at Baylor University. 
 
Time Required of Participants: 
 
The GAPQ takes approximately ten minutes to complete. 
 
Proposed Start Date: 
 
Fall 2005 
 

This research project is being conducted for partial fulfillment of the Doctoral Program in Educational 

Administration at Baylor University.  The nature of this research does not pose a physical or emotional 

threat of any type to students, faculty or staff of the FWISD school system.  There should be no imposition 

on instructional time as a result of this research.  If my request for research is granted, I agree to abide by 

all policies, rules, and regulations of the FWISD System. 

Carlos Vasquez 
Principal 
D. McRae Elementary 
3316 Avenue N 
Fort Worth, Texas 76105 
Phone: 817.531.6480 Fax: 817.531.6135 
cvasquez@fortworthisd.net 
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APPENDIX D 
 

Letter from Fort Worth ISD 
 
 

Fort Worth Independent School District 
Research, Evaluation and Assessment Department 

Teresa Stegall, Ed.D. Director 
 
Date:   January 3I, 2006  
 
To:   Carlos Vasquez  
  Principal, D. McRae Elementary School  
 
From:   Anne Ware, Ph.D.  
  Coordinator of Program Evaluation  
  Velma Hythecker, Ph.D.  
  Senior Evaluator  
 
Subject:   Request to conduct dissertation study in the Fort Worth Independent School District  
 
This letter is to inform you of approval from the FWISD External Evaluation Committee for your study, 
School Personnel Perceptions of Youth Gangs Presence at Elementary Schools in the Fort Worth 
Independent School District in Texas.  
 
We understand that your study will involve voluntary completion of an online survey by elementary 
principals, assistant principals, and guidance counselors and also randomly selected teachers from each 
elementary school.  
 
The participants will be invited to participate through the use of the FWISD First Class email system, 
contingent on approval from FWISD to use the e-mail system.  
 
Please share this letter with participants as you contact them to share procedures for data collection.  
 
Approval:  
Patricia A. Linares. Ph.D.  
Deputy Superintendent  
 
Michael Sorum 
Chief Academic Officer  
School Leadership and Student Support Services  
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APPENDIX E 

 
Letter to Participants 

 
 

Fort Worth Independent School District 
D. McRae Elementary School 

3316 Avenue N 
Fort Worth, Texas 76105 

Phone 817.531.6480 Fax 817.531.6135 
Carlos Vasquez, Principal 

 
Date:  February 2006 
 
To:    Principals 
  Assistant Principals 
  Counselors  
  Teachers 
 
From:   Carlos Vasquez 
  Doctoral Candidate, Baylor University 
   
Reference: Questionnaire 
 
Dear Colleagues: 
 
      The purpose of this questionnaire is to determine if the perceptions of school personnel are in 
agreement as to the degree of gang presence and activity at elementary schools in the Fort Worth 
Independent School District in Texas.  The results will be of value in developing meaningful programs 
geared to managing gang related issues. 
 Please take a few minutes out of your busy schedule to complete the attached “Gangs Activity 
Perception Questionnaire”.  Although this questionnaire is coded, your responses will be kept confidential 
and known only to the researcher.  
      If at all possible please complete this questionnaire today. It will take you less than five minutes.  
 Thank you for your participation. Attached is a letter from FWISD granting permission for this 
study. 
 
Carlos Vasquez 
Principal, D. McRae Elementary 
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APPENDIX F 

 
Gang Activity Perception Questionnaire 

 
 

School Personnel Perceptions of Youth Gangs 
Presence and Activity at Elementary Schools. 
      

Participants Include:                    
Elementary School Principals      
Elementary School Assistant Principals      
Elementary Guidance Counselors       
Elementary School Teachers      
The purpose of this three part questionnaire is to gather information about the presence of youth 
gangs in elementary schools.  Part I- Background Information, asks for background information. 
Part II- Survey, asks for your perceptions about the amount of various types of youth gang 
activity present in your school. Part III- General Comments, asks for your comments, ideas, 
suggestions and/or recommendations. Please complete the questionnaire.                                      
Responses will be kept anonymous. 

Part I Background Information                      
(Please Check One)      
1. Title 2. Gender    3. Ethnicity/Race   
_____ I am a principal  ___ Male    ___ Hispanic  
_____ I am an assistant principal ___ Female   ___ Af.-Am.   
_____ I am a guidance counselor     ___ White  
_____ I am a teacher    ___ Asian  
    ___ Other  
4. Number Of Years In The Present Position      
_____0-5 years      
_____6-10 years      
_____11-15 years      
_____16-20 years      
_____21-or more years      
      
5. Highest Academic Level Achieved      
_____ 4 Year Degree (BA/BS)      
_____ Master’s Degree- Field _______________      
_____ Specialist’s Degree- Field______________      
_____ Doctoral Degree- Field________________      
_____ Other/Specify _______________________      
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Part II Survey  
Directions: Please read the following statements. To the right of each statement circle the 
response which most clearly reflects your opinion. Space is provided at the end of the 
questionnaire for you to make comments about any of the subjects covered. 

 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree

Not 
Known

A. Graffiti      

1. Graffiti appears throughout the school 
campus.             SA A D SD NK 

2. Graffiti appears in specific areas of the 
campus.            SA A D SD NK 

3. The graffiti is the work of individual street 
artists who are not gang members. SA A D SD NK 

4. The graffiti is gang related.                           SA A D SD NK 

5. Particular symbols/signs have repeatedly 
appeared on our campus.    SA A D SD NK 

6. In areas of our school campus, graffiti has 
been crossed out or marked over.     SA A D SD NK 

7. Where graffiti has been painted over, 
more graffiti has replaced it.  SA A D SD NK 

8. The graffiti is done in a particular color.        SA A D SD NK 

9. The signs/symbols appearing on our 
school campus are similar or exact.   SA A D SD NK 

10. Street names are used to sign graffiti.        SA A D SD NK 

11. Similar graffiti is in evidence in the 
neighborhood surrounding our school 
campus.  SA A D SD NK 

B. Dress/Physical Identifiers/Tattoos      

12.   Similar signs/symbols as seen in the 
graffiti have been seen on the person of 
members of the school’s student body.    SA A D SD NK 

13.   Particular kinds of hats have been 
worn/carried by various individuals with 
similar lettering and/or clothes.        SA A D SD NK 

14.  The same kind of jewelry, i.e., chains, 
bracelets, neckwear, have been worn by 
various members of our  student body.  SA A D SD NK 

15.   Non-school sponsored jackets similar in 
appearance have been worn by various 
members of our student body.   SA A D SD NK 

16.   Look alike shirts/tank tops have been 
worn by various members of our student 
body.     SA A D SD NK 
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Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree

Not 
Known

 

C. Communications      

17.   Hand sign/signals are flashed between 
various members of our student body.     SA A D SD NK 

18.   Barely discernible slang/street talk is 
heard/used between various members of the 
student body.   SA A D SD NK 

19.   Stare downs precede confrontations 
between various members of the student 
body. SA A D SD NK 

D. Turf      

20.   Various members of the student body 
congregate in a certain area of the school 
campus.   SA A D SD NK 

21.  This area is considered as “off-limits” to 
other members of the student body.    SA A D SD NK 

22. Fights sometimes occur in these 
“claimed” areas.                SA A D SD NK 

23. “Mini campuses” exist throughout the 
school body.               SA A D SD NK 

24.  Certain similar signs/symbols establish 
boundaries in areas of each school campus.   SA A D SD NK 

E. Campus Disruptions      

25. Physical violence in the school is 
increasing.                         SA A D SD NK 

26. Distinctive groups are at the center of 
most confrontations.  SA A D SD NK 

27. The number of extortions reported is 
increasing.                   SA A D SD NK 

28.  The number of intimidation complaints 
are increasing.   SA A D SD NK 

29. The number of weapons brought on 
campus is increasing.  SA A D SD NK 

30. The number of trespassers on school 
campus is increasing.  SA A D SD NK 

31. Incidents of gang activity in the school 
have frequently been reported to me by 
students.   SA A D SD NK 

32. Incidents of gang activity in the school 
have frequently been reported to me by 
teachers.    SA A D SD NK 
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Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree

