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Executive Summary of Findings

Some 29 researchers collected data in 17 states from 85 different correctional facilities
(prisons, boot camps, juvenile institutions, etc). This national sample includes N = 10,166
confined offenders, of which 4,140 are self-reported gang members (i.e., they report having
joined a gang). We believe it is one of the largest gang research projects ever.

The research was designed to be truly national in scope. It includes data from the north
(North Dakota, Minnesota, Wisconsin), from the northeast (Massachusetts, New Jersey), from
the east coast (North Carolina), from the southeast (Florida), from the south (Georgia, Tennessee,
Mississippi, Texas, Louisiana), from the west coast (3 areas of California), and extensively from
the midwest (Ohio, Illinois, Indiana, lowa).

Here are some of the major differences that emerged in Chapter 3 comparing gang
members with non-gang members:

* Gang members were significantly more likely to have the "super predator" personality
trait that they always or usually "get what I want even if I have to take it from someone".

* (Gang members were significantly more likely to be bullies in school.

* Gang members were less likely to regularly attend church.

* (Gang members were significantly less likely to avoid situations involving the risk of
personal injury.

* Gang members were significantly more likely to want to demand that their needs be
met.

Gang members were more likely to come from a mother-only household.

Gang members were more likely to perceive themselves as part of the underclass.
Gang members were significantly more likely to sell crack cocaine.

Gang members were significantly less likely to have completed minimal educational
credentials (high school degree or GED).

* Gang members were significantly more likely to report having fired a gun at a police
officer.

* Gang members were significantly more likely to report it has been easier since the
Brady Bill went into effect to acquire illegal guns.

* Gang members were significantly less likely to see the deterrent value of prosecuting
juveniles as adults.

* Gang members were significantly less likely to agree with the suppression value of
prosecuting gangs as organized crime groups.

* Gang members were less likely to believe in God, and more likely to claim they were
on "Satan's side".

* Gang members were significantly more likely to have been involved in organized drug
dealing.

* (Gang members were significantly more likely to have close friends and associates who
were gang members.

* (Gang members were significantly more likely to get disciplinary reports while in
custody.

* (Gang members were significantly more likely to report engaging in fights while in
custody.

* Gang members were significantly more likely to report starting a fight or attacking
someone while in custody.

* Gang members were significantly more likely to report carrying an improvised weapon
(knife, etc) while in custody.

* (Gang members were significantly more likely to report having threatened a staff person
while in custody.

* Gang members were significantly more likely to attempt to smuggle drugs into the
correctional facility.
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* Gang members were more likely to report that gangs do seek to influence staff members
to bring in drugs/contraband into the correctional facility.

* Gang members were less likely to see the value of a "zero-tolerance" approach in
preventing gang recruitment.

* Gang members were significantly more likely to report that a connection exists
between prison gangs and juvenile institution gangs.

* Gang members were significantly more likely to have a parent who has served time in
prison.

* Gang members were significantly less likely to report having adequate parental
supervision as children.

The factual picture that emerged from our analysis of a large national sample of gang
members showed these trends about gang life in the United States today:

* Two-thirds (65%) were still active in gang life.

* Many (44.8%) have tried to quit gang life.

* Over half (59.8%) have held some "rank" in their gang.

* Over half (59.3%) have a special language code in their gang.

* Two thirds (67.9%) have written rules in their gang.

* Four-fifths (84.3%) report their gang has adult leaders who have been in the gang for
many years.

* Half (58.5%) have committed a crime for financial gain with their gang.

* Half (58.6%) report regular weekly meetings in their gang.

* A fourth (27.9%) report weekly dues are paid in their gang.

* Decisions to join the gang: a fourth (25.3%) indicated that making money was very
important; 16.3 percent felt that seeking protection was very important.

* Joining versus volunteering: about half and half, 54.5 percent were recruited, and 44.5
percent volunteered to join the gang.

* The gang gets about a third of the proceeds from drug sales income of its gang
members; the estimate therefore being that two-thirds to three-fourths of all illegal drug sale
money being disposable income for the "sales force" of the individual gang members.

* Paranoia about the super structure of control: a fourth (28.5%) felt that some outside
person/organization or force controls the action of their gang.

* Most (79.6%) would quit gang life given the right circumstances of being given a
"second chance in life".

* Four-fifths (82.4%) report that their gang has sold crack cocaine. This should settle the
issue about whether gangs or gang members do or do not engage in the illegal sale or distribution
of crack cocaine.

* About third (35.2%) have effectively concealed their gang involvement from their
parents.

* Most (83.3%) of the gangs have female members.

* About half (45.7%) of the gangs do have female members in a leadership capacity;
although, we would not assume this is in a top leadership role, but is probably a more supportive
or middle-management role.

* About a fourth (25.8%) indicated the crimes they committed were mostly for the benefit
of the gang; about three-fourths (74.2%) indicated most of their crime was committed for their
own individual benefit.

* About half (50.1%) claimed their gang does have ties to real forms of organized crime.

* About two-thirds (71.3%) felt that the gang has kept its promises to them.

* A fourth (24.6%) have made false 911 calls to the police emergency telephone number
in connection with gang activities.

* Most (70.5%) felt that shooting at a police officer "would be really stupid because of
the heat it would bring upon my gang", yet 29.5% felt that shooting at a police office would bring
them status and more reputation in their gang.
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* Over half (61.0%) reported that the gangs that exist inside correctional institutions are
basically the same gangs that exist on the street.

* A third (32.5%) report they have never met the top leader of their gang.

* A new twist on unrealistic expectations: Two-fifths (39.1%) felt they would someday
be the top leader of the gang they are in.

* A fifth (21.6%) felt gang membership has affected their religious beliefs.

* A third (36.6%) report the compulsion theory of crime: having been told by their gang
to perform an act they knew was wrong.

* Over half (59.7%) indicated they their nicknames were picked for them by their gang
friends; most (80.8%) got their nicknames before they were incarcerated.

* Few indicated that their father (9.7%) or their mother (6.9%) actually encouraged them
to join a gang.

* Half (55.5%) indicated their parents would be embarrassed to learn of their gang
involvement.

* About half (59.9%) agreed or strongly agreed with the idea that if they wanted to they
could quit the gang.

* About half (54.0%) agreed or strongly agreed that they feel protected and loved by their
gang.

* About half (53%) report knowing active gang members who work in criminal justice
(i.e., "moles" for the gang).

* Over a third (40%) have fought with rival gang members while in custody.

* Over a third (37.8%) have used "legal letters" to communicate with fellow gang
members.

* About two-fifths (39.1%) have known males in their gang who forced females to have
sex.

Chapter 4 will develop Model 1 of the gang/STG classification system for correctional
institutions. Using a threat analysis rating system, varying from a low of "zero" to a high of
"five", the higher the score on this risk assessment the greater the need for close security. A
consistent trend was revealed: throughout the spectrum of the risk assessment scale for gang/STG
membership, the higher the threat, the larger the problem for correctional managers. The Model
1 gang/STG classification system appears to have substantial validity, and was tested using a
number of critical incident variables (fighting with inmates, attacking or provoking other
inmates, threatening staff/correctional officers, carrying improvised weapons, attempting to
smuggle drugs into the correctional facility, disciplinary reports, etc).

Chapter 5 provides a detailed analysis of the female gang member. Part 1 of the analysis
provided an extensive comparison of male gang members with female gang members. A number
of variables proved to be significant different in this comparison of male gang members and
female gang members. Part 2 compared gang members and non-gang members within the
confined female population. This also produced a number of significant differences. Part 3
analyzed the confined female population using the Model 1 gang/STG classification system. A
key finding is that the baseline difference comparing confined males and confined females: the
males are more violent generally.

Chapter 6 provides an analysis comparing juvenile and adult gang members. Juveniles
were defined as those 17 years of age or under. Adults were defined as those 18 years of age or
older. The analysis used only active gang members. Adults, somewhat predictably, tended to be
more pessimistic about their future, more likely to have held rank or leadership position in the
gang, to report that their gang has a special language code, to feel protected and loved by being in
a gang, and to not view "seeking protection" as a reason for joining the gang.

In chapter 7 we analyze the gang as a social organization and how the variation in
organizational sophistication impacts on gang life and gang members. A scale of organizational
complexity in gangs was developed and used to compare informal versus formal styles of gang
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organizations. The analysis revealed that the level of organizational sophistication in a gang
impacts on its member's behavior in a number of very significant ways.

Generally, the member of the more formalized gang tends to represent a higher threat in terms of
crime, violence, etc than compared to members of less organized gangs.

Chapter 8 provides an analysis of family factors in relationship to gang behavior. An
additive index of family dysfunction was created for the purpose of examining "strong" versus
"weak" families. The gang member from the more dysfunctional family generally posed a greater
threat in terms of violence, was more disruptive once confined in a correctional institution,
founding gang life more satisfying, was more likely to be involved in drug crimes, and was more
highly committed to gang life. A gang member from a highly dysfunctional family apparently
makes for an "ideal" gang member: a more loyal and dedicated soldier for the gang.

Chapter 9 examines the "super predator" syndrome, by providing an analysis of the most
violent of the violent offenders operating in the United States today. Only 6.2 percent of the
large national sample met the criteria developed for being a super predator, but this 6.2 percent
accounted for a large share of problems. The super predator concept appears, like the notion of
the "chronic recidivist", to help us account for the higher threat profiles among the gang member
population. While small in their percentage of the overall confined population (6.2%) the super
predator shows a consistent pattern of behavior: more likely to engage in crime and violence, and
less likely to be deterred by the threat of stiff legal sanctions.

Chapter 10 gives the conclusions and recommendations of this report. The primary
recommendation is that Congress pass legislation that upgrades the FBI's Uniform Crime
Report, effective immediately, for one small enhancement designed to capture two new variables
for all persons arrested in the United States: (1) is the arrestee a gang member, and if yes (2)
which gang does the arrestee belong to. The justification for this needed change is the need for a
more factual understanding of the scope and extent of gang member involvement in crime and
violence in the United States today.
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CHAPTER 1:

Introduction and Overview

INTRODUCTION

In 1995 a group of researchers brought together by the National Gang Crime Research
Center met for the purpose of organizing what may be the largest piece of gang research ever
conducted. It was an ambitious project that sought a large national sample of gang members. In
discussing how to most effectively bridge the gap between current knowledge needs in the area
of "gang problems" and the current state-of-the-art in gang research, the researchers quickly came
to a point of consensus that would finally serve as the organizing goal for the project. What was
really needed was a large national project that would help to finally clarify the facts about gang
life in America today. Out of this came Project GANGFACT.

This chapter explains how Project GANGFACT was organized to provide for both
research and service, and how it was possible to carry out such a large scale national research
project.

What is Project GANGFACT?

Project GANGFACT is an acronym for Project Gang Field Assessment of Crime Threat.
It seeks to clarify the facts about gang life in the United States today. The project was organized
in 1995 by the National Gang Crime Research Center. The project includes researchers from a
diverse and interdisciplinary spectrum (criminology, health care, special education, criminal
justice practitioners, etc). The project was designed to be totally open, where anything could be
studied in relationship to gangs. As a result, it is certainly an eclectic approach to hypothesis
testing.

What is the National Gang Crime Research Center

The National Gang Crime Research Center (NGCRC) was founded in 1990 and its track
record of research productivity has grown considerably since then. The NGCRC track record of
organizing, completing, and disseminating useful information from national and local gang
research projects has steadily expanded over the last five years. The Center publishes a
professional quarterly journal, called the Journal of Gang Research, now in its fourth volume.
The Center provides assessment, research, and training services about gangs and security
threat/risk groups.

The Center was initially based at a university where several of the key staff also worked
as criminal justice faculty. In 1996 the Center became an independent non-for-profit
corporation’. The mission statement of the Center remains the same: to promote and carry out
research to more effectively educate the public about how to reduce the crime and violence from
gangs and gang members.

Gang Members as the Unit of Analysis

There are a number of different ways of studying gang problems that can be found in the
literature today. Some projects survey police chiefs or social workers, and ask their opinions on
the scope and extent of the gang problem. Some projects analyze police records to see what can
be learned from arrest reports about gang activity. Some projects study the community's attitude
toward gangs and gang members and gang victimization. All of these really do not have the gang
member as a unit of analysis where new primary data is being collected.