Not 
Known

33.  Incidents of gang activity in the school 
have frequently been reported to me by 
parents.    SA A D SD NK 

F. School Characteristics      

34. The school is considered on the low end 
of the  socio-economic scale.  (Over 50% on 
free or reduced lunch or earning below 
$25,000 annual income). SA A D SD NK 

35. The school is considered very large by 
district standards.     SA A D SD NK 

36. The average daily attendance (ADA) in 
the school is below average.   SA A D SD NK 

37.   Most of the students live with at least 
one (1) natural parent.    SA A D SD NK 

38. The racial/ethnic mix of the school is 
very diverse.               SA A D SD NK 

G. Overview SA A D SD NK 

39. There are gangs in the neighborhood 
surrounding our school.    SA A D SD NK 

40. There are gangs in the school.                   SA A D SD NK 

41.  The neighborhood surrounding our 
school has gang   problems.     SA A D SD NK 

42. Our school has gang problems.                  SA A D SD NK 

43. The school district has gang problems.      SA A D SD NK 

44. Tarrant County has gang problems.           SA A D SD NK 

45.  In your school 0-5% of the student body 
are actual gang members.   SA A D SD NK 

46.  In your school 6-20% of the student 
body are actual gang members.  SA A D SD NK 

47. In your school 21-35% of the student 
body are actual gang members.  SA A D SD NK 

48.  In your school 36-50% of the student 
body are actual gang members.  SA A D SD NK 
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Part III General Comments  

Please include any comments you would like to make about the subjects covered in this 
questionnaire. In addition, please record any ideas, suggestions, or recommendations you have 
to address these related problems. 

A. Graffiti      
      
      
      
B. Dress/Physical Identifiers/Tattoos      
      
      
      
C. Communications      
      
      
      
D. Turf      
      
      
      
E. Campus Disruptions      
      
      
      
F. School Characteristics      
      
      
      
G. Overview      
      
      
      
Ideas, Suggestions and/or 
Recommendations      
      
      
      
Thank You!       
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APPENDIX G 
 

Comments 
 
 

Gangs Activity Perception Questionnaire 
School Personnel Perceptions of Youth Gangs Presence and Activity at Elementary Schools. 

 
Position: Sex: Race: 
1 = Principal 1 = Male 1 = Hispanic 
2 = Assistant Prin 2 = Female 2 = African-Am. 
3 = Counselor  3 = White 
4 = Teacher   4 = Asian 
  5 = Other 
   
# Years In Presen Highest Academic Level   
1 = 0-5 years 1 = 4 Year Degree BA  
2 = 6-10 years 2 = Master’s Degre  
3 = 11-15 years 3 = Specialist’s Degree  
4 = 16-20 years 4 = Doctoral Degre  
5 = 21 or more years 5 = Other/Specify   
 
 
Graffiti Comments 

Position Gender 
hnicity/ 
Race # Years Level Graffiti Comments: 

.  

t Position 

e 

e 

Et

2 2 1 1 2 All graffiti seen is immediately erased or painte ver. d o

4 2 3 5 2 
Gang graffiti has appeared in the boy’s restroom uring the 
2004-2005 school year.  We haven't had a probl  this year. 

1 2 1 1 2 

Gang relat  graffiti is mostly the name of a ga It is written 
on the outs e of the building sometimes it is written inside 
the building with a crayon or in pencil. Otherwise the rest are 
in the restr s about the administration writte  anger 
towards th person. 

3 2 3 2 2 
Graffiti drawn all over book covers and/or folders, backpacks 
and on clothing. 

4 2 3 1 1 
Graffiti has been part of vandalism on our camp t not by 
our elementary school students. 

2 2 3 1 2 

Graffiti has occurred twice. Each time by a younger sibling of 
an older known neighborhood trouble maker with possible 
gang ties.  

2 2 2 1 2 
Graffiti in my school is considered as writing with a marker 
on the rest om walls and doors.  

 

 d
em
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us, bu
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oom
at 

ro
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Position Gender 
hnicity/
Race # Years Level Graffiti Comments: 

Et

2 2 2 1 2 

Graffiti is not a problem at the campus of which work. Most 
of these types of questions I could not answer, s eft them 
blank. 

 I 
o I l

4 1 1 2 2 

Graffiti is not a problem in the school or in the neighborhood.  
This was not the case about 3 years ago.  I would arrive at 
school early just so I could cover up the graffiti e had a 
parent meeting with a police officer at our scho  and the 
graffiti stopped. 

2 2 2 1 2 

Graffiti is not an attribute on our campus, howe me 
graffiti is an artist expression and some graffiti s gang 
symbols as well, I feel that graffiti can be interpreted as 
combination of the two. 

3 2 1 5 2 

Graffiti is usually limited to the restrooms and to the outside 
doors of the building.  Inside graffiti is girl/boy stuff and curse 
words. 

3 2 3 3 5 
Has been observed in the past on limited bases.  is not a big 
problem and is immediately removed or covere

1 2 3 1 2 Have not observed. 

4 2 2 1 1 I do not see any graffiti around the school. 

4 2 3 1 1 

I do not th k that we have a problem with graffiti on our 
campus.  On the very few occasions that we hav  had graffiti, 
I think that ost students are surprised and I ten  to think that 
the work is being done by students that are not from our 
campus. 

2 1 2 5 2 I have not seen any on the campus. 

4 2 3 1 2 I have not seen graffiti in the area of my school. 

2 2 2 2 2 
I have seen graffiti one time on one of the walls outside during 
constructio   It has not happened again. 

1 2 3 1 2 

I have seen very few instances of graffiti, but once or twice in 
the last 4 years I have seen spray paint on the outside of the 
building af r a weekend.  It did not appear to be gang-related.

4 2 1 1 1 
I haven't n ced any gang-related signs, in the school, or the 
surroundin . 

1 1 1 3 2 It appears i ur campus. 
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Position Gender 
hnicity/
Race # Years Level Graffiti Co ts: 

Et
mmen

1 2 3 1 2 

I've never ticed crossed out graffiti.  Our graffiti is 
immediately cleaned away.  The worst graffiti problems occur 
by pencil i he restroom stalls.  Teachers report to 
administration when a student is making graffiti signs on 
books or p r.  Administration and school counselors address 
the situatio  

no

n t

ape
n.

1 2 2 1 2 

Last year, did experience graffiti often during the 2004-
2005 schoo  year.   Basically, we monitored the students 
often, we t ed about the appearance of our school, and our 
custodians ashed down - removed the small amount of 
graffiti as soon as it appeared.  Our campus is well lit and we 
have neigh rhood patrol.  

3 2 3 1 2 
Most graffiti at my elementary school is just markings in the 
bathroom stalls and is not gang graffiti. 

1 2 3 1 4 

Most graffiti on this campus occurs in the boy’s restrooms and 
pencil is u  to write with so it is easy to get ri of the 
graffiti. 

1 1 1 1 2 

Most graffiti is photographed for future reference. Student 
investigati  are conducted to determine who wrote the 
graffiti. Graffiti is then painted over.  

4 1 3 1 2 
Most of th raffiti is personal and promotional in nature, not 
gang-related. 

1 2 1 4 2 My school oes not have a graffiti problem. 

4 2 2 2 1 n/a 

1 2 2 2 2 
No graffiti on school building but a little writing on 
desks/tables in the middle school area. 

1 2 1 1 2 None 

3 2 3 1 2 None at th ime. 

2 2 2 1 2 None that I an see in this community. 

1 2 2 1 4 
Occasionally students might write some things about each 
other or te rs that are not gang-related. 