Project GANGFACT uses the individual gang member as the unit of analysis. The
research strategy is the classic "self-report" methodology in survey or questionnaire research.
The research strategy, it will be seen, is enhanced with additional attention to validity and
reliability issues. The idea is to collect new primary data directly from gang members. Project
GANGFACT did not target high schools, it targeted the confined offender population in 17
states.




Large National Sample Goals for Project GANGFACT

Project GANGFACT had the original goal of being able to develop a sample of about
5,000 gang members in 17 states. Due to factors of cost and expense, the full sample goal was
not met. However, the large sample size of self-reported gang members that was developed in 17
states makes it, we believe, the single largest study of its kind ever undertaken and yet reported in
the literature.

Researchers Involved in Project GANGFACT

We are a group of responsible criminological researchers with a positive track record of
both good scholarship and good services to the agencies we work with. We are not being paid
for this research, it is a probono effort. In fact, researchers had to pay many expenses out of their
own pockets for this research. No one received any supplemental salary for the research reported
here. The reason is easy to understand: we did not seek funding for this project, nor did we
receive any. Supplies, photo duplication, amenities used to reward respondents, postage,
communication, and travel were expenses assumed by the individual researchers alone.

The training backgrounds of the researchers in Project GANGFACT cover a number of
social science disciplines as seen in the section "About the Authors".

Most of the researchers are associated with universities. However, some are also
practitioners in the field of criminal justice.

The Strains and Struggles of the Researchers

Most research reports do not include such a section, as most research of this nature is
often subsidized by a large government grant or by foundation funding. This project did not have
the benefit of such funding, nor did the researchers feel they could wait for funding before
carrying out the research. For some of the more active members of Project GANGFACT there
were, naturally, strains and struggles. One researcher lost a job, to some extent because of the
project. Others struggled to cover small and large expenses that had to be paid for out of pocket.
However, in spite of enormous obstacles, the researchers were able to carry out their goals of
service to Project GANGFACT. To say that the project in all cases went smoothly would be
inaccurate. There were tensions, strains, and struggles. To a large degree these problems were
worked out through discussion and dialogue and pooling resources from members of the national
project.

The Task Force Approach Used in Project GANGFACT

The researchers involved in Project GANGFACT are providing their services, skills, and
work in probono fashion: they are not paid, rather they are doing this work as a public service.
This approach is therefore a means of carrying out major large scale national research without
specific funding for it from government or other sources. This approach also allows for being
able to rapidly disseminate findings and results.

This "task force" approach developed by the National Gang Crime Research Center has a
long history of previous success. It includes other large scale research projects carried out in
recent years such as: Project GANGPINT, Project GANGECON, and Project GANGGUNS.

In the task force approached developed by the NGCRC, each member of the consortium
takes individual responsibility for a significant data collection contribution towards the national
sampling goal. This is done in their own local areas or in geographical areas not reached by other
members of the consortium. All costs are not reimbursed, but are considered local donations to
the overall project. The data reduction tasks are handled by the NGCRC. 1t is the duty of the
consortium members to develop strong positive ties to local correctional authorities for purpose
of research access. Follow-up after the data collection is essential to maintaining ongoing
positive relationships with host sites.

Benefits to Host Sites
Host sites are those criminal justice agencies (jails, programs, juvenile detention centers,
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prisons, long term juvenile correctional institutions, etc) who allow a Project GANGFACT
researcher to collect local data. A host site receives a major service free of charge: a customized
local research report based on an analysis of that local data collected; this is a confidential report
for the eyes of the site administration. Project GANGFACT provides this local, rapid, useful
feedback at no expense and as a public service to the host agency.

Option to Remain A Totally Anonymous Site

A host site can remain completely anonymous: that is, we do not have to identify it in the
acknowledgments section of the final report. About a month before the report is to be released, a
copy is provided to the host site for review: at which time the host site is asked whether it wants
to be acknowledged (names, titles, etc). If we do not hear from the sites after providing the
advance copy of the report and asking them if they want to be acknowledged, then we assume
they want to remain anonymous, and thus we will not identify the site or staff.

Protection of Human Subjects

The research strategy used by Project GANGFACT is that of an anonymous
questionnaire. It poses no harm to human subjects because it is completely anonymous. Thus,
no person who completes the survey can ever be identified, in as much as no identifying
information (name, etc) is used in the questionnaire.

Still, the research project had to be approved by a number of Institutional Review boards
in the states affected. In some states legal opinions had to be obtained that would exempt the
researchers from parental notification policies. In California, a detailed court motion had to be
filed along these same lines in order to obtain approval for access to incarcerated juveniles.
Access to incarcerated adults proved a somewhat easier task.

Process For Collecting Data

The best process we have found that works best in secure settings is to rapidly distribute
the surveys as quickly as possible. Thus, if it takes an hour to get all the surveys distributed to
the population, at the end of distribution, the local researcher simply returns to the first point of
distribution for collection. Thus, we have been able in this process to survey an entire medium
sized jail in about an hour. We have been able to survey the largest juvenile detention facility in
the United States in two hours using this technique. Thus, there is very little disruption: indeed,
it provides the respondents something positive to do.

Where the anonymous survey process works most effectively is where the respondents are
also able to be "rewarded" for their assistance. Most sites used in Project GANGFACT therefore
made use of such rewards. These rewards varied from providing a $1.00 donation to the inmate's
account in an Iowa jail, to providing bags of chips or candy bars to respondents inside juvenile
detention centers.

FORMATION OF THE PROJECT GANGFACT TASK FORCE

The Project GANGFACT research task force was formed in 1995 and involved
invitations to a number of gang researchers and experts to pledge their support and labor in a
unique knowledge development project. It was agreed in advance that this would have to be an
unfunded type of research, because in the current overall state-of-the-art gang research the
greatest need is for information that will truly help to clarify the facts about gang life in America
today. Some of the disagreement in the gang literature today is not theoretical, it is empirical and
has to do with what gangs do or do not do, what behaviors or crimes gang members do or do not
engage in. It was agreed that to really understand the multifaceted nature of gang life in America
today, that multiple social contexts would have to be studied (i.e., boot camps, jails, juvenile
facilities, programs, etc). It was agreed that in addition to being a research project, that this
would also be a probono service project as well: specifically, that we would provide a detailed
"site report" reflecting a complete analysis of all data to each and every site that cooperates with
our research efforts. The objective of these "site reports" was to provide useful rapid feedback
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describing trends and important findings about the site population. The site populations included
boot camps, jails, prisons, juvenile correctional facilities, etc.

It was also agreed that to be able to speak effectively to the wide variety of hypotheses
that a large task force group might want to test, that a very large national sample would be
needed.” It was agreed by the Project GANGFACT research task force members that this study
would have as its goal the inclusion of at least five thousand (N = 5,000) self-reported gang
members in representative geographical areas of the United States (west, north, south, east). The
full goal was not met: while over 10,000 confined persons were surveyed, our gang sample is just
over 4,000.

In this type of large scale research there would be hard costs that could not be avoided:
travel, lodging, photo duplication, honorariums to the respondents, etc. It was agreed by Task
Force researchers that any individual expenses in travel and per diem and time would be donated
to this project, that is the researcher would basically pay his or her own way to the extent they
were able to do so. No one was to be paid any salary for work. Thus, all time devoted to this
project was not reimbursed in any sense. Further, the out of pocket expenses spent on the
respondents, involving honorariums (cookies, potato chips, etc) would be expenses that the Task
Force members themselves would not be reimbursed for.

So facing a situation where there would be a lot of work, and no income, and additionally
perhaps substantial out-of-pocket expenses that would not be reimbursed, Project GANGFACT
can be said to represent a true alternative paradigm to traditional funded research.

It is difficult to estimate the amount of labor and effort that went into this project, but is
was obviously extensive. Of course, the researchers in their capacities as educators were able to
use some small resources involving photo duplication from their respective universities. Outside
of this limited assistance, no federal, state, or other government or private foundation support
existed for this project. It was, in short, a research team designed to accomplish a goal as an end
in itself: not for compensation, but because it needed to be done.

SAMPLING GANG MEMBERS IN MULTIPLE SOCIAL CONTEXTS

One of the goals of the Project GANGFACT research task force was to ensure that gang
members were studied in a variety of social contexts. The universe became easy to define when
we asked the general question: where could we most likely find some gang members today? The
first answer was: custody, those in jail, etc. Thus, at an early stage in the research process
various social contexts were identified, contacted, and persuaded to cooperate with our research
mission.

The types of social contexts used in the Project GANGFACT task force research
therefore consists of the following types of facilities:

(1) Jails

(2) Adult prisons

(3) Boot camps

(4) Local juvenile detention centers

(5) Long term juvenile correctional institutions

(6) Private residential facilities and private correctional
facilities, DUI and Work Release centers, etc.

Many of these contexts are sites previously developed by co-principal investigators in
previous projects organized and carried out by the National Gang Crime Research Center. Some
of these have been sites used by the NGCRC for several years in a variety of research projects. It
is not uncommon for sites to be cooperative with NGCRC projects because of the service
component that goes hand in hand with NGCRC research projects such as this one, and mostly
because of the responsible prior history of NGCRC projects such as this.



SUMMARY

In this chapter we have endeavored to explain why and how Project GANGFACT was
carried out. In short, the purpose was to clarify the facts about gang life in the United States
today. There are competing explanations and viewpoints on gang life and this project sought to
clarify the facts. The factual basis for such an analysis comes from a rigorous methodology that
is truly one of the most exceptional undertakings of its kind. Without government or foundation
funding of any kind the scholars and researchers involved in this project were still able to
interview over 10,000 offenders in 85 different sites in 17 different states, of which N =4,140
were self-reported gang members. This report provides the preliminary results from this study.



CHAPTER 2:

METHODOLOGY

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is to explain the research methodology for Project
GANGFACT. The chapter outlines the research process from beginning to end. Special
attention is paid to issues of validity and reliability.

ITEM DEVELOPMENT AND PRETESTING THE SURVEY INSTRUMENT

All members of the Project GANGFACT research task force at an early stage in the
research process developed specific hypotheses they would explore and test. This meant that
every researcher developed and submitted specific questions or items to be included in the survey
instrument. These questions in the preliminary item pool were then distributed for review,
critiqued, revised and then finally tested in a pretest of the finalized survey instrument. With N =
29 different researchers in this national gang research consortium, obviously there were many
different types of hypotheses that would be explored in the research, even though the primary
theme examined aspects of gang prevention and gang intervention generally.

The pretesting of the instrument was conducted in a high gang density juvenile
correctional institution in the midwest. This is a famous site for the Chicago-school of
criminological research. The site staff were very skeptical that the youths could in fact complete
the survey, but most were able to complete it in a very short period of time. In fact this facility
containing nearly 500 youths in short term detention were completely surveyed in a very short
period of time: the researchers were able to get in and out of the facility within a two hour period.
Several members of the research task force were present for this pretesting, they made
observations, and debriefed some of the respondents (i.e., asking them to report questions they
did not understand, words they did not understand, phrases they did not understand, etc) and
some of the staff. Through this process the survey instrument was further modified to make
necessary changes identified from the pretesting. Actually very few changes had to be made.

The pretest sample was known in advance to contain gang members. We expected that there
would be some respondents who would not know about some of the detailed issues of gang life:
any non-gang member would not be privy to the socialization and training afforded by a gang
(i.e., learning its language or subcultural argot, its rules, its code, etc).

After the survey instrument was field tested, we felt comfortable as described in the
section on validity below that the instrument was capable of measuring what it sought to
measure.

SAMPLING OVER 4,000 GANG MEMBERS

The type of research that samples only from one city, or one state, has historically been a
source of confounding and confusing research results in the gang research arena. We felt we
needed to capture gang members where they can really be found: on the street, and in custody.
Our research strategy was one that therefore focused on a variety of social contexts in order to
obtain a sample of 5,000 gang members. Mostly, we sought to have representative national data
and therefore we focused our research strategy on multiple states, in large and small jurisdictions.

We did not reach our original goal of N = 5,000 gang members. But we came respectably
close in generating a gang member sample of over 4,000.

Figure 1 below shows the type of social context by the sample size of gang members from
these sites in twenty states. Thus, some 85 different sites in 17 states were used for data
collection in the research reported here.



FIGURE 1
TYPE OF SOCIAL CONTEXT BY SIZE OF GANG SAMPLE

Self-Reported Gang Member?