1 2 2 3 4 

On those occasions when there has been graffiti on the school, 
the mainte e department has quickly painted over it.  
Rarely has it been re-done. 
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Position Gender 
Ethnicity/

Race # Years Level Graffiti Co ments: m

4 2 3 5 1 

Our admin tration is VERY quick to get rid of any writing 
that happe  on school property.  I don't usually get to see it 
because I a y classroom nearly every minute of 
the day.  I ually only hear about such happeni s. 

is
ns
m active in m
us ng

1 1 2 3 4 Our campu has not had any graffiti since 1991. 

3 2 1 1 2 Our schoo ts graffiti at least three to four times a year. 

3 2 1 2 2 

Our schoo  two years old.  Last year, our school was 
'tagged' at l  four times.  The part of the building damaged 
was at the ck doors to the building, an area away from plain 
sight.  The school was broken into and items damaged on at 
least two occasions. 

4 1 3 2 5 
Please note I teach at Jo Kelly School and this is a special 
school for dents with severe and profound disabilities. 

1 1 3 1 2 

Problem areas are in the bathrooms where no adult can 
supervise. Students use different colors of permanent markers 
or pencils /or draw graffiti. 

2 1 1 1 2 
Seems to be put on the walls by wanna-be gang 
members... ry crude drawings and symbols. 

1 2 1 3 2 
Some graffiti, so and so loves so and so or just names are 
frequently und in the restrooms. 

3 2 3 3 4 
The art work is usually in the area by the trash cans away 
from the p ic view. 

1 2 1 4 2 The comm ity seems to protect us from problems. 

3 2 2 2 2 
The gang activity we see from our students is limited to 
writing on e bathroom walls.   

3 2 3 2 2 

The graffiti I have seen on our campus (elementary) has been 
on a coupl  things outside the school building, not on the 
interior. 

3 2 1 4 2 The graffiti is beginning to reappear in the neighborhood.        

4 2 2 2 1 

The graffiti is usually found on the park benches and 
playground equipment across the street from our school. It is 

s on the back of them. It not 
und the campus but there is some found 

in the bathrooms. 

2 2 2 1 2 
The only graffiti I am aware of is the graffiti on our 
shed/storage area on the side of the building. 
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Po  Ge er 
Ethnicity/

Race # Years Lsition nd evel Graffiti Comments: 

1 2 1 2 2 

 
The school district should have better lighting around the 
schools, especially the ones that receive the most graffiti.  A
hot line should be provided where people can remain 
anonymous. 

1 2 1 3 2 

The school opened last year, but we have a feeling that once 

ng problems with graffiti. 

4 2 3 2 1 

4 1 3 3 2 
There is very little or no graffiti compared to other schools I 

 to be after school programs and awareness 
meetings to let parents know what these various 

members. 

4 1 1 1 5 This is a primary school so this has not affected us. 

4 2 1 1 1 
ere has been no gang graffiti on our 

campus. 

1 2 1 1 2 

4 2 3 4 2 We do not have graffiti at all. 

1 2 2 2 2 

3 2 3 2 2 
his concern at our elementary level although 

1 2 2 3 2 

1 2 2 2 2 

 graffiti that is gang related.  

4 2 3 2 2 
veral swastikas painted around campus early in the 

d with 

incidents of 
ized Sign' stolen.    

 
 

gang members know more about the existence of the school, 
we will start havi

There is none. 

have worked at.  

There needs

2 1 1 2 2 
characteristics of gang related activities are. Though, the 
awareness needs to start with staff 

To my knowledge th

We do not have a problem with graffiti at our campus. 

We do not have graffiti on our campus nor have we 
experienced the problem to date. 

We do not have t
I am sure it is nearby in upper level campuses. 

We don't have a problem in our school with graffiti.     

We generally do not have
Sometimes curse words will show up on a wall or in a 
bathroom. 

We had se
year.  

We have had more graffiti in past years - associate
3 2 3 2 2 particular students here. 

1 2 1 1 2 
We have had no incidents of graffiti.    Two 
vandalism - a pond disturbed and a 'Recogn
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Position Gender 
Ethnicity/

Race # Years Level Graffiti Comments: 

1 1 3 1 2 

ve 
 inappropriate writing on paper that appears to be 

graffiti. 

We have had no problem with graffiti at our school.  I ha
seen some

1 2 2 1 2 We have had only a few incidents of graffiti. 

1 1 3 2 2 
We have had some graffiti - but only about three different 

We have kids writing their names on the playground 

ediately painted over. 

2 2 3 2 5 

nts--usually the 4-5 boy’s 
restrooms will have a boy's name on the wall or the MS 
restroom will have a curse word or two. 

2 2 3 1 2 
We occasionally have graffiti on our walls outside-usually 
blamed on kids at the middle school level. 

2 1 3 3 2 
We only have graffiti on our building once or twice a year. It 

1 2 1 3 2 
 be an 

t applicable option!! 

 
Dress/Physical Identifiers/Tattoos Comment

Position Gender 
Ethnicity/ 

Race # Years Level

instances in the last 6 years. 

2 1 3 2 2 

equipment.  It gets painted over and they re-appear.  There 
have been instances where sexually graphic pictures have 
been drawn there as well. 

3 2 2 1 2 
We have only had two incidences on graffiti on the doors and 
they were imm

We have very few complai

appears to be want-to-be gang related graffiti. 

We sometimes get graffiti at our school.  It seems to
initiation rite. 

You need a no3 2 3 1 2 

s 

Dress/Physical Identifiers/Tattoos Comments: 

4 2 3 5 2 

w problem kids that maybe 

t was very lightly 

Again, I have heard of a fe
headed toward becoming a gang member, but actually being 
in a gang no they were not.  Again last year we had a kid 
scratch a gang symbol on himself, but i
done.  More like scratching on dry skin. 

1 1 1 1  
ttoos 

.  

2 2 1 1 2 . 

  

2
Almost all students wear the uniform. No physical or ta
are seen

Anything that looks questionable is addressed immediately

Bandanas are sometimes used. 1 1 1 3 2
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Po  Ge er 
Ethnicity/ 

Race # Years L e al Identifiers/Tattoos Comments: sition nd ev l Dress/Physic

2 2 3 1 5 
ts), under shirts, 

earrings, chains around neck and/or on pants. 
Bandanas, hand signs, dress (low riding pan

3 2 3 2 2 Colored shoelaces, specific hair cuts. 

  

th students dressing 
like gang members at our campus, however we do have 

s with students attempting to wear clothes that do 
not fit, granted that is supposed to be the style now, but it is 

d its hard to keep the students from not 
taking part in this style of dressing, that can cause problems 

w dress code system, 
 a lot with students 

 is 
r.    

3 2 3 3 2 

 

1 2 3 1 4 

Even though uniforms or standard dress are not required on 
this campus, the school has not encountered obvious gang 
clothing such as red shoe strings. 

4 2 3 1 1 

4 2 3 1 1 
ung to 

be wearing the gang colors. 

I have not seen any tattoos but there are a few young men 

4 1 3 3 2 

1 1 3 1 2 

s that are inappropriate sometimes - 
sagging, or pants too large, sleeveless undershirts (tank top 

1 2 2 1 2 
I see more and more physical identifiers and tattoos on 

4 2 3 5 1 
 tattoos 

show up on the parents. 

  

2 2 2 1 2

Currently, we do not have a problem wi

problem

not appropriate an

within our schools.  That is why the ne
if passed by the school board will help
wearing clothes that are not appropriate. This type of style
almost always related to and or associated with gang wea

Cut-out eyebrows. 

Earrings, colors of clothing, shaved eyebrows. 2 2 3 5  

1 2 3 1 2 Have not observed. 

Have not seen any evidence on our campus. 

I do not see any evidence of gang dress on our campus.  I 
think that in some cases, our students are still too yo

3 2 2 2 2 
who have lines that have been shaven in their eyebrows 
indicating gang affiliation of some sort. 

I have only observed the fake tattoos and only one or two 
throughout the entire year.  None seemed gang related. 

I notice some clothe

type), but no real problem at our school. 

parents and family members of my students. 

I see only pre-K thru 2nd graders.  Mostly dress and

3 1 3 2 4 I would be in favor of school uniforms. 
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Po  Ge er 
Ethnicity/ 

Race # Years L e  Comments: sition nd ev l Dress/Physical Identifiers/Tattoos

4 2 3 1 2 I have not seen any kid of dress identified as gang stuff. 

2 2 3 1  

In elementary school the only things that I notice is the 
 as well 

as the way the tennis shoes and kinds of tennis shoes are 
orn 

4 2 3 1 1 

2 1 1 2 2 

a matter of just suspending students or sending them 
to a TIER school, but rather setting up intervention programs 

TIER schools and local campuses. 

4 1 3 1 1 

  othing because of recent popularity. 

1 2 2 1 2 

h 
 a certain 

group of 5th and 4th graders.  Those students have moved on 
to middle school, BIC, and other schools.   

1 1 3 1 2 
Less this year than last year, students are not wearing the 

3 2 1 2 2 

re and 
ang-related attire.  I have noticed boys wearing 

Texas Tech attire a lot.  I'm not sure if it's because everyone 

  

  

2 1 3 3 2 

1 2 2 2 2 

No noticeable clothing differences since students have been 
ips & 

nd not gang-

4 2 3 4 2 No problem 

1 2 2 1 4 

No tattoos, physical identifiers have been noticed in my five 
oe 

ad and wrist bands worn by students in the past. We 
have not noticed any for some time. 

2

certain color shirts and the way their pants are worn

worn.  Pants tend to be rolled on one leg and laces are w
in different color.   

In our school, this seems to be the most outward problem. 

It is not 

and incorporates counseling and anti-gang activities at these 

Kids drawing crowns (Latin Kings) and elongated S shapes 
on folders, etc.  Mostly 5th grade.  

Kids wear similar cl4 1 3 1 2

Last year, 2004-2005 our campus had difficulty wit
dress/physical identifiers/hand-made tattoos with

same color pants, shirts, etc. There appears to be less. 

My school is an elementary school.  We try to be awa
vigilant of g

is wearing it, or if it has any gang relevance. 

n/a 4 2 2 2 1

1 1 2 3 4 n/a 

No gang-related dress is evident. 

here from K - 8th there has been a lot of strong friendsh
bonds made so the dress is typical school attire a
related. 

years here. Some teachers have made comments about sh
laces, he
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Position Gender 
Eth

Race # Years Level Dress/Physical Identifiers/Tattoos Comments: 
nicity/ 

3 2 3 1 2 None at this time 

4 2 2 2  

2 2 2 1 2 

  
Our dress code enforcement has been adequate in preventing 

1 2 2 3 2 

2 2 3 1 2 

 off of the buttocks. Students refuse to wear belts. 
Parents support this dress standard to the demise of student 

4 2 3 4 2 Sagging pants  particular brands of shirts, jeans, shoes. 

  

4 2 2 1 1 

3 2 3 2 2 
Schools with uniform requirements take the pressure off 
students to wear symbolic gang items, bling-bling, etc. 

ove. 

3 2 3 1 2 

Several young fathers of the elementary children dress in 
 

2 1 3 2 2 

Some of our students wear the same type of t-shirts.  Last 
 pink t-shirts 

and they made gestures and tried to talk differently. 

1 2 1 4 2 
g attire, have physical identifiers 

or tattoos. 

  

1 2 1 4 2 

2 1 2 5 2 
Students only dress in fashionable sportswear that may be 

1 2 1 1 2 

r size clothing.  
Tattoos have been the kind you buy and put on not any gang 

1 None really dress in gang attire. 

None. 

1 2 3 1 2 any problems of this nature. 

Ours is an elementary school and we wear uniforms. 

Pants hang

learning. 

4 1 1 1 5 Same as above. 

School uniforms for students only. 

4 1 3 2 5 See note in item 14 ab

what appears to be GANG apparel (certain sports colors and
jackets and hats). 

year we had a couple of students wearing the

Students do not dress in gan

1 2 2 3 4

Students are not permitted to wear the sagging pants, 
oversized clothing, or display identifiers of any sort at any 
time. 

Students know we question.  

similar.  

The only thing I see about dress is large

related. 
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Po  Ge er 
Ethnicity/ 

Race # Years L esition nd ev l Dress/Physical Identifiers/Tattoos Comments: 

3 2 1 1 2 d.  The way some students dress, I would say it is gang relate

3 2 3 3  
There are copycats in dress but again we stop it as soon as it 

g problem. 

ere are no complaints in the elementary.  The MS has a 
small group of boys (approx. 5-6) that will wear oversized 
jeans and shirts.  Two students have the triangle on the wrist 

4 2 2 1 1 

r I 

mpuses. 

2 2 3 1 2 

have jewelry appear but not often. A large percentage of our 
ttoos and wear clothes that 

'could' be identified or assumed to be gang related. 

1 2 1 2 2 
s. Excessive 

jewelry and tattoos should not be allowed. 

3 2 2 1 2 
ing specific 

gang related colors or styles. 

4 2 1 2 1 Use uniforms. 

2 2 3 1 2 

s 

3 2 1 1 2 

or a new student wears what we deem is inappropriate, 
d and there is no issue. 

1 1 3 2 2 
 closely.  

We are an elementary school and tattoos are not seen at all. 

5 is visible in our school.  It is not a bi

2 2 3 2 5 

Th

bone. 

There aren't any distinctive dress codes I've seen. 

These concerns are not distinctive on our campus, howeve
have seen certain colors worn by certain groups of 
individuals on some of the high school ca2 2 2 1 2 

2 2 3 2 2 
This could be solved with school uniforms that cover student 
bodies. 

Uniforms help stop distractive activity.  Occasionally we 

parents or older siblings have ta

Uniforms should be the dress code in all school

Uniforms would help deter students from wear

We are beginning to have students (2 or 3) who dress a 
certain way, or in a certain color-who say intimidating thing
to other students-at this point, they will stop when 
confronted by me. 

We do not have students who are dressed up in gang attire 
because we enforce a strict dress code. 

We have a standard dress code and periodically if a student 

1 2 2 2 2 parents are contacte

We have a standard dress policy that is followed

3 2 1 5 2 
We have a student dress code which discourages this 
problem. 
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Position Gender 
Eth ty/ 

Race # Years Level Dress/Physical Identifiers/Tattoos Comments: 
nici

1 2 1 1 2 

We have had only had one student with a physical identifier-
he wore a White Supremacists Shirt.  He was a second 
grader of Asian background.     

3 2 2 1 2 

We have had very little physical identifiers to relate students 

t allowed. 

vity. 

ot 

friend. 

1 2 1 1 2 

We purchased generic t-shirts so that if a student shows up at 

selor's office and is immediately 
issued one of the generic white t-shirts.  We also bought 

1 2 3 1 2 

We simply do not allow known dress or physical identifiers.  
onference, 

and ask student to change clothing or make modifications as 
 

 
 
Communications Comments 

Po  Ge er 
Ethn

Race # Years Level 

with gangs.  We have a dress code and if teachers notice a 
student wearing something that could identify them with a 
gang, it is immediately addressed and no

2 2 3 1 2 
We have noticed that several students wear shoe laces in 
particular color schemes or style that represent gang acti

4 1 1 2 2 

We have uniforms at our school and gang related dress is n
a problem.  I have only seen one tattoo on one of my 
students and that was the initials of his girl 

We only have 4 to 8 year olds, so this is not a problem. 

3 2 1 4 2 

school with a t-shirt that has anything on it that we question 
he is brought to the coun

belts. 