Missing ~ NO YES Total

skskskskskokoksk  skekeksksksksk skskoskoskskok skskoskoskskok
Louisiana Training 4 40 39 83
Institute
Rivarde Training 2 20 25 47
Inst. (Louisiana))
Florida Parish 1 11 13 25
Detention Center
(Louisiana)
Monmouth Co. Jail 5 147 54 206
(New Jersey)
Dade Metro Juvenile 5 110 48 163
Detention Center
(Miami, Florida)
Stockton, California 1 21 23 45
(Juvenile Center)
Indian River Juvenile 13 159 133 305
Correctional Center
(Ohio)
Riverside Juvenile 5 97 66 168
Correctional Center
(Ohio)
DeKalb County Jail 2 28 6 36
(Illinois)
Lincoln Hills Juven. 6 77 199 282
Correctional Center
(Wisconsin)
Site GA1: Juvenile 21 115 96 232
Correctional Inst.
(Georgia)

Texas Boot Camp 2 1 46 9



Site GA2: Georgia
Female Juvenile
Corr'l. Institution.

Site GA3:
Juv. Corr. Inst.
GEORGIA

Lake County, Indiana
Juvenile Detention
Center

Sciotto State Juv.
Corr. Inst. OHIO

Cuyahoga Juv. Corr.
Inst. OHIO

TICO, Juv. Corr.
Institution, OHIO

Site GA3: Juvenile
Correctional Facility
GEORGIA

Foothills Main
Corr'l. Facility
NORTH CAROLINA

Audy Home: Chicago
Cook County Temporary
Juvenile Det. Center

Scott Co. Jail
IOWA

Foothills Camp
NORTH CAROLINA

Central Prison
NORTH CAROLINA

Juvenile Residential
Programs in ND and MN

Parchman Prison
Parchman, Mississippi

Figure 1: Continued
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Fresno, California
Juv. Det. Center

Secure Facility for
Convicted Juvenile
Felons in Southeast U.S.

Circleville Juv.
Corr. Institution
OHIO

Mohican Village
Juv. Corr. Inst.
OHIO

Maumee Juv. Corr'l.
Inst. OHIO

Chatauga Corr'l.
Center
NORTH CAROLINA

Metro Nashville
Detention Facility
(CCA)’
Nashville, TENN.

Paint Creek Juv.
Corr. Center
OHIO

Cook County Jail
Chicago, ILLINOIS

Secure Facility for
Convicted Female Adult
Felons in the Southeast
U.S.A.

Secure Facility for
Pretrial Adults in
the Southeast U.S.A.

Nashville City Jail
CJC (Tennessee)
(Max Security Unit)

McLean Co. Jail
ILLINOIS
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State Female Prison
(Texas)

S. Texas Co. Jail

Medium Security Jail
Nashville, Tennessee

Greene Corr'l. Center
North Carolina

New Hanover Corr'l. Ctr.

NORTH CAROLINA

Sandhills Youth Inst.
North Carolina

Harnett Corr'l. Ctr.
North Carolina

Wayne Corr'l. Center
North Carolina

Franklin Corr'l. Center
North Carolina

Sanford Corr'l. Center
North Carolina

N.C.C.LW. (NC25)
North Carolina

Piedmont Corr'l Ctr.
North Carolina

NCO07 Polk Corr'l. Inst.
North Carolina

Johnston Corr'l Inst.
North Carolina

Durham Corr'l. Ctr.
North Carolina

A secure pre-trial
juvenile detention
facility located

in the Southeast U.S.A.

Figure 1: Continued
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A secure facility for
convicted juveniles in
the Southeast U.S.A.

A secure facility for
convicted juvenile
felons in the Southeast
U.S.A.

A secure facility for
convicted juvenile
felons in the Southeast
U.S.A.

Minimum Security Jail
Units in Nashville,
Tennessee

A Secure pre-trial
Juv. Det. Center
in the Southeast U.S.A.

Tulare Co. Juv. Det.
Center
Tulare Co., California

Caucteret Corr.Ctr.
North Carolina

A secure Co. Juv.
Det. Center Located
in the Southeast U.S.A.

St. Bernard's Parish
Juv. Det. Center
Louisiana

Hampden Co. Corr'l.
Center, Ludlow, Mass.

NC37, Eastern Corr'l.
Inst., North Carolina

Independence Hall, Juv.

Facility, Ohio
Freedom Center, OHIO

Figure 1: Continued
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NC19, Vance Corr'l.
Center, N. Carolina

NC20, Umstead Corr'l.
Center, N.Carolina

NC21, Warren Corr'l.
Inst., N. Carolina

NC16, Person Corr'l.
Center, N. Carolina

NC15, Orange Corr'l.
Center, N. Carolina

NC27, Black Mountain
Corr'l. Ctr. for Women
N. Carolina

NC26, Raleigh Corr'l.
Center for Women
N. Carolina

NC28, Wilmington RFW
(Halfway House)
N. Carolina

NC35, Martin Corr'l.
Center, N. Carolina

NC12, Halifax Corr'l.
Center, N. Carolina

NC13, Granville Corr'l.
Center, N. Carolina

Co. Jail in Texas
(Anon.)

Jail Lock-up, Texas
(Anon.)

State Corr'l. Facility
(Texas)

Juvenile Halfway House
(Texas)

Figure 1: Continued

0

3

21

14

10

31

41

25

13

10

19

16

13

1

11

22

22

15

12

42

22

58

40



Figure 1: Continued

Central Juvenile Hall 4 107 286 397
Los Angeles, California

Los Padrinas Juv. Hall 0 112 296 408
Downey, California
TOTAL MISSING 441
TOTAL "NO" 5,585
TOTAL "YES" 4,140
TOTAL OVERALL NATIONAL SAMPLE 10,166

In all contexts a saturation sampling technique was sought. This meant everyone in the
social context was asked to participate in the research. Sometimes incentives were used, and this
meant upwards of 90 percent of the populations in these contexts cooperating. Our sample of
gang members therefore includes juveniles and adults. But, overall, mostly an offender
population sampled while in custody.

INTERNAL CONTROLS ON DATA QUALITY

A number of precautions and safeguards were undertaken during the survey process to ensure
the highest possible quality
in the data collected.

1. Covert Observation. During the actual collection of data at some sites there was the
opportunity for covert observation. This involved several of the jail or juvenile correctional sites
where it was possible to watch the inmates completing the questionnaires on closed circuit
television or through observation areas. Thus, in some jail sites it was possible for the
researchers to hand out pencils and surveys and then in a control room watch the inmate behavior
in their cell areas on the security video monitors. In no case did we see collaboration or any
systematic tampering (i.e., one inmate filling out more than one questionnaire). There was no
evidence of any collective fraud on the part of inmates in completing the questionnaires. As in
other settings, this was presented as a "very personal" survey. Almost all inmates and others
surveyed in other sites were remarkably cooperative. In most sites, for example, there was
always at least one researcher present at all times inside each classroom while the questionnaires
were being filled out.

2. Overt Observation. Overt observation was the rule of thumb in all sites, as one or more of
the principal researchers were on hand at all sites to watch and observe the process of data
collection. This also afforded the opportunity of introducing another methodological safeguard
to evaluate the quality of our data collection. Gender is a specific forced-choice item on the
questionnaire, but it was also a variable coded during overt observation immediately after
collecting the questionnaires. In all the jails, in the west coast site, and in Chicago sites, we took
an additional overt observation precaution during the data collection process. This entailed
physically marking all of the physical source documents with a code for gender. Thus, all male
and female respondents could then be assessed in terms of attempts at deception with regard to
gender. This code assigned by the researchers as an observation taken during a close social
contact (i.e., collecting the survey instruments one at a time) was then able to be compared with
the respondents forced-choice response. A random response pattern or a fraudulent response
pattern could possible be evident in a case where the overt observation of gender did not match
with the self-reported gender in the response to the question inside the survey about gender.
Thus, lying about gender was seen in only a couple cases and where it was detected the entire
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survey instrument was not used. Thus, a few cases were eliminated for obvious attempts at
deception.

3. Zero Tolerance for Data Entry or Transcription Errors. All survey data stored
electronically for purposes of computerized statistical analysis were cross-checked against source
documents (i.e., the survey instruments). The data was checked and re-checked and contains no
validity threat from transcription errors in the data reduction process. Most of the data entry was
performed by one of the Ph.D. researchers or a Ph.D. candidate statistical typist. Some of the
data was keyed to disk by highly trained advanced students serving as interns to the National
Gang Crime Research Center and their work was thoroughly checked.

4. Few Unusable Survey Instruments Detected. In most of the sites and social contexts used
for data collection, a saturation sampling method was used: everyone in the site was asked to
complete the questionnaire. Small honorariums were used in some of the sites, and in these sites
we would could casually check the surveys to ensure they were fully completed before giving out
the honorariums. In very few instances were unusable questionnaires returned. This is far less
than one percent and typically involved someone who would check every response to every
question, or some similar way of showing non-cooperation. This was a voluntary action to
participate in the research, and for the most part a very large majority of the persons at all sites
participated and provided high cooperation. The most hostile reaction the gang members had to
the survey was the question we had about their expected life expectancy: at what age they
expected they would die.

However, we got the distinct impression that most respondents including those in custody
were highly motivated to complete the questionnaires, in one sense because this provided an
interesting distraction from the boredom of routine regular activities. In only rare instances, then,
did we obtain "tainted" survey instruments: those what were obviously fraudulently completed,
or not capable of being interpreted, that is for the most part non-cooperative. Thus, no tainted
data is included in our analysis because these very few cases where the respondent was less than
cooperative their survey instruments were discarded.

5. An Acceptable Level of Trust Was Established.

While our approach was essentially the same with everyone regardless of the social context, in
the jail and secure contexts extra efforts were made to provide an adequate introduction and
explanation to the respondents. At least one or more of the researchers were typically on hand in
the correctional environments studied, where they approached each cell-house area or living area
and explained in detail the purpose of the survey research. In the correctional settings, it was not
uncommon for joking comments to be heard from the respondents about criminal justice
officials, or critical comments towards the criminal justice system generally. Friendly dialogue
was common in all social contexts, because the researchers often took time after the survey to
answer verbal inquiries, and listen to concerns and issues of the respondents. While the survey
asks for no name, and its printed title is "THE 1996 ANONYMOUS NATIONAL YOUTH
SURVEY", and while we explained verbally that we did not want their names because this was a
very personal type of questionnaire; it was not uncommon in some instances for respondents to
still write-in their names and provide other unsolicited information. Several offered to become
paid informants, or desired personal interviews such as this respondent from a midwestern site: "I
can tell you a lot more about the gang, please ask Officer Smith if you can talk to me in
private.". Such messages of "snitches" willing to sell their souls were common in all sites across
the nation.

In nearly all research sites or settings, one or more of the co-principal investigators were
always present, along with one or more research assistants who were always on hand in each
room or area, and to ensure the privacy of the responses the respondents were told that their
teacher or program supervisor would never actually see or touch the surveys. Thus, we collected
all surveys directly from the respondents in and out of the correctional settings. A large number
of students and volunteers assisted Project GANGFACT in 17 different states.

We feel on the basis of the above procedures respectful of the respondents in their social
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settings regarding the privacy of their responses, and based on our observations of the process of
data collection, that a sufficient level of trust was established with respondents to get relatively
honest answers.

We have only one caveat that all criminological researchers should be recognizing
themselves: offenders have the tendency to over-report their positive attributes and under-report
their stigmatizable attributes, and the kind of gang members we are studying are more often than
not offenders. Regardless of social context this tendency operates in all areas of research on real
offenders, and gang offenders are no different. We also recognize, and this tendency works to
our methodological advantage, that offenders are more likely to honestly report the deviance of
their friends and associates than their own deviance. Thus, many of the questions or focal areas
of our research ask them about "others", i.e., their gang.

6. High Cognition on the Meaning of the Survey Items Implies Clearly We Are Measuring
What We Purport To Measure. A large number of respondents, across social contexts but
particularly those in custody, had the tendency to write notes and memoranda style comments in
the margins of the survey instrument on a variety of issues. These are highly emotive comments
implying clear cognition of the true meaning of the survey items or questions. Several examples
of this kind of "running" commentary and shared written communication from respondents is
helpful to review here to illustrate our assumption regarding this aspect of the strength of our
methodology.