When it does occur, we call in parents, have a c

necessary.  Parents have always been supportive.  I try to
keep current on what is considered to be gang dress & 
identifiers.  I would like to be better informed. 

sition nd
icity/ 

Communications Comments: 

2 2 3 2 2 

All students and parents need to be approached with respect 
regardless of any gang ties.  Professional communication 
should be used at all times. 

2 1 1 2

 activities have been 

ities - vocational training 
ble 

3 2 1 1 2 
Besides the graffiti there are rarely any communications 
between students. 

 2 

Apparently, historically gang-related
attributed to a dysfunction of the family unit and the 
oppression or lack of opportunity of the population in 
question. Therefore, more opportun
- night classes (English, ESL, GED, Etc) should be availa
to parents and students who keep dropping out of school. 
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Position Gender 
Ethnicity/ 

Race # Years Level Communications Comments: 

2 1 2 5 2 Communication is good. 

3 2 1 4 2 

2 2 3 5  Hand signs. 

2 2 2 1 2 .

3 1 5 
d other 

nts, way they sit in class. 

1 1 1 1 2 

 parents are frequently notified regarding school matters 
elephone. This communication allows us to keep gangs 

and other problem areas in control.              

4 2 3 1 1 

My students are very good about communicating with me 

4 2 2 2 1 n/a 

1 1 2 3 4 n/a 

3 2 4

4 2 2 1 1 No gang sings!!! 

ool. 

1

2 s. 

1

1

1 2 3 1 2 
g hand 

2 1 4

2
nd 

4 t used or signals. 

Hand signals have not surfaced at our school. 

I have not seen hand gestures or signals that are gang-related

Manner in walk, attitude addressing adults an
2 2 stude

Most
via t

and I have not heard of any gang activity.  Although, I do 
think these children are coached to keep quiet about known 
gang activity. 

3 1   
Need more gang related information given to parents in PTA 
and other parent meetings. 

4 1 1 2 2 No sign of gang related communications at sch

3 2 3  2 None at this time. 

1 2 2  2 None needed in reference to gang

2 2 2  2 None. 

3 2 2  2 
Nothing has been brought to the attention of the Counseling 
Dept. 

Once or twice I have seen 5th graders who were givin
signs, but I don't believe they knew what they were doing. 

See 13 and 14. 1 2   

2 1 3  2 
See comment above - tried to talk differently and made ha
gestures. 

1 2 1  2 Sign language no
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Position Gender 
Ethn y/ 

Race # Years Level Communications Comments: 
icit

2 2 3 1
brothers/sisters that are gang members. I think we have 

 now.    2 

Some of the students have reported that they have older 

wanna-be gang members right

3 2 3 3 5 

4 1 3 3 2 
Students don't throw gang signs and understand the school is 

1 2 2 2 2 
y so 

they don't try to use it often. 

4 2 3 3 1 
ed to be kept abreast of changing 'colors', 'signs' 

or clothing that we should be looking for 

3 2 1 1 2 

3 2 3 1 1 

There have been some students who have referenced gangs 
riting (i.e. writing assignments 

in school).  

3 unicate with parents via newsletters each month. 

1 2 2 1 2 
ce 

 
 

Po  Ge er 
Ethnicity/ 

Race # Years Level 

Some, but it is stopped and again I feel most is copycat.  I 
feel like this comes from siblings or other associates. 

a safe zone. 

Students know that we are aware of gang terminolog

Teachers ne

The ways they talk and walk, I would say are gang related. 

and related violence in their w

1 2 2  2 We comm

We conferenced with the student body about the appearan
of our campus and taking pride in our surrounding. 

Turf Comments 

sition nd Turf Comments: 

4 2 3 1 1 Do not think this applies. 

1 2 2 3 2 Don't know. 

2 2 2 1 2 

2

4 1 1 2 2 

 cement 
top area and our students go about as they please without any 

2

2 1 1

Have not observed. 

n/a 4 2 2  1 

No designated turf.  Our students are kept within a

restrictions imposed by other students. 

No gang turf problems in our elementary school. 3 1 3  4 

4 2   No gang war turfs!!! 



  144 

Position Gender 
Ethnicity/ 

Race # Years Level Turf Comments: 

2 1 3 3 2 
dents 

that just like to be with friends. 
No students identify a particular turf. It is mostly stu

1 2 1 4

2 1 2 5 2 

2 2 2 1 2 No turf wars here. 

1 2 2 2 2 None 

3 2 3 1 2 

1  any group is known. 

1 4 2 

1

1 1 2
e 

1 2 2 2 2 

1 solutely no sign of gang turf issues at this school. 

1 2 3 1 2 

2

hat problem?  Well provide 

e 
e 

s and 

, and 

 
 

 2 No turf area claimed. 

No turf wars.  

None at this time. 

None established by1 2 2  4 

1 2 Our community seems to want to protect us. 

1 1 1  2 

Our school is considered a neutral territory and thus very 
little gang activity is seen. On the weekends however gang 
members are seen playing basketball.  

3 2   
Our school is on some gang turf but I do not know who th
gang is. 

There are no turfs on this campus. 

There is ab1 2 3  4 

3 2 3 3 5 This I am not aware of. 

This is not a known problem. 

Turf--simply implies an area where a group of people feel 
greater security---How to solve t

2 1 1  2 

more opportunities to the oppressed groups ---HOW?  It is all 
about education ---Take a group of gangsters and offer them 
Auto Mechanics/Auto body repair training, but leave out th
GPA conditions. I predict that sooner or later they will leav
the gang activity and build something for themselve
their families. So the secret to it, is to make them a 
productive force in our community---In their life cycles 
parents and uncles and grandparents and cousins are or have 
already been in jail-prison- etc. and getting out doesn't 
guarantee them a successful job or life so as they go back to 
their old ways they take their siblings along with them
into the gang activity.  



  145 

Position Gender 
Ethnicity/ 

Race # Years Level Turf Comments: 

2 1 3 2 2 

This is not a 'closed' area for certain groups of students 
- any and all meet there until they are asked to leave by 

We have an area near the marquee where some students 
meet.  

faculty.   

4 2 3 2 2 

 
 
Cam us Disruptions Co ents 

Ethnicity/ 
Years Level Campus Disruptions Comments: 

We're an elementary school. 

p mm

Position Gender Race # 

2 1 1 2 2 

ive these students who 
etting - what they truly need to 

make an honest living, immediately after graduation. 

Will continue until School Districts g
do not succeed in the natural s

1 2 1 2 2 

1 1 1 1 2 

1 2 2 3 2 

4 1 1 2 2 

3 2 2 1 2 

3 2 3 1 2 major disruptions are gang related. 

2 ear than ever before. 

3 2 1 1 2  of yet. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

At our particular campus, we deal more with homeless 
challenges. 

Elementary Campus. 

Elementary school - no disruptions. 

Extremely rare and the 1 or 2 are not gang-related. 

Fighting is not a problem on our campus. 

I don't believe our 

1 2 3 1  I have noticed less fights this y

I haven't witnessed any as
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Position Gender 
Ethnicity/ 

Race # Years Level Campus Disruptions Comments: 

3 2 3 2 2 

NG SECURITY:  (The following may not be 
possible at upper-grade campuses due to the continuous 

ging of classes all day):  1. In the morning have parents, 
who want to talk with the teacher, wait with their child for 

hers to come and pick up students from the lunchroom/ 
auditorium/gym.  2. If they have an appointment with the 

s have picked up their students 
and returned. This cuts down on room theft and loitering.  3. 

red where they can observe two-to-three 
 anyone walking around. 4. Having the 

 where 
ople 

 the building.  5. Where possible, keep all 
d and give keys to teachers who need to 

round. {doors can be 
Having a short AM, PM, 

chtime period when the parking lot gate is unlocked 
cure cars in the lot.  II. UPPER GRADE CLASS 

CHANGING:  When all classes change at the same time, too 

unity to push, shove, etc and start things. This could 
be cut in half by establishing staggered times, 15 to 30 

per period. One group would have extra study time first 
group at the end of the day. They stagger 

lunches already.     