Not one survey respondent returned the survey instrument and claimed not to understand the
questions. Not one written comment indicated a lack of understanding of the meaning of the
question. These were, after all, very concrete questions.

7. Built-in "Lie Tests". In the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) full
form of 566 true or false questions, a "lie scale" exists by being able to compare responses to a
question early in the form with a similar question latter in the form. When someone intentionally
engages in deceit, they often forget what they lied about before. Thus, it is possible to identify
clear inconsistencies in this way.

Similar provisions were adopted for the present research methodology by building in such
"lie tests" or tests of inconsistency into the survey instrument questions. Thus, like the MMPI
once scored, our present survey instrument once analyzed provides the basis for identifying
deceptive response patterns --- those that are clearly inconsistent or suggestive of deceptive
responses.

The first test is one where we could capture any respondent who was paranoid enough to lie
about present age and age at time of first arrest. One of the questions in the survey instrument
asks "At what age were you FIRST arrested for any crime? When I was years old".
Another item in the survey instrument asks "How old are you today? Iam years old." A
respondent who would engage in early intentional deceit in a response pattern to the survey
instrument could therefore be detected by comparing these two items. Deceitful responses would
be evident whenever the value of the age for first arrest exceeded the value of present age. A
simple computer check allowed for directly testing for this type of systematic deception. In other
words, a deceptive respondent might give the age of 17 for current age and give the age of 20 for
age at time of first being forced to have sex later in the item order of the survey instrument. The
results of this test were no detected deception of this blatant nature.

Several other hypotheses were tested to evaluate the validity of the data. These consisted of
matched-pair items that were very similar in nature, that is these questions basically asked the
same thing, but with the item phraseology being slightly altered. Most of these matched pair
variables measuring the same thing were intermixed throughout the survey. By using
contingency table or crosstabulation analysis, the relationship between these paired variables had
better be statistically significant by the Chi-square test because one similar variable should
significantly different a second similar variable if the respondents are being honest with us. We
found these tests very significant with Chi-square values reaching very strong levels. Had these
matched-pair lie tests not been significant, then we would have had to conclude that large scale
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lie behavior threatened the validity of the data.

A related type of validity test is that of internal consistency in terms of logically expected
results. If the expected internal logical consistency is above 95 percent, then this could be
considered a measure of the rigor of the methodology in a very large national sample. We can
illustrate this with Table 1.

Table 1 uses two different questions from the Project GANGFACT survey. The logic
here should be obvious regarding these items. Where a sample of N = 8,959 responses were
available, what we find here is that only 4.7 percent of the responses are inconsistent with the
logical expectation of internal consistency.

The 4.7 percent "inconsistency" is calculated by taking the 262 respondents who indicated
they "Believe in God", but are on "Satan's side" (a logical inconsistency), and adding to it the 166
respondents who indicated they "do not believe in God", but are on "God's side" (another logical
inconsistency). These N = 428 respondents with inconsistent answers constitute only 4.7 percent
of the overall national sample.

The vast majority of the respondents (95.3%) show logical consistency in the pattern of
their answers in regard to the test made in Table 1.

Table 1

The Distribution (N) of Believe in God by
Being on the Side of God or Satan

Which best Which Side Are You On?
describes you: God's Side Satan's Side
I BELIEVE IN GOD 8268 262
I DO NOT BELIEVE IN GOD 166 263

Chi-square = 2510.8, p <.001

In Table 1, such a check on internal logical consistency can be made in the overall sample
through cross-tabulation of two similar items. The "inconsistency" in Table 1 would be anyone
who claims to believe in God but then indicates they are on Satan's side, as well as anyone who
claims to not believe in God who then claims to be on God's side. We would not want to argue
that generally in the offender population anyone is going to always get the full truth about
anything. But the "inconsistency" in Table 1 accounts for only 4.7 percent of the sample. This
inconsistency is remarkably low given the large sample size (N = 8959) for this test.

In short, much attention in this research during the instrumentation phase was paid to the
matter of structuring a variety of opportunities for the respondent to be deceptive or deceitful in a
way that could be easily detected by data analysis. We know it is not customary for researchers
when investigating such offender populations as included in the present research to do this, but
we did feel that it was necessary to speak to this issue in as much as this was a large scale
investigation involving an assortment of known offender groups.

OTHER ISSUES OF VALIDITY
As previously alluded to much attention to detail and many precautions were undertaken
during the research process that were designed to enhance validity by protecting against threats to
validity. These protective measures used will be described here. We conclude that the validity
of the research reported here is higher than average for social research of the type conducted here.
We begin by recognizing that generally in social research, and all criminal justice or
criminological research, that the term validity is defined as the extent to which the researchers
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have measured what they purport to measure. Therefore, the ultimate assessment of validity goes
directly to the issue of whether or not the survey instrument captures and effectively
differentiates the population at-risk to gangs, whether it can effectively identify subgroupings
within the gang population (i.,e., specific gangs), and whether the questions about gang life,
economic issues, and other related factors or variables really measure what they say they
measure. We further note that the ambiguity in language in the survey instrument was reduced
during a field or pretest of the survey instrument. We further note that there were few who did
not understand the questions in the survey that they were predicted to understand.

Obviously, we did not assume that non-gang members would understand much about the
detailed dynamics of the economic infrastructure and financial aspects of gang life. We did,
however, predict that gang members would both understand the meaning of such questions and
be able to report their experience and beliefs about these specific aspects of gang life. We
therefore report that in terms of the construct validity of the survey instrument itself that gang
members clearly did understand and had little difficulty in providing responses to the nearly 200
variables in the survey instrument.

The validity issue of the length of the survey is a moot issue we feel. Our survey instrument
is long, but generally can be completed in about 30 minutes by most respondents. The structure
of the social settings in which the data was collected were such that no "pressure" existed to
rapidly complete the questionnaires. The respondents in all social contexts had more time
available to them than was needed for the actual completing of the anonymous questionnaire.
Normally, about an hour was set aside, and few needed this much time. In some settings, the
respondent could take as much time as needed. Thus, by the nature of the precautions taken
during the implementation of the research, we rule out any fatigue or "length of survey
deterioration" factor as a threat to the validity of this research.

Concurrent of criterion validity means examining a measurement in relationship to some
other variable it should be highly predictive of. The most important aspect of the current
research was defining who was or who was not a gang member. The way in which validity
controls were implemented in the present research design therefore asked different versions of
the same question for several variables. This also meant being able to induce much quality
control: for example, making sure that someone who in one question reports they have ever
joined a gang, and who in another variable indicates the exact name of the gang in an open-ended
"fill in the blank" type of question (i.e., "What gang did or do you belong to? ),
and who then indicates the type of alliance or nation status. Thus, any "Gangster Disciple"
would in our sample have to also indicate a membership in the "Folks" nation. We found very
little discrepancy between such variables, and therefore believe that our basic measures that
differentiate gang members and non-gang members are very accurate. These are also, for the
most part, "brand name" gangs: gangs common to the social contexts from which they were
sampled (Crips, Bloods, and Sureno sets on the west coast, etc). One of the ways in which we
were able to use a "criterion" validity approach was our access to probably the best and most
current national directory of gangs in America today --- the National Geographic Guide to Gangs
in the United States. This is a large computer file maintained by the National Gang Crime
Research Center, it is updated from numerous sources (law enforcement, corrections, etc) every
year and has monitored the gang proliferation problem for five years in a row. For a sample
listing of this information useful in validating gang names for gang members, see the companion
volume to An Introduction to Gangs (3rd and expanded edition, 1995): National Gang Resource
Handbook: An Encyclopedic Reference (1995, Bristol, Indiana: Wyndham Hall Press). Thus,
official sources providing names of numerous gangs in America were used to cross-check the
self-disclosed data from respondents in the present research. As the analysis will reveal, the gang
members in the present study are for the most part very well known gangs. Thus, for our most
important variable of focus (gang membership), we were able to ascertain the validity of the self-
reported gang membership by examining it in relationship to another of other validity control
items (name of gang, gang nation alliance, type of rank held in the gang, etc). We did not
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encounter any cases that were impostors: only a gang member in such a gang would know the
type of leadership positions in its unique hierarchy.

The present research can rule out a threat to the internal validity of the design based on
history. The reason this is true is that all the data was collected in a short period of time during
1996 (Spring to fall, 1996) covering about a six month period. The hidden benefit of not being a
federally funded type of research project is that also there were few if any obstructions to the
research process, and that the results could be reported in a relatively short time frame as well.
Thus, the findings are very much reflective of the current social reality (i.e., we did not have to
wait a couple years to report our findings). For the same reasons, maturation was not a threat to
the validity of our research design, because as stated all data collected occurred in a short period
of time nationally in all sites, sometimes simultaneously.

The issue of testing as a threat to validity is common to all surveys on known offenders and
all self-report surveys. Completing surveys in some of the contexts was a common expectation,
particularly among students and youths in juvenile correctional settings. Even the jail inmates
had much experience in completing such questionnaires and "surveys". A number of precautions
were taken to ensure the validity of the research design by always having researchers on-site
during all data collection, typically several members of the larger team were present to assist with
data collection. Mostly this involved explaining to the potential respondents that this was a
completely anonymous survey, it did ask very personal questions, and that was the reason we did
not want anyone's name, and that the "we" consisted of: mostly university professors.

Wherever possible we tried to off-set the disruptiveness of having unknown persons intruding
on their social contexts distributing surveys and pencils by offering some type of consumable
amenity as a small reward or honorarium for completing the questionnaire. Thus, in most
contexts this was viewed as a pleasant distraction. For these and other reasons discussed in the
report we do not feel that testing was a major threat to the validity of the present research.

As discussed above as well, the pretesting or field testing of the survey instrument was
designed to eliminate any ambiguity in words, phraseology, expressions, and writing.! These are
forced-choice questions that are not double-barrelled questions, they are pinpointed to specific
issues or measurements of background and behavioral experience, beliefs, and attitudes. We
posit that the validity of the present study is therefore acceptable for studies of its kind regarding
any threat to validity from instrumentation. Another reason that we can rule out instrumentation
as a major threat to the validity of our research is that a number of our variables are direct
replications of previous research found to be acceptable and reported in the literature --- as is
discussed at appropriate points in this report, where such literature is specifically cited.

One of the strengths of the present research regarding validity is how we overcame the
potential threat to validity from differential selection of subjects. In gang research, as is common
in criminal justice and criminological research on offenders generally, the common situation is to
have only one social context to study the human aspect of interest. In the present research, as
explained earlier, the plan in advance was to develop and use multiple social contexts for purpose
of data collection. Thus, gang members were studied in a large number of social contexts where
we could reasonably assume we could find them: in adult correctional settings, in juvenile
correctional settings, in community programs, in probation caseloads, work release centers, boot
camps, etc. Further, the geographic representation of the sample was intended to be able to
examine variations across a large span of the United States: including data collection sites in the
west (northern and southern California), in the north (North Dakota, Minnesota, Wisconsin), the
midwest (Indiana, Iowa, Illinois, Ohio, etc), the south (Texas, Mississippi, Tennessee, etc), and
the east coast (Massachusetts, New Jersey, Florida, North Carolina). A complete list of states is

No respondents were used from the pre-testing. The national
sample of gang members was completely developed after the
pretesting.
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provided in the site cross-reference table (Figure 1). Therefore in a comparative assessment our
present research is stronger than most in this regard to taking precautionary measures to ensure
that the threat to validity in terms of differential selection of subjects included a broad cross-
section (i.e., across different social contexts) and geographical spectrum. Our analysis can
therefore speak to issues of comparison not capable in much previous gang research (i.e.,
comparing west coast Crips/Bloods with midwest People/Folks, etc). The issue of mortahty for
validity is of minimal concern to the present study and is therefore not a major threat. This was,
after all, a "snapshot" survey design: we only sought out a cross-section of data; this was a multi-
state multi-context cross-sectional survey research design. It was not intended to be a
longitudinal design, with follow-up measurements. The only way in which mortality might
therefore negatively impair on the research design would be if our sampling was limited to only
one type of social context, or if we only used one site for each type of social context. The fact is
we used multiple social contexts and for some of these (i.e., jails, juvenile correctional facilities)
we used multiple sites within these social contexts as well. Thus, if someone "missed out" from
such a site, chances are this is minimal in terms of not being able to capture the social reality of
these social contexts. After all, within the specific social context sites, the research plan called
for a "saturation" sampling method: everyone in the jail, the prison, the juvenile center, etc, was
asked to complete the questionnaire. Very few persons refused to complete the questionnaire.
We tried to structure our data collection in correctional settings where we did not interfere with
court calls or visiting, thus we often had to be at the jail late at night on some occasions, and
almost always on the weekends, requiring travel and overnight stays in various cities for some of
the researchers. Through previous research experience the researchers knew how to structure the
data collection process to be as minimally disruptive to the security and other concerns of
correctional facilities. We do know that with a long survey instrument such as that used in the
present research project that there may be "item mortality", this is not a matter of "attention
deficit disorders", it is a matter of simply losing the respondent at some later point in the survey
instrument, thus resulting in some cases missing data for those items towards the end of the
survey instrument. The present research is, therefore, not unlike other similar survey research
designs in having the common problem of some missing data on the many variables measured.