I. CONCERNI

chan

teac

office they can go directly to the office, but are not allowed 
to go to rooms until teacher

Monitors are cente
hallways and question
only unlocked door for entry at/near the main office
visitors must sign in and get a pass, cuts down on pe
wandering through
outside doors locke
enter/reenter from the outside, playg
opened to go out/leave anytime}  6. 
and lun
helps se

many students are in the halls together giving ample 
opport

minutes apart, for different grades (9th-10th, then 11th-12th) 
to change classes. Students would get used to the extra bell 

thing and the other 

4 1 3 1 2 Kids want to fight because someone made them mad. 

ss by. 

1 
Most campus disruptions are caused by individuals who are 

rs for stereo equipment.  

4 2 2 2 1 

4 2 2 1 1 

1 2 1 4 2 No campus gang disruptions. 

1 2 2 2 2 

2 1 3 3 2 None gang related. 

1 2 2 1 4 Middle schoolers sometime who pa

1 1 1 2 trying to vandalize teacher's ca

n/a 

n/a 1 1 2 3 4 

No campus disruptions 

3 1 3 2 4 None 

None 
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Position Gender 
Ethn ity/ 

Race # Years Level Campus Disruptions Comments: 
ic

2 2 2 1 2 None 

3 2 2 1 2 
Our school has not experienced disruptions such as fights 

2 1 2 
The campus disruptions that have occurred on our campus 
are not gang related. 

2 2 1 5 The campus I am currently at is very much under control.  

3 2 1 1 2 

There are attitudes and discipline problems that I think have 
 Such as: I don't care if I get into 

trouble, I don't have to do what they ask. 

2 1 3 2 2 

This is a quiet campus with very little gang activity if any.  
al campus with extremely small 

numbers of white and African-American students.  
ominantly Hispanic students.  We are a Title I school 

due to our large number of free/reduced lunches.  We have 

1 2 1 1 2 
t year for a 

significant school disruption. 

2 1 2 5 2 Very few disruptions.  

1 2 1 4 2 We are vigilant but we have never had any. 

s come to our campus (not our students).  
There is a gang problem in our area and we call authorities 

o 

pus disruptions at our school.  Our 
very firm and well aware of 

 happens on campus.  I think this helps 
uptions. 

ghts on campus. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

due to gang involvement. 

2 2 3 2 2 
Teachers and administrator focused on high levels of 
instruction and expectations for students. 

2 2 

3 

to do with gang members. 

We are a full bilingu

Pred

over 800 students that live within two miles of the campus. 

Two parents had to be issued tickets las

3 2 3 3 5 

We have had gang

the minute we see problems.  We have had good response t
our calls. 

4 2 3 1 1 

We have very few cam
administrative staff is 
everything that
control the disr

1 2 2 2 2 We have very few fi
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School Characteristics Comments 

Position Ge
Ethnicity/

Race # Years Level Snder chool Characteristics Comments: 

1 2 3 1 2 5
d ged. 
40 students predominantly Caucasian 25% economically 
isadvanta

1 1 1 1 2 9

A
characteristics. 

4 2 3 1 1 Although we are a low socio-economic school, I think we 
o  environment that encourages 
stu mpus. 

4 1 1 2 2 A
e

1 2 2 3 2 E
A

2 1 2 5 2 G

2 2 2 1 2 H

1 2 3 1 2 I
g
y

3 2 1 2 2 I would venture to say that we don't have a gang problem or 
that it even exists on our campus.  I do know that many of our 
students have family members, neighbors, and older friends 

ted and that unfortunately they will too be 
in

 

3 1 3 2 4 L
a

2 1 2 Lo economic, Approximately 80% free and reduced 
l ool.  ESL campus, not 
b ts seem to prefer to speak in 
Spanish. Enrollment primarily Hispanic, Anglo 
representation, very few African-Americans.  PK-5th. 
Enrollment approximately 395. 

M

4 2 2 2 1 n

1 1 2 3 4 n

4 2 2 1 1 No school characteristics. 

0% are Hispanics. 

2 2 3 2 2 dministration sets the tone/climate for school 

ffer a welcoming and nurturing
dents to take pride in their ca

pproximately 400 students.  Pre-K to 5th.  Over 95% 
conomically disadvantaged and 98-99% Hispanic. 

lementary school with 78% Hispanic, 12% Black and 10% 
nglo. 

ood parent participation.  Few fights.  

ispanic 286  White  64  African-American  21   

 realize that older brother and sisters, and even parents are 
ang members.  I hope and pray my students are still too 
oung to be involved. 

that are gang-affilia
 a gang later on. 

ittle or no gang members or activity, just some markings 
ppear overnight on campus areas. 

w socio-1 4 
unch.  School-wide Title 1 sch
ilingual school. Hispanic paren

1 2 2 1 4 ostly AA. 

/a 

/a 
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Position er 
Ethnicity/

Years evel S cteristics Comments:  Gend Race # L chool Chara

3 2 3 1 2 None at this time. 

1 2 2 2 2 N

1 2 2 2 2 O  
African-American, 39% Hispanic, and 2% Anglo. 

3 2 2 1 2 Our school has not reported incidences of gang activity; 
h ang 
activ

3 2 1 1 2 O nomic 
s r area. 

1 2 1 1 2 Our school is a primary school.  We serve 730 children pre-k 
through 2 (84% poverty; 90% temp. housing).  Our MAIN 
gang problem is our neighborhood - not our children.  We 
focus on prevention and education.  Our parents enter the 
school with 'identifiers,' various numerical tattoos, and colors. 
Our children need a safe environment.  We work with our 
community.  

1 2 1 2 2 Please keep in mind that this particular campus serves Pre-k3, 
Pre-k and kinder students exclusively. 

3 2 3 3 5 Small elementary school about 350 population. 
Neighborhood school (no apartments) mostly homeowners.  
Pop. are changing and every year it has become more 
aggressive in behavior. More parents working less school 
involvement on parent’s part. We know gangs are living in 
t red of the change. Many 
f

2 1 1 2 2 Staff members always tend to find an immediate solution to 
these troubles -- Kicking students out, mainly because they do 
not know any other means to approach these problems.  
Solution --- Stay In School Programs ---- They work!  but can 
be costly. 

2 2 3 1 5 The ethnic population is 1/3 African American, 1/3 Hispanic 
and 1/3 White.  This mixture is extremely beneficial for 
students to learn to accept diversity. 

1 1 1 1 2 The make up of the school campus is 80% Hispanic, 95% 
Free and Reduced Lunch, Rated Acceptable by state 
standards, very low parental involvement, high teacher 
turnover, and low teacher years of experience and in a high 
crime area. 

 

one 

ur poverty rating is 88%.  Student population is 59%

owever, the feeder middle and high schools do report g
ity. 

ur school is 95% Spanish speakers and low-socioeco
tatus.  Many immigrants live in ou

his area and many families are sca
amilies moving out of our area. 
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Position Gender 
Ethnicity/

Race # Years Level School Characteristics Comments: 

3 2 3 2 2 T .  
I 
d

he school demographics are changing at an increasing pace
have been at this school for 6 years and have seen more 
iversity in the school and community than ever before. 

4 2 3 2 2 T
c
n

2 2 2 1 2 T
a
l

2 1 3 2 2 T
a
m

3 2 1 5 2 W
h  
t

4 2 3 4  W
t

1 3 2 W
I h students from all over the district, who 
have  
w ple.  
Our area is more gang-problematic than our actual campus, 
b roughout the 
city.  Finally, we are an elementary school, not middle- or 
H
l

W o not have any gang activity or problems at this 
elementary school. 

 
Ove ew Co ments 

Po  Ge er 
Ethnicity/ 

R  # Years L l 

he school population includes middle class, upper middle 
lass, the very rich, and the very poor, but the very poor do 
ot dominate our school. 

his campus is predominately Caucasian, African-American 
nd Hispanic cultures are present on the campus but are in 
ower percentages. 

his school has a few problems with gangs.  There have been 
 couple of groups within the last four years and they were 
ore of a 'copy-cat' type. 

e are 95% Hispanic so therefore we have a pretty 
omogeneous group.  The other 5% have assimilated well and
here are no racial conflicts. 

e are a school of choice and have no problems with gangs 
hat I know of.   

e are a very non-standard campus because we are a Special 
nterest Program, wit

3 2 

 applied to be accepted to this particular campus; this is
hy I think our campus is not a good representative sam

ecause our geographic origins are spread th

igh- and our 'presentations' of gang affiliations are much 
ess visible. 

3 2 3 1 2 e d

rvi m

sition nd ace eve Overview Comments: 

3 2 3 1 2 

East Allen Street has a lot of street walkers, gang or drug 
sellers and/or prostitutes.  This activity is 1-2 blocks from our 

tary school.  I do home visiting of children in the 
hood and have noticed several DRUG HOUSES 

g around the house. 

elemen
neighbor
WITH MEN hangin

4 2 1 1 1 
Even though, the incidents were students threatening others 

ause of gang problems. are increasing I do not think is bec
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Position Gender 
Ethn ity/ 

Race # Years Level Overview Comments: 
ic

1 2 1 1 2 

 a known gang member living 
across the street from the front of the school.  At that time 

an to 
wn a lot.  Now it 

is an occasional thing. 

Four years ago we did have

plenty of graffiti was occurring often.  Then when he r
Mexico from the law the graffiti slowed do

1 2 2 3 2 Free and reduced lunch is 87%.   

4 2 3 1 1 

 
serious gang problem and when something does pop up, it is 

2 1 3 2 2 
problem at this 

school.  

2 2 3 1 2 

e 
kids, and 

't 

everything. 

3 2 1 1 2 
ang problem but I haven't 

witnessed any students who exhibit any gang paraphernalia. 

4 1 1 2 2 

I have seen signs of gang activities at places away from the 
 are not any 

problems with gang activity at our school. 

3 2 3 2 2 incidents are isolated and far between. 

pus (as I 

s from what I would have given if 
you'd asked about the local schools at all levels, but 

s. 

1 2 2 1 4 
I think they might be starting later than our groups’ age in 
our area. 

1 2 2 3 4 

In the not to distant past gang activity was prevalent in this 
community.  Community groups and police intervention have 
helped to significantly reduce the problems we used to see 6-
7 years ago. 

From my limited experience at my school, we do not have a

handled with extreme seriousness and efficiency. 

Gang-related problems are not a common 

I believe that unless more parents are forced to becom
involved, by coming to school and sitting with their 
being called EVERY time there is a disruption, then we can
hope to keep control at the elementary level.  The feeder 
middle school is completely out of control with gang 

I do feel the area does have a g

school, but not in the immediate area.  There

I hear about general statements about gang activity in the 
neighborhood.  I believe it impacts our students but we do 
not have a problem with it on our campus - or if we do the 

3 1 3 2 2 

I hope this gives you some info, but I think our cam
said above) is not a good indicator.  Also, I highly 
differentiated the answer

especially at middle or high school level
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Position Gender 
Ethnicity/

Race 
 
# Years Level Overview Comments: 

2 1 1 2 2 

 
or population and it is a great predictor of 

gang growth. 

It all starts at the top --- look at the number of prisoners at
any given area 

4 1 3 2 2 

Many of these questions don't apply to my school, because of 
it is an 

ool. 

3 2 1 4 2 

ho might mimic 
specific behavior from an older sibling without 

ose 
ed. 

demics 
k together 

1 2 1 4 2 

1 2 1 2 2 

nly 
bus ride to school and at 

 have 

hest about 2 years ago.  It is 
gly settled down but not totally gone.     

ere has been some intimidation but it is due to bullying 
 not gang behavior as of yet.  We have had 3 school 

the socioeconomic population and the fact that 
elementary sch

2 1 2 5 2 Most students follow the district code of conduct well. 

Mostly we have one or two students w

understanding the seriousness of their behavior.  For th
students an immediate family conference is schedul

4 2 2 2 1 n/a 

1 2 2 2 2 None 

1 1 1 1 2 

Our campus has made some steady progress in aca
and in behavioral issues. We will continue to wor
to help our students in and out of the classroom.  

Overall a quiet campus. 

4 2 2 1 1 Overall I don't see any gang activity going on. 

Some of the items mentioned are not student related due to 
the age of the children but rather parent related regarding 
gangs.  

4 2 3 5 1 

The way our campus is laid out, the pre-K thru 2nd is 
physically kept separate from the 3rd - 5th graders.  The o
time they are together is during the 
breakfast.  These are the times we have trouble between the 
younger and the older students.  Because I teach 1st grade 
and stay so very busy within my own classroom, I am unable 
to observe the older students or carry on discussions with the 
teachers of the upper grades concerning this subject. I
started seeing more graffiti on buildings within the 
neighborhood.  It was at its hig
now seemin

3 2 2 2 2 

Th
and break 

 by gang members who are not students at our school. 

 
 

ins
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Position Gender 
Ethnicity/

Race 
 
# Years Level Overview Comments: 

2 2 2 1 2 

This is my first year at this school and my responses are 
tailored reflecting the atmosphere at this school.  However, at 

evious school, my answers would have been the 
complete reverse of my present responses.  I hope that this 
my pr

helps you.  Good Luck! 

3 2 3 3 5 

Typical social problems increasing because of our changing 
s 

 
dents whose parents attended our school. This is 

becoming less frequent, due to the increasing ethnicity 

1 1 2 3 4 We have not had any problems since 1991. 

4 2 2 1 1 

g.  

r.'  I 

ey really are not that interested in their child's 
progress.  I am not talking about all parents.  But a sad 

 to say, but many 
learn in spite of their parent(s) not because of them.  And 

 teachers to 
 

gotta do 
m 
n 

ations, kids talking to you 
and other adults like a rag doll, disrespectful or non-existent 

gs' 

e teacher has to make sure all of the 
students pass the annual TAKS test.  Enough said. 

2 2 3 1 2 

ty or 
parents are very involved 

with their children's education for the most part.  They are 
 

 gang 
. 

 
 

 
 

population and gangs moving in. In the past, our student
started in Kindergarten and remained thru 5th grade. We now
have stu

changes. 

We need more parental support.  Parental support is laggin
Many times you repeatedly attempt to reach out to parents 
about their child and what you get back is a 'cold shoulde
do not care if the child is ill, is failing terribly, TAKS 
support,  and has severely disruptive and disrespectful 
behavior.  Th

majority just does not seem to care or take any thought to 
education or how important it is.  It is sad

because of this, there is tremendous pressure on
take on too many roles...roles they were never meant to have
to take over or step into.  Some say, 'well, someone's 
it'... but for how long?  Happy homes= happy schools.  I a
fortunate to have a good administration.  But hundreds upo
hundreds of teachers don't.  Imagine, dealing with graffiti, 
constant, defiant dress code viol

parents (I'm not talking about ALL parents), children 1-2 
grade levels below their current grade level, and consistent 
tardies and absences (regardless of 'professional warnin
from the school and district).  Can someone picture it?  Now 
on top of all that, th

We seem to have a very unique section of this communi
neighborhood.  The majority of our 

also very observant of neighborhood activity   It has been
very interesting to see how 'free' we have been from
related activity on our campus considering our location
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Ideas, Suggestions ecommendations Comments 

Position Gender 
E / 

Race # Years Level Ideas, Suggestions and/or Recommendations Comments: 

 and/or R

thnicity

3 2 3 2 2 (See # 17) 

2 1 3 2 2 ??? 

ur school's neighborhood.  More 

2 2 3 1 2 . 

1 2 2 1 4 spected. 

3 2 3 1 2 heir program. 