Finally, the issue of regression as a threat to validity is viewed as minimal in the present
research and not a major threat. Measurement error was not a major problem, given the fact that
among gang members our variables designed to elicit the nature of their economic experiences in
and associated with gang life were questions or items or variables that are both replicable and
having little if any ambiguity. No cognitive bias exists in this regard to the variables used in the
research. We did not simply include extreme cases: such as those highly cooperative youths on a
street corner who might suddenly become very interested in a research project when a person of
higher social class and social power arrives on the scene to offer aid and assistance --- material
and psychic benefits in nature. The fact is our gang analysis covers the complete gang risk
continuum as the analysis will reveal.

The gang member respondent was particularly prone to write lengthy and unsolicited
comments in the margins of the surveys. This highly affective arousal signaled clearly that the
respondents understood all too well the meaning of the questions. Sometimes this running
commentary of unsolicited remarks directed feedback to the researchers in various ways,
explaining subtle nuances, some of which will be discussed in this report at appropriate points in
the presentation of results.

These were questions that gang members clearly understood, enough so that often such
members would strike up conversations and seek out attention from the researchers at almost all
the sites. The typical gang member respondent was very curious that anyone would ask such
specific questions about gang life today. Thus, it was not uncommon for the researchers to stay
around the site for additional time spent answering direct questions from the youths, this was
particularly true in the juvenile correctional setting.

To recap, in many of the common threats to the internal validity of research such as that
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reported here (history, maturation, testing, instrumentation, differential selection of subjects,
experimental mortality, statistical regression), the precautions taken in the research design, the
scope and extent of the research effort (i.e., covering several states, different social contexts, and
a large sample), render these threats to be viewed as minimal.

RELIABILITY

The issue of reliability is the matter of the "quality" of the data. The informed reader will
recognize that the term reliability in research means basically "do we get the same results with
repeated measures". Over time it is possible, indeed probable, that "gang life" and the gang
problem itself can, could and might change. For example, the gang problem has expanded and
proliferated in recent years in the United States. In another sense, the meaning of reliability in
the type of social research conducted here often means "would different researchers going to the
same places using the same questions get the same results". We argue, by the nature of the
methodological rigor and level of effort in the present research design, that this would in fact be
the case to a high degree. In other words, when we issue what are called "site reports" or rapid
information summaries back to the host sites that provided access for data collection, that our
data truly does reflect the social reality of their environment. Most who have received these site
reports agree with us in regard to the critical issues: specifically, gang density, and the scope and
extent of the gang member problem in their populations.

This is not to say that the problem may not escalate or deteriorate in the years ahead. That is
not the nature of our research purpose to predict the future. Rather our intent is limited to the
nature of our research methodology --- a cross-sectional survey design using large samples --- of
simply describing the current situation in these various social contexts. Given the rapid
feedback, that is little time delay arose between time of data collection and the reporting of
findings, we also argue that our research has high reliability in terms of the volatility of such
data: ours was recently collected, and quickly reported. Our generalizations are to the present,
not the future --- as we recognize the gang problem is a dynamic and not a static problem.

But the trained researcher will also recognize that the methodological matter of reliability is
really the simple and testable issue of whether the same measurement techniques used in
different research settings or at different points in time produce the same results. We can give
and test an example of this aspect of reliability. Different questions at different points in the item
order of the survey produced almost identical results. These are discussed in the chapter
describing the descriptive findings on our gang member sample.

However, if this measurement is lacking in the area of reliability this would come out if
multiple sites were chosen to study the issues of gang prevention and gang intervention. That is,
the hypothesis of logical inference is that in the same city, among the same gangs, there should
be no difference in this factor if we asked the same question in different social settings. Indeed,
social settings that are indeed mutually exclusive: that is, one could not exist or be found in both
simultaneously.

Our research was structured in a way to enhance both validity and reliability. Thus, in some
jurisdictions we surveyed all facilities that existed in the area. This includes all juvenile
correctional institutions in the State of Ohio. This includes most of the prisons in North
Carolina. This includes all juvenile correctional facilities, short and long term, in the State of
Tennessee. Thus, in different geographical areas we had sites that were in some respects
representing the "universe" of that particular state. As correctional inmate research goes, there
are few studies that exceed the level of effort represented in the present project.

As there were many researchers in 17 states carrying out the same type of data collection
in similar types of facilities (jails, prisons, juvenile institutions, etc), to enhance reliability the
Project required a standardized presentation when meeting directly for the first time with the
confined population. This standardized presentation explained that it was a national project, that
a variety of researchers were involved associated with various university and other groups, and
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that no names were needed: it was a completely anonymous survey. The researchers on-site
collected the surveys directly from the inmates. The researchers in most cases also directly
handed out rewards to the inmates for their cooperation.

OTHER ISSUES OF VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY: FOR IMPROVING FUTURE
RESEARCH

No replication problems materialized in the present research, as these were variables or items
(i.e., survey questions) used in the prior literature. However, in some small selected instances of
paving new grounds in the area of the economic life of gangs, and other factors included in some
of the sites (i.e., sexual abuse, family life, etc) in this comprehensive survey, we felt that some
improvements could be made in terms of the structure of such questions. These are reported as
they appear in the presentation of results, and in their interpretation at relevant points in this
report. We also provide suggestions for improving the validity and reliability of these
measurements for purposes of future research. We recognize that there is no such thing as the
"perfect" model of social research on anything, but that improvements can always be made.

The present research project was clearly an ambitious undertaking. We do, therefore, discuss
ways to improve the validity and reliability of future research efforts such as that reported here.
These discussions and references are made in the body of this report where relevant. Thus, we
fairly and fully alert other researchers to these concerns.

We have a number of recommendations for improving research on gangs. We discuss these
issues in greater detail in our conclusions section.

TYPES OF GANGS REPRESENTED IN THE SAMPLE OF OVER 3,500 GANG
MEMBERS

The full list of gangs represented in this large nation sample includes several hundred
different gangs most of whom fall into the Crip, Blood, People, and Folks classification system.
This sample therefore includes over 200 members of the Gangster Disciples gang in Chicago, for
example. A large variety of different sets of Crips and Bloods are represented in the sample as
well. The types of gangs cut across the ethnic and racial spectrum as well (white, Black, Latino,
Asian). These are, for the most part, the more serious types of gangs of interest to the
criminological researcher. These include gangs such as the Aryan Brotherhood, and a variety of
different factions of Vice Lords from the midwestern United States (Insane Vice Lords,
Conservative Vice Lords, Unknown Vice Lords, Mafia Insane Vice Lords, Traveller Vice Lords)
and literally all types of disciples (Gangster Disciples, Black Disciples, Maniac Latin Disciples,
etc).

WHY WE KNOW THE GANG MEMBERS ARE IN THE GANGS THEY PURPORT TO
BE MEMBERS OF

For most of our sites used in Project GANGFACT we used a unique methodological tool
developed by the National Gang Crime Research Center. It involves a comparison of the
symbols, logos, signs and expressions known to be used by the gang a person purports to be a
member of. This was one of our additional validity control devices.

SUMMARY
In this chapter we have provided full details about the research methodology. Given the
attention to detail regarding validity and reliability, and the large size of the national sample
developed, the authors assert that the methodological rigor gives this study strong grounding.
We conclude that the validity and reliability of the data are acceptable for surveys of this type
and nature.
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CHAPTER 3:

Descriptive Statistical Results
With a Comparison of Gang Members and Non-Gang Members

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a full descriptive statistical analysis of the national
sample developed for Project GANGFACT. By way of introduction, some comments are in
order here to describe how this chapter is structured for purposes of the presentation of results.

The presentation of results here roughly parallels the order of the items as they appeared on

the survey instrument itself. However, the gang-specific items are those considered meaningful
only in relationship to those respondents who were in fact gang members. These gang-specific
items are presented towards the end of the discussion of results. Finally, for each variable we
report here whether there was any significant difference in comparing gang members and non-
gang members.

The Vast Majority Believe They Will Find a Good Job and Support a Family

The survey asked the true/false question "I believe that I will be able to find a good job and
eventually support a family". In the national sample some 90.6 percent (N = 9081) responded
"true" that they do in fact believe they will find a good job and be able to eventually support a
family. While only 9.4 percent (N = 941%) responded "false", implying they did not believe they
would lead this type of normal life.

The comparison of gang members and non-gang members is not significant for this variable.
Thus, there was no significant difference comparing gang members and non-gang members on
this factor.

The Super Predator Personality

The survey included the question "I get what [ want even if I have to take it from
someone" where the response modes were: always, usually, sometimes, rarely, and never. The
frequency and percentage distribution for this variable was as follows:

Always Usually Sometimes Rarely Never
N 682 788 2587 2282 3702
% 6.8 7.8 25.8 22.7 36.9

Thus, about 14.6 percent indicated that "always" or "usually" they try to "get what [ want even if I
have to take it from someone". There is a large amount of variation in this variable within this
offender population as seen in the distribution.

The comparison of gang members and non-gang members on this item is significant (Chi-
square = 695.8, p <.001), where 8.8 percent of the non-gang members indicated "always or
usually", compared to 22.3 percent of the gang members).

Being Bullied While in School
The survey asked "were you ever bullied by anyone in school". The results showed that some
37.5 percent (N = 3757) reported that they had in fact been bullied while in school. Over half
(62.5%, N = 6261) reported that they had not been bullied while in school.
The comparison of gang members and non-gang members on this factor was not
significant.

Age First Bullied in School
The survey asked the follow-up question if the person had been bullied while in school: "at
what age were you first bullied by someone in your school". This data ranged from a low of 5
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years old to a high of 21 years old. The mean, or arithmetic average, was 9.7 years of age for this
variable’,
Being a Bully in School

The survey asked "did you ever bully someone in school". The results in this offender
population showed that about half (47.1%, N =4721) did in fact report being a bully while in
school. Thus, about half (52.9%, N = 5294) reported not being a bully in school.

The comparison of gang members and non-gang members on this factor was significant

(Chi-square = 657.1, p <.001, where 36.1 percent of the non-gang members were bullies,
compared with 62.5 percent of the gang members).

Age First Bullied Someone Else in School

The survey asked the follow-up question if the person had been a bully while in school: "at
what age did you first bully someone else in school". This data ranged from a low of 5 years of
age to a high of 24 years old. The mean, or arithmetic average, was 11.4 years of age for first
bullying someone else in school®.

Two-Thirds Believe Bullying Can Lead to Gangbanging

The survey asked "do you think bullying in school can lead to gangbanging". About two-
thirds (70.4%, N = 6990) of the respondents did express the belief that bullying in school can
lead to gangbanging. Thus only 29.6 percent (N = 2938) did not believe that bullying behavior in
school leads to gangbanging.

The comparison of gang members and non-gang members on this factor was not significant.

Current Age of the Respondents in the Sample

The survey asked "how old are you today? Tam  years old". The results showed a range
between a low of 9 years of age to a high of 73 years of age. But some trends are evident here.
About half of the sample (50.4%, N = 4953) were under 18 years of age. Over two-thirds
(72.5%, N = 7130) were 25 years of age or under. Only about one out of ten were over the age of
35. The mean, or arithmetic average, for the age variable was 22.2 years of age for this sample.
The gang member only subsample showed a mean of 18.6 years of age. Thus, gang members
tended to be younger than the non-gang members in confinement.

Gender of the Respondents in the Sample

The gender of the respondents in the sample mirrors the same proportions of the confined
offender population itself’. Some 88.6 percent (N = 8903) were males. Only 11.4 percent (N =
1151) were females. Still, there are few studies reported anywhere that can use a sample of over
one thousand confined females.

There was a significant difference regarding gender (Chi-square = 86.0, p <.001). Some 44.1
percent of the males were gang members, compared to 29.5 percent of the females.
Race of the Respondents in the Sample

The racial breakdown for the sample is provided below. The race of the respondents in the
sample shows just over half are African-Americans. Just over a fourth are white or Caucasian.

Overall Sample

Racial Category N % % Gang Members
African-American 5109 52.3 41.6
White/Caucasian 2881 29.5 32.1
Hispanic/Latino/Mexican 995 10.2 66.3
Asian/Chinese 135 1.4 67.4
Native American Indian 240 2.5 45.8
Arab-American 66 7 44.2
Other 350 3.6 51.9
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There is a significant difference in this distribution by ethnicity and race in terms of the
percentage who are gang members (Chi-square = 394.4, p <.001).

About Half Attend Church, About Half Do Not

The survey asked "which best describes you:  Irarely if ever attend church I often
attend church". About half (55.1%, N = 5429) indicated they rarely if ever attend church. The
other half (44.9%, N = 4419) indicated they often attend church.

There was a small significant difference comparing gang members and non-gang members on
this factor. Some 46.7 percent of non-gang members indicated they often attend church,
compared to 42.0 percent of the gang members (Chi-square = 22.0, p <.001).

Gang Crime: Gang or Self Interest?

This is one of the areas in the gang literature where different viewpoints clearly prevail and
no consensus exists. It is a complicated question, but it is still a worthwhile area of inquiry, and
so the survey addressed this issue directly. The survey asked "do you think most gang members
get arrested for crimes they committed for their gang or for crimes they committed for
themselves".

The results for this are mixed, with 56.6 percent (N = 5399) of the offender sample believing
most gang members get arrested for crimes they committed for their gang. Thus, some 43.4
percent (N = 4143) believed that most gang members get arrested for crimes they committed for
themselves.

There was a small difference in this factor comparing gang members and non-gang members
(Chi-square = 19.3, p <.001). Some 58.7 percent of the non-gang members believed most gang
members get arrested for crimes they committed for their gang, while 54.1 percent of gang
members felt that most gang members get arrested for crimes they committed for their gang.

Risk Avoidance Behavior

The survey included the item "I am careful to avoid activities in which I might be injured" and
included the response modes of always, usually, sometimes, rarely, and never. Obviously those
responding "rarely" or "never" are basically saying that they have some element of risk seeking
behavior, while those answering "always" or "usually" are basically saying they try to avoid risky
behavior. The results are provided here:

Always Usually Sometimes Rarely Never
N 2241 1989 3158 1415 1210
% 22.4 19.9 31.5 14.1 12.1
Thus, as seen in the above distribution for the item, about a fourth seem to fit the profile
of "risk seekers" by rarely or never avoiding such risky activities.

There was a fairly strong difference on this factor comparing gang members and non-gang
members (Chi-square = 454.8, p <.001). Among non-gang members some 20.7 percent
indicated "rarely or never" avoiding such risks, compared to 33.3 percent of the gang members
who "rarely or never" avoided such risks.

Need Fulfillment on Demand

The survey included the item "it is alright to demand that my needs be met" and included the
response modes of always, usually, sometimes, rarely, and never. The results for this variable
were as follows:

Always Usually Sometimes  Rarely Never
N 1866 1445 3822 1410 1433
% 18.7 14.5 38.3 14.1 14.4

The comparison of gang members and non-gang members was significant on this factor (Chi-
square = 158.2, p <.001). Some 29.3 percent of the non-gang members indicated it is alright to
demand their needs be met "always or usually", compared to 38.5 percent (always or usually)
among gang members.
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About a Fifth Have Been Forced to Have Sex

The survey included the question "were you ever forced to have sex that you did not want to
have". Most (80.9%, N = 8029) indicated they have never been forced to have sex. About a fifth
(19.1%, N = 1900) indicated they have been forced to have sex.

There was no difference on this factor comparing gang members and non-gang members.

Most Come From Mother-Centered Households

The survey asked an important question about family structure for this national offender
population. The item was this: ' i mother,
father, and siblings mother, myself, and siblings ___father, myself, and s1b11ngs The
results showed that 38.6 percent (N = 3675) fit the pattern of the intact family (mother, father and
siblings). The single largest group (52.8%, N = 5022) reported the mother-centered household
(mother, myself, and siblings). While a very small percent (8.6%, N = 814) reported a father-
centered household (father, myself, and siblings).

There was a small significant difference comparing gang members and non-gang members on
this factor. Some 41.7 percent of the non-gang members came from the "intact model" of family
(mother, father, and siblings) compared to 34.5 percent for gang members (Chi-square =49.1, p
<.001).

Age First Ever Forced to Have Sex

The survey asked "if you were ever forced to have sex, how old were you the first time it
happened. When I was  years old". The results showed a range between a low of 2 years of
age to a high of 48 years of age. Some trends are very evident here though. Among those who
did experience being forced to have sex, the vast majority (89.5%) first experienced this abuse
under the age of 17. In fact, 93.9 percent were in the age range of 18 or under. The mean, or
arithmetic average, age for this variable was 11.9 years of age®.

Age The Last Time They Were Forced to Have Sex

The survey asked "if you were forced to have sex, how old were you the last time it
happened? WhenIwas  years old". The results showed a range between a low of 2 years old
to a high of 56, with a mean or average value of 15.1 years of age for this factor. Some trends are
noteworthy though: Some 91.5 percent indicated the age range of 26 years of age or younger.
Among those who had ever joined a gang, the mean was somewhat lower (13.7 years of age).

The Perception of Being in the Underclass
Sometimes it seems that researchers who use the methodology of "hanging out" with gang

members often hear what they want to hear, or see what they think is a theory in motion, and
from this macro level economic oppression theories about the cause of gangs get momentum
with little actual empirical evidence. This survey included the true/false question "I feel that I am
not a part of legitimate opportunities in my city or town and am cut out of good possibilities". It
measures the essence of what is implied by the underclass concept. Some 56.0 percent (N =
5286) answered "false". Some 44.0 percent (N = 4150) answered "true". Clearly, this issue is not
as pervasive as some ethnographers would have us believe. As a "theory" it is shown here to have
little more discriminating power than some of the "off the cuff" approaches of pure suppression.

The comparison of gang members and non-gang members on this factor showed a small but
significant difference. Some 41.0 percent of the non-gang members felt a part of the underclass
compared to 47.7 percent for gang members (Chi-square =41.5, p <.001).

The Crack Cocaine Selling Controversy

One of the current debates in the gang literature is about whether gang members do or do not
sell crack cocaine. Some recent federal research discounted the extent of gang involvement in
the sales of crack cocaine, blaming the mass media for portraying gang members in a bad light.
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Admittedly, the research was flawed by involving only the secondary analysis of police arrest
records which were not designed for research and therefore had a problem of validity and
reliability, but the issue has persisted, so we tested it directly in this large national sample. The
Project GANGFACT survey included the question "have you ever sold crack cocaine". About
half of the offenders have sold crack cocaine (50.2%, N = 4952), and about half (49.8%, N =
4916) have not sold crack cocaine.

The test for comparing gang members with non-gang members in this large national offender
population shows a very strong significant difference: among non-gang members 38.3% reported
having sold crack cocaine, among gang members some 66.0% reported having sold crack cocaine
(Chi-square = 720.3, p <.001). So we believe this issue is now finally seeing the light of day
from research involving true primary data collection on gang members. Further, the thesis from a
previous National Gang Crime Research Center study called Project GANGECON that gangs
and gang members have greater command and control or access to the underground economy
where crack is available is also supported by the findings of the present research. Obviously
these findings also tend to debunk the assertion by other researchers about the low level of
involvement of gangs or gang members in the sale of crack cocaine.

About a Third Have Completed High School or the GED

The survey asked "did you complete high school or get your GED". Most (65.3%, N = 6397)
indicated they had not completed high school or the GED. Some 34.7% (N = 3403) did indicate
they had completed high school or the GED.

The comparison of gang members and non-gang members on this factor was significant.
Some 42.1 percent of the non-gang members had obtained these minimal educational credentials
(high school or GED) compared to only 24.9 percent among gang members (Chi-square = 304.1,
p <.001).

A Fifth Have Fired a Gun at a Police Officer

In an urban environment when someone fires a gun at a police officer, the police officer may
never see the event, the police officer may only hear "shots fired". When the shots are stray and
never hit their target, again it is unlikely that this type of unseen offense would ever be reported
as such. This is why we were not surprised to see a high rate for this offense.

The survey asked "have you ever fired a gun at a police officer". Some 18.7 percent (N =

1841) indicated they had in fact fired a gun at a police officer. Most (81.3%, N = 8010) indicated
they had not fired a gun at a police officer.

Gang members were significantly more likely to have reported firing a gun at a police officer
in this research (Chi-square = 755.3, p <.001). Only 9.3 percent of the non-gang members
reported ever firing a gun at a police officer, compared to 31.4 percent among gang members.

The Brady Bill Has Had Little Effect on Criminals

The survey asked "since March of 1994 has it been harder or easier for you to buy illegal
guns", where the response modes were: harder, easier, about the same. Only 14.9 percent (N =
1205) indicated it has been harder since the Brady Bill to buy illegal guns. Some 38.4 percent (N
= 3112) indicated it has been easier since the Brady Bill to buy illegal guns. And 46.7 percent (N
= 3785) indicated no effect one way or the other (i.e., about the same difficulty today as before
the Brady Bill).

There was a significant difference on this factor comparing gang members and non-gang
members and the difference fits the previous gang research trend (see the study on gangs and
guns carried out by the National Gang Crime Research Center: Project GANGGUNS, 1994)
where generally gang members have a greater command of the underground economy and greater
access to illegal and underground sources for such items. Some 33.0 percent of the non-gang
members felt it was easier to get illegal guns since the Brady Bill, compared to 44.5 percent of
the gang members (Chi-square = 120.9, p <.001).
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The Deterrent Value of Prosecuting Juveniles as Adults

The survey asked "if more juveniles who committed violent crimes were tried in court as adult
offenders, would this stop you as a juvenile from committing a violent crime". Some 52.4
percent (N 4932) of the overall national sample said "no", that there would be no deterrent
value in prosecuting juveniles as adults. Yet some 47.6 percent (N =4474) reported "yes", that
there would be some deterrent value in prosecuting juveniles as adults.

The comparison of gang members and non-gang members was significant on this variable
(Chi-square = 187.6, p <.001). Some 53.7 percent of the non-gang members indicated that being
tried as an adult would stop them from committing a violent crime as a juvenile; compared to
only 39.3 percent among gang members. Generally, this is consistent with previous research
(Project GANGECON, 1995; Project GANGPINT, 1995) showing the "combative personality
syndrome" among gang members: they simply are a little bit more "hard core" in some respects.

The Suppression Value of Prosecuting Gangs as Organized Crime Groups

The survey asked "if gangs were investigated and prosecuted as if they were organized crime
groups, would this put some gangs out of business". The results showed that 55.1 percent (N =
5266) did not believe some gangs could be put out of business by prosecuting them as organized
crime groups. Still, some 44.9 percent (N = 4292) of the national sample felt that if gangs were
investigated and prosecuted as if they were organized crime groups that this would in fact put
some gangs out of business.

This factor was significant in comparing gang members and non-gang members (Chi-square =
522.2,p <.001). While 55.1 percent of the non-gang members felt that prosecuting gangs as an
organlzed crime group could put some of the gangs out of business, only 31.4 percent of the gang
members actually believed this.

Almost All Believe in God

The survey sought to be able to identify those who believed in God and those who were
atheists (i.e., did not believe in God). The survey therefore asked "which best describes you:
__Ibelieve in God I do not believe in God". The vast majority of the respondents in the
national sample (93.1%, N = 8998) indicated they do in fact believe in God. Only 6.9 percent (N
= 665) indicated they do not believe in God.

There was a small difference between gang members and non-gang members on this factor
(Chi-square = 17.9, p <.001). Some 94.0 percent of the non-gang members indicated they
believe in God, compared to 91.8 percent of the gang members.

The Few But Hardcore Followers of Satan

Some of the earlier research from the NGCRC identified this as a strong potential factor in
explaining certain aspects of criminal conduct. The Project GANGFACT survey therefore
included a way to identify those who were basically "followers of Satan". This is not equivalent
in our appraisal to "devil worshipers" as a collective identity. It is an individual trait in the belief
system of the individual offender. The survey asked "which best describes you: I'm on God's
side I'm on Satan's side". Again, consistent with the strong internal validity of the data
collected for Project GANGFACT (i.e., in comparison with the preceding 1tem) the vast majority
(94.0%, N = 8519) reported they were on "God's side". A small but hardcore’ group (6.0%, N =
547) reported they were followers of Satan.

There was a significant difference on this variable comparing gang members and non-

gang members (Chi-square = 84.9, p <.001). Some 4.0 percent of the non-gang members
indicated they were on the "Satan's side", compared to 8.7 percent of the gang members.

Involvement in Organized Drug Dealing
The survey asked "have you ever been involved in organized drug dealing". Some 55.0
percent (N = 5343) reported that they had in fact been involved in organized drug dealing. Some
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45.0 percent (N = 4372) indicated they had no such prior involvement in organized drug dealing.
A very significant difference emerged here in comparing gang members and non-gang

members (Chi-square = 1162.0, p <.001). Some 40.2 percent of the non-gang members reported

having been involved in organized drug dealing, compared to 75.3 percent of the gang members.

Organized Drug Dealing: Individual Versus Gang Reasons

A follow-up question for those who indicated they had ever been involved in organized drug
dealing was included in the survey: "if yes, which best describes the drug dealing:  Idid it for
myself,  1did it for my gang". There is little room for doubt here any "why". Some 91.0
percent of those who had ever been involved in drug dealing reported they had done so "for
myself". Thus, only 9.0 percent "did it for my gang".

One further necessary statistical distinction must be made here: controlling for those who
were in fact gang members. So, among those who had ever been involved in organized drug
dealing and who had ever joined a gang, some 87.9 percent reported having done so "for myself",
while only 12.1 percent reported having done so "for the gang". The explanation that seems to
emerge here is that argued previously in the NGCRC national study called Project GANGECON,
where the gang seemed to function as a kind of "trade union guild" for criminal offenders: if they
wanted the illegal income opportunity from selling drugs, the gang was perfectly able to provide
them with that opportunity, and here we see that it is in most cases a voluntary activity for
individual gain. The profile is consistent with the longstanding "income oriented crime" pattern:
the person is seeking personal benefit.

Number of Close Friends and Associates Who Are Gang Members

As a concurrent validity item, and as a strong predictor of gang membership itself, gang
research requires addressing this particular issue that has figured so prominently in the literature.
The survey used the standard NGCRC item: "how many of your close friends and associates are
gang members? 0 1 2 3 4 5 or more". The results definitely distinguish
between two types of persons quite clearly. This distribution is presented below.

Number of Close Friends and Associates Who are Gang Members
0 1 2 3 4 5 or more
N 3750 312 390 431 233 4068
% 408 34 4.2 4.7 2.5 44.3

As seen in the above distribution, just under a half of the national sample reported having
5 or more such close friends and associates who were gang members. This coincides with good
fit to the proportion who are in fact self-reported gang members themselves.

And, yes, obviously this factor was very significant when comparing gang members and non-
gang members (Chi-square = 3480.2, p <.001). Among non-gang members only 18.7 percent
indicated having five or more close friends and associates who were gang members, compared to
77.4 percent for this variable among gang members. This also reinforces the validity of our
measurement of "gang membership" in the research reported here.

Was Parental Interaction Supportive of Drugs, Guns and Violence?

The survey included the item'’: "in our conversations, my parent(s) often show favorable
attitudes toward drugs, crime, and violence" where the response modes included: strongly agree,
agree, uncertain, disagree, and strongly disagree. The results for this variable are provided here:

N

%
Strongly Agree 524 11.1
Agree 498 10.5
Uncertain 499 10.5
Disagree 696 14.7
Strongly Disagree 2525 532
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Thus, in the national sample of confined youths and adults, half strongly disagreed with
the idea that their parents were supportive of drugs, guns, and violence.

The test comparing gang members and non-gang members on this variable showed a
small difference (Chi-square = 17.4, p =.002). Among non-gang members some 17.6 percent
indicated a response of "strongly agree" or "agree to this item; compared with 22.4 percent
among gang members.

Did Their School Tolerate Drugs, Guns, and Gangs?

The survey included the item: "my school does not take it too seriously when I get
involved in drugs, guns, and gangs" where the response modes included: strongly agree, agree,
uncertain, disagree, and strongly disagree. The results for this variable are provided below.

N %
Strongly Agree 781 16.9
Agree 677 14.6
Uncertain 710 153
Disagree 829 179
Strongly Disagree 1638 353

The test comparing gang members and non-gang members on this variable showed a
small difference (Chi-square = 25.0, p <.001). Some 25.8 percent of non-gang members gave a
response of "strongly agree" or "agree" to this item; compared to 32.9 percent among gang
members.

Half Report They Know Active Gang Members Who Work in the Field of Criminal Justice

The survey asked "do you know of any members of the law enforcement community
(police officers, correctional officers, parole officers, probation officers) who are active gang
members". This is the "mole" factor that has surfaced in some cities regarding police corruption.
Half of the respondents (52.0%, N = 2457) indicated they knew such active gang members who
worked in the field of criminal justice. The remainder (48.0%, N = 2264) did not know anyone
who was an active gang member who worked in such criminal justice positions.

The test comparing gang members and non-gang members on this variable was signiﬁcant
(Chi- -square = 166.1, p <.001). Some 30.0 percent of non-gang members knew such "gang
moles" who worked in criminal justice occupations (police, correctional officers, etc), compared
to 53.0 percent among gang members.

Over Half Believe Early Intervention Could Discourage Children From Joining Gangs

The survey asked "do you think that early intervention in the 3rd, 4th, and 5th grade could
help discourage children from joining gangs". Some 61.2 percent (N =2928) agreed that such
early intervention could possibly discourage children from joining gangs. Still, 38.8 percent (N =
1856) did not believe in the effectiveness of such early intervention regarding the prevention of
gang joining behavior.

The test comparing gang members and non-gang members on this factor produced a weak
difference (Chi-square = 35.7, p <.001). Some 68.7 percent of non-gang members felt such
early intervention would be effective, compared to 58.8 percent among the gang members
themselves.

Duration of Confinement for the Respondents

The survey asked "how long have you been locked up this time only? Since: Month
of 19 ". This variable was converted at the coding stage into months of confinement. Data
from N = 6580 respondents was available for this variable. The duration of confinement for the
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national sample ranged from zero months (presumably for someone who was just recently
conﬁne(% in a jail or juvenile detention center) to 100 months''. The mean, or average, was 13.8
months'?.

Number of Disciplinary Reports
The survey asked "how many disciplinary reports have you had while in this facility. 0
1 2 3 4 5ormore". The distribution for this variable was as follows:
Number of Disciplinary Reports While in The Facility
0 1 2 3 4 >=35
N 3548 927 625 588 391 186l
Y% 447 117 79 74 49 234
This factor was also very significant in comparing gang members and non-gang members
(Chi-square = 581.3, p <.001). To give some indication of the greater risk of disciplinary
problems among gang members consider this finding: while among non-gang members 55.9
percent (N = 2328) had no such disciplinary reports while in the facility, only 31.9 percent (N =

1138) of the gang members had no disciplinary reports while in the facility.

Physical Fights While Incarcerated

The survey asked "have you been in a physical fight with anyone while in this facility".
Some 57.8 percent (N = 5048) reported "no", that they had not been in a physical fight while in
their facility. Some 42.2 percent (3679) did report being in a physical fight with someone while
confined in the facility they were surveyed in. Thus, a lot of physical fighting appears to go on in
correctional facilities among the confined population.

This factor was significant comparing gang members and non-gang members (Chi-square =
639.6, p <.001). While 30.0 percent of the non-gang members reported being in a physical fight
while incarcerated, some 57.3 percent of the gang members reported being in a fight. Obviously,
gang behavior carries over into the correctional setting.

Aggressively Starting a Fight While Incarcerated

The survey asked "did you start a fight or attack someone while in this facility". About three-
fourths (77.7%, N = 6739) reported that they had not started a fight or attacked someone while
incarcerated. Some 22.3 percent (N = 1930) did report having started a fight or attacking
someone while incarcerated.

This factor was significant in comparing gang members with non-gang members (Chi-square
=645.3,p <.001). Some 11.9 percent of the non-gang members had started a fight or attacked
someone compared to 35.0 percent among gang members.

About A Fifth Carried A Homemade Knife While Incarcerated

The survey asked "have you carried a homemade weapon (knife, etc) while in this facility".
Some 81.0 percent (N = 7026) reported they had not carried a homemade weapon while
incarcerated. About a fifth of the respondents (19.0%, N = 1651) reported that they had in fact
carried a homemade weapon (knife, etc) while incarcerated.

This factor was significant in the comparison between gang members and non-gang members
(Chi-square = 345.6, p <.001). Some 11.9 percent of the non-gang members reported carrying
such a weapon compared to 28.0 percent among gang members.

About A Fifth Have Threatened Correctional Staff While Incarcerated

The survey asked "have you threatened any facility staff member or officer while in this
facility". Most (80.8%, N = 6991) reported that they had not threatened any correctional staff
while incarcerated. However, about a fifth (19.2%, N = 1657) reported that they had in fact
threatened correctional staff while incarcerated.

This factor was significant in the comparison between gang members and non-gang members
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(Chi-square = 470.3, p <.001). While 10.8 percent of the non-gang members had threatened
staff, some 29.5 percent of the gang members had made such a threat.

Attempting to Smuggle Drugs into the Correctional Facility

The survey asked "have you tried to smuggle in any illegal drugs while in this facility". Most
of the incarcerated respondents (85.0%, N = 7287) reported that they had not attempted to
smuggle in illegal drugs while incarcerated. But some 15.0 percent (N = 1282) did report
attempting to smuggle in illegal drugs while incarcerated.

This factor was significant in the comparison of gang members and non-gang members

(Chi-square = 384.6, p <.001). While 8.0 percent of the non-gang members had tried to smuggle
in illegal drugs, some 23.4 percent of the gang members had tried to do so.

Do Gangs Use Religion as a "Front'" For Their Meetings While Incarcerated?

The survey asked "do gangs use religion as a front in order to conduct their business in this
facility". About two-thirds (70.5%, N = 4930) reported that gangs do not use religion as a front
for their meetings, etc, while incarcerated. Still, some 29.5 percent (N = 2065) did in fact report
that gangs use religion as a front in order to conduct gang business while incarcerated.

There was a weak difference in comparing gang members and non-gang members on this
factor (Chi-square = 7.06, p = .008). Some 27.9 percent of the non-gang members, compared to
30.9 percent of the gang members felt that gangs use religion as a front in order to conduct their
business inside correctional institutions.

Do Gangs Try to Corrupt Correctional Staff to Bring in Drugs?

The survey asked "do gangs seek to influence staff members to bring in drugs/contraband in
this facility”". About two-thirds (68.8%, N = 4795) reported that gangs do not seek to corrupt
correctional staff for this purpose. However, some 31.2 percent (N = 2170) did report that gangs
seek to influence correctional staff to bring in drugs/contraband.

There was a small difference in comparing gang members and non-gang members on this
factor (Chi-square = 30.0, p <.001). While 27.8 percent of the non-gang members indicated that
gangs seek to adversely influence staff for the purpose of smuggling in drugs/contraband, some
34.0 percent of the gang members reported this.

Does a ""Zero Tolerance'" Approach Discourage Gang Recruitment Behind Bars?
The survey asked "do you think that a zero tolerance approach to gang activity within a
correc‘uonal facility affects gang recruitment". The results are not too encouraging, perhaps a
"negative tolerance approach" is what would be more meaningful in a correctional context,
because 63.0 percent (N = 4322) of the incarcerated respondents did not think that a zero
tolerance approach to gang activity affects gang recruitment. Still, over a third (37.0%, N =
2539) did express the belief that a zero tolerance approach would affect gang recruitment.
There was a significant difference in comparing gang members and non-gang members
on this factor (Chi-square = 58.9, p <.001). Generally, non-gang members were more likely to
feel a zero-tolerance approach is effective. Some 41.6 percent of the non-gang members,
compared to 32.6 percent of the gang members, felt that a zero tolerance approach in a
correctional facility would affect gang recruitment.

Are Gangs in Adult Prisons and Juvenile Institutions Connected?

The survey asked "is there a connection between adult prison gangs and juvenile
institutional gangs". Some 46.1 percent (N =2847) felt "no". But 53.9 percent (N = 3329) did
feel there was a connection between gangs in adult prisons and those in juvenile institutions.

There was a significant difference in the comparison of gang members and non-gang
members on this factor (Chi-square = 187.6, p <.001). While some 44.4 percent of the non-gang
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members felt there was a connection between adult prison gangs and juvenile institutional gangs,
some 62.1 percent of the gang members believed the connection existed.

Over A Fourth Report Their Parents Served Prison Time As Well

The survey asked "have any of your parents ever served time in prison". Some 30.1 percent
(N =2389) reported that they did in fact have a parent who had served prison time. Some 69.9
percent (N = 5550) reported "no": no parent had previously served prison time.

There was a significant difference in the comparison of gang members and non-gang
members on this factor (Chi-square = 285.4, p <.001). Some 22.1 percent of the non-gang
members indicated they had a parent who had been in prison, while some 39.8 percent of the
gang members reported having a parent who had done so.

Parent Involvement in Early Life With Teachers/School

The survey included the item: "my parent(s) took time to come and meet my teachers when I
was in school", where the response modes were: always, usually, sometimes, rarely, never. The
results were as follows:

Always Usually Sometimes  Rarely Never
N 1595 831 1186 487 555
% 343 17.9 25.5 10.5 11.9

There was a very weak difference in the comparison of gang members and non-gang
members on this factor (Chi-square = 10.8, p = .028). The difference, though, appears that gang
members had better parents in this regard13 When examining the combined categories of "rarely
and never": some 23.5 percent of the non-gang members reported that their parents rarely or
never took time to come and meet their teachers while in school, compared to 20.5 percent
among gang members.

Physically Violent Parents in the Home Environment

The survey included the item: "my parent(s) were physically violent in my home" where
the response modes were: always, usually, sometimes, rarely, never. The results were as
presented below.

Always Usually Sometimes  Rarely Never
N 301 317 904 823 2267
% 6.5 6.9 19.6 17.8 49.2

There was a weak difference on this factor in comparing gang members and non-gang
members (Chi-square = 15.1, p =.004). Some 12.2 percent of the non-gang members indicated
their parents were physically violent in the home "always or usually", compared to 15.1 percent
for gang members.

Parental Supervision in the Home Environment

The survey included the item: "my parent(s) knew where I was and who [ was with"
where the response modes were: always, usually, sometimes, rarely, never. The results were as
follows:

Always Usually Sometimes  Rarely Never
N 805 1025 1486 784 526
% 17.4 22.2 32.1 16.9 11.4

There was a significant difference on this factor comparing gang members and non-gang
members (Chi-square = 198.6, p <.001). The trend suggests gang members had parents who did
not keep track of their kids. When combining the categories of "rarely or never" this trend
emerges the strongest. Some 22.8 percent of the non-gang members reported that their parents
"rarely or never" knew where they were or who they were with, compared to 36.0 percent among
gang members.
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Self-Reported Gang Membership

We come now to the matter of being able to provide a more precise picture describing the
gang member population. It is based on the self-report item regarding whether they have ever
joined a gang. The survey asked the question "have you ever joined a gang". In this national
sample of confined offenders 57.4 percent (N = 5585) indicated they had never joined a gang.
But 42.6 percent (N = 4140) have joined a gang. Those who have joined a gang constitute the
gang sample which will be analyzed in all gang specific questions from the survey. This gang
specific analysis follows here.

Gang Specific Variables

The remaining variables described are those variables in the survey that are meaningful only
when answered by gang members. The rest of the variables described in this chapter are
therefore analyzed only in regard to the responses from self-reported gang members. In other
words, this is the gang sample in the national offender sample.

Age First Joined a Gang

The survey asked a series of follow-up question to those who had reported having ever joined
a gang. The question for age first joined a gang was this: "at what age did you first join? When I
was __ years old". The results showed a range between a low of one year of age (presumably
for someone who was literally born into a gang family) to a high of 39 years of age. Some trends
here, however, are clear: 87.4 percent had joined before their 16th birthday; 97.6 percent had
joined when they were 18 years of age or under; three-fourths (77.8%) had joined on or before
the age of 14; nearly half (45.0%) were in the gang on or before the age of 12! The mean, or
average, age at time of first joining a gang was 12.7 years of age for this national sample.

Gangs Represented in the National Sample

The survey did ask the respondent to write in the name of the gang he/she had joined. The
"results" here was a list 14 pages long, single spaced. It includes many of the larger "brand
name" gangs in the USA today: Gangster Disciples, Vice Lords, Latin Kings, various Crip and
Blood sets, etc. This information is not of meaningful value here and is therefore not analyzed.
It will be used for subsequent analysis in gang profiling by the NGCRC.

Gang Nation Alliances

The survey did ask the respondent whether they were affiliated with Crips, Bloods,
Peoples/Brothers, Folks, Surenos, Nortenos, or other. Some 23.4 percent indicated Crips. Some
9.1 percent Bloods. Some 11.8 percent Peoples/Brothers. Some 26.0 percent Folks. Some 7.7
percent Surenos. Some 2.2 percent Nortenos. And 19.8 percent "other". The "other" category
contains skinheads, Aryan Brotherhood, motorcycle gangs, etc.

About Two-Thirds Are Still Active Members in the Gang

The survey asked "are you currently a member of any gang". This showed that 65.0 percent
(N =2627) were still active in their gang. Some 35.0 percent (N = 1412) therefore indicated they
were no longer active members in their gang. An additional follow-up question identified the
name of the gang the respondents currently belonged to, but again a rather lengthy and detailed
list emerged. Suffice it to say, it includes many of the larger "brand name" gangs in the USA
today.

Many Have Tried to Quit the Gang

The survey asked "have you ever attempted to quit the gang". Some 44.8 percent (N = 1787)
indicated that they had in fact attempted to quit the gang. Thus, over half (55.2%, N =2204)
have not tried to quit the gang.
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Over Half Have Held Some "Rank" in Their Gang

The survey asked "have you ever held rank or any leadership position in the gang". Some
59.8 percent (N = 2386) indicated that they had held some rank or leadership position in their
gang. Some 40.2 percent (N = 1602) indicated they had not held any rank or leadership position
in their gang.

A follow-up question was included in the survey that asked the name of the "title of your
rank" in the gang. This information was examined as a part of the validity checking of the data
and for additional later gang profiling purposes'®. Some gangs with a corporate structure, like the
Gangster Disciples, have "business like" titles of rank: area coordinator, assistant coordinator,
treasurer, etc. Others have more military-style titles of rank: First Lt., Commander, General, etc.
Others have a royalty-style leadership infrastructure in terms of titles: King, Prince, Overseer,
Queen, regent, etc. Some emulate government titles: President, Governor, representative, Sgt. at
Arms, etc. Some mix in religious symbolism as well. Just as some show little sign of formal
organization. As a rule, this report is not intended to analyze this type of narrative information,
as it would require a content analysis and would be meaningful only in relationship to the
hypotheses of the co-principal investigator who designed the question. This report is intended to
provide an analysis of the quantitative variables available from Project GANGFACT.

Over Half Report Their Gang Has a Special Language Code

The survey asked "does your gang have a special language code". Some 59.3 percent (N =
2366) reported that their gang does in fact have such a special language code. Thus, some 40.7
percent (N = 1624) reported that their gang lacks a special language code.

Examples of such special language codes are well known to those who study gangs. For
example, "Growth and Development" is a coded expression meaning "Gangster Disciple. For
example, "LOVE" as used by a Crip in L.A. means "Let Our Vision Educate". Such gangs often
have specialized linguistic greetings as well as an assortment of slang or subcultural argot terms
for activities (i.e., selling drugs = slanging), persons (often for boundary maintenance: terms to
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refer to "neutrons", "claimers", the opposition gangs, etc), and objects (guns, drugs, etc).

About Two-Thirds of Gang Members Report Their Gang Has Written Rules
The survey asked "does your gang have written rules for its members". Some 67.9 percent (N
= 2711) reported that their gang does in fact have such written rules for its members. Thus,
about a third (32.1%, N = 1279) reported that their gang lacks written rules.
The Journal of Gang Research regularly provides "gang profiles" which provides
numerous examples of these kind of internal written rules for gang members. For other
examples, see An Introduction to Gangs (Knox, 1994).

Most Are Adult Driven Gang Organizations

The survey asked "does your gang have adult leaders who have been in the gang for many
years". Some 84.3 percent (N = 3367) reported that their gang does have such adult leaders who
have been in the gang for many years. Only 15.7 percent (N = 629) indicated their gang is not an
adult-driven organization.

Half Report Committing a Crime For Financial Gain With Their Gang

The survey asked "have you ever committed a crime for financial gain with your gang". Some
58.5 percent (N = 2344) reported that they had committed a crime for financial gain with their
gang. Some 41.5 percent (N = 1663) reported not having done so.

Over Half Report Their Gang Holds Regular Weekly Meetings

The survey asked "does your gang hold regular weekly meetings". Some 58.6 percent (N =
2311) reported that their gang does in fact hold such regular weekly meetings. Thus, some 41.4
percent (N = 1633) indicated that they gang does not hold such regular weekly meetings.
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A Fourth Report Their Gang Requires Regular Weekly Dues

The survey asked "does your gang require its members to pay regular weekly dues". Some
27.9 percent (N = 1097) reported that their gang does require paying such regular weekly dues.
But nearly three-fourths (72.1%, N = 2840) reported that their gang does not require such regular
weekly dues.

Dedicated Soldiers or A Collection of Misfits?

The survey asked "which best describes you:  whatever the gang expects of me Ido  Ido
what I want regardless of what the gang expects me to do". The results show that a fourth
(22.8%, N = 853) fit the profile of dedicated soldiers: they do what the gang expects of them.

But three-fourths (77.2%, N = 2893) suggested the gang functions more like a collection of
misfits in that the respondents indicated "I do what I want regardless of what the gang expects me
to do".

The Importance of Making Money in Decisions to Join the Gang

The survey asked "how important was the chance to make money in your decision to join a
gang", where the response modes included: very important, important, not important. A fourth
(25.3%, N =998) indicated making money was "very important” in their decision to join a gang.
Some 29.0 percent (N = 1143) reported that making money as 1mportant” in their decision to
join a gang. Still, some 45.8 percent (N = 1806) reported that this was "not important" in their
decision to join a gang.

The Importance of Protection in Decisions to Join the Gang

The survey asked "how important was seeking protection in your decision to join a gang"
where the response modes included: very important, important, not important. Some 16.3
percent (N = 647) indicated that protection was very important in their decision to join a gang.
Some 24.5 percent (N = 973) reported that protection was important in their decision to join a
gang. But some 59.2 percent (N = 2354) reported that protection was not important in their
decision to join a gang.

Getting Into the Gang: Recruits Versus Volunteers

We are not aware inside the language systems of modern American gangs of any linguistic
distinction between members that are recruited as opposed to those who volunteer to join the
gang on their own, however this is obviously an important feature of understanding gangs from a
systems perspective. The survey asked "did someone ask you to join the gang (were you
recruited) or did you ask to join your gang" where the response modes were: I was recruited
into the gang I asked to join the gang. Some 54.5 percent (N = 2046) indicated that they were
recruited into the gang. Some 45.5 percent (N = 1711) indicated that they asked to join their

gang.

Drug Dealing Income That Goes Back to the Gang

The survey asked "of all the drug dealing you have done since joining a gang, what percent of
the total money went back to the gang". The results for this variable showed a range between a
low of zero percent to a high of 100 percent. The mean, or average, was that 33.1 percent of the
drug dealing income goes back to the gang.

Drug Dealing Money That is Kept and Spent as Individual Income

As a follow-up to the preceding question, the survey asked 'about what percent of the total
money were you able to keep and spend as ordinary income". The results showed a range
between a low of zero percent to a high of 100 percent. The mean, or average, was that 74.0
percent of the drug dealing income was able to be spent as individual disposable income.
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Paranoid Delusions: Beliefs That Some Outside Force/Organization Could Remotely
Control Their Gang

The survey