2 1 2 5 2  with the police is warranted. 

1 2 1 1 2 

4 2 3 2 2 

of 
 

ut. 

4 2 3 1 2 

ew in this school district but I have no news 
about gang in our campus. It is true that the school has 

en 

I answered the questions based on K-5 even though we are 
K-8.  There is some evidence of gang involvement at the 
middle school level...a few students have tattoos on their 

.'  This would be fewer than 5%. 

 

s hang out. 

3 2 3  2 
 

 

3 2 1 2 2 

A regular update of the latest trends and information 
regarding gangs around o
police visits and presentations to our student population. 

Although we are surrounded by some gang activity, our 
school is very safe

3 2 1 1 2 Bring back D.A.R.E. 

Call police on persons su

Continue to have a guidance program that discusses the 
negative aspects of gangs to hopefully overshadow the 
gang’s intent of promoting t

Continued parental support and excellent communication 
with parent and

DARE should return to public schools.  The program is 
beneficial! 

Even though I am aware of gangs, I am not knowledgeable 
gang’s activity, dress, or specific signs because I am aware
that these can change once authority figures figure them o

I am quite n

received the visit of some kind of it and we were stol
electronic devices. 

1 2 3 1 2 hands or dress 'gangish

2 2 2 1 2 

I believe that in those communities where there is a strong
gang presence that there should be anti-gang personnel in the 
elementary, middle and high schools.  Stronger Police 
presence around communities where there are large 
apartment complexes where gang member

I did not complete this survey due to the fact that I was 
confused as to whether you were asking questions SPECIFIC
to my campus or in general. Thanks 
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Position Gender 
/

Race # Years Level Ideas, Suggestions and/or Recommendations Comments: 
Ethnicity  

4 2 3 1 1 

I feel that we are not penalizing the elementary age students
enough when they are young for fighting, stealing, and 
intimidating. If we put more emphasis on the actual 
consequences of comm

 

itting these acts in elementary school, 
there would be less chance for repeat offenses in the upper 

lerance policy starting in 
third grade for threats and fights. Let's show the parents and 

 

grades. There needs to be a zero to

students that FWISD will not ever tolerate such behavior and
that consequences will be handed out every time an offense 
occurs. 

2 2 3 2 2 

I may have answered differently a couple of years ago, wh
I worked
an upper-m

en 
 on the north side of our district.  However, I am at 

iddle class, with very limited diversity.  

4 2 3 5 1 

 
e 

ms with gangs in the school setting.     

3 2 3 2 2 

by gangs.  We can then watch out for those things and 
t 

4 1 3 2 2 More parent involvement and mentors for the students. 

1 1 1 1 2 

4 2 2 2 1 n/a 

1 2 2 2 2 

1 2 1 1 2 

parents 
rents struggle and 

are looking for help.  Sometimes their only outlets are drugs 

d for children- and rightly so.  A source needs to 
be directed for FAMILIES.  Can someone help?  And don't 

2 2 2 1 2 
aily. Drug bust across the street have happened 

often. More fear appears from drugs than gangs.  

 
 
 

I think the staggered dismissal time is still a very good idea. 

I think there should be a dress code that should be enforced
from elementary to high school.  This would eliminate som
of the proble3 2 1 1 2 

It is helpful when staff are informed about things like 
particular kinds of dress, language, signs, etc. that are used 

address any problem quickly before it has a chance to get ou
of hand. 

More police intervention and prevention would help our 
situation.  

None 

Provide after school counseling for parents.  Provide 
with the skills to help their children - our pa

and gangs.  We try to be a positive force but our resources 
are targete

forget childcare and food while your counseling!   

School needs to be in another location. It is surrounded by 
drug traffic d
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Position Gender 
/

Race # Years Level Ideas, Suggestions and/or Recommendations Comments: 
Ethnicity  

2 2 3 1 2 

Since students belong to gangs primarily to fill their need to 
belong, the schools need to structure themselves in a way that 
they meet all or most of students' individual needs including 

erent 
gies to help students feel like they 

belong and helps to build a true sense of community in the 
iddle 

Schools that came out more than several years ago is still 
It 
p of 

nonacademic such as the need to belong.  There are various 
ways to do this such as the Tribes method that uses diff
techniques and strate

school and in the classroom. The Carnegie Report on M

relevant as to the suggestions and findings that it gave.  
suggested that middle schoolers stay with the same grou
peers for extended periods of the day or most or all of the da
and be with one or two teachers during the day so they can 
form relationships with peers and one or two significan

y 

t 
ts who truly care about them and their success.  Also, 
le schoolers' non academic needs also need to be met 

 social and emotional as human beings are social 
es and ignoring these will only cause problems.  I feel 

s 

 different 
time it takes to form deep, 

ationships.  Also, schools need to 
look at their populations and the culture(s) of them and work 

ultures.  I 
read a really good book recently called Black Students, 

 shows that one of the things that makes urban black 
students unique besides their high rates of poverty is that 

d who 

 to help 
 

black 
student population in this district I am certain.  We are losing 

 
drop out rates of especially black and Hispanic students 
shows us that what we are doing is not working and it is time 
for change. 

adul
midd
such as
creatur
these findings and suggestions are relevant to high school a
well.  The way most middle and high schools are structured 
now set students up to fail.  They rotate through several or 
more periods a day with different peer groups and
teachers not allowing for the 
lasting, and beneficial rel

with these students in ways that best suit their c

Middle Class Teachers that gave excellent strategies and 
techniques to use with urban black students.  It stated that 
research

most are left-brained learners who are very creative an
do better working in groups and doing hands-on types of 
things rather than worksheets, textbook pages, and being 
made to sit quietly most of the day.  Their homes are mostly 
places where there is a lot going on at one time and these 
students are good at multi-tasking.  Also, the author stated 
that the curriculum needs to move away from being 
Eurocentric which is not relevant to these students and he 
showed ways to bring their culture into the classroom
make the curriculum more relevant to them.  This is not what
is happening in most of the schools that have a large 

many of these students as most schools are set up for right-
brained learners and use a mostly Euro-centric curriculum.  
These ideas also work for other cultures as well.  Our high
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Position Gender 
Ethnicity/ 

Race # Years Level Ideas, Suggestions and/or Recommendations Comments: 

2 1 1 2 2 

ing 

ties. I

The problem is addressed at its roots and will continue be
addressed at its roots, because if to attack this problem at its 
surface is to attack the entire system of equal opportuni f 

 
GOOD LUCK! with your report and 

research. H. E.  

you are not allowed to be part of the system - it is natural to
start your own system.    

3 2 3 3 5 

o 

ly. Our principal and vice principal, plus faculty 
are strong advocates for students and we work closely with 

faculty does 
make a difference and we make the best of our changing 

4 2 3 5 2 

mbers.  
ore 

 

1 2 2 3 2 
ts 

1 2 1 3 2 ls.

1 2 1 1 2 

d 

 

We have the Fort Worth After School Program for our 
3d,4th,5th graders, which keeps these students off the streets. 
We have begun monthly parent mtgs. (poor turnout). We d
work very hard to stop the inappropriate behavior, 
immediate

parents to protect all our students. I feel our 

population which we have no control over. 

We need immediate prevention measures to be put in place 
for helping deter our students from becoming gang me
HIKIDS is a program I have heard about that works.  M
Hispanic based programs on the Southside of Ft. Worth 
would be helpful.  Boys/Girls Club would help...maybe
boxing, running club etc.  

We recommend that all teachers stay on top of their studen
and know what is going on with their families. 

When the FWPD decreased the Gang Prevention Program it 
seemed that there was an increase in gang activity.  I think 
that now there is less neighborhood gang activity.  I think 
that gang problems are more severe in the secondary schoo

While we do not see many of the mentioned indicators at our 
campus, I am aware that at the middle school level it begins 
to surface. Many of our students have older siblings involve
in gangs, but they have respected our campus and stayed 
away from our younger kids. 
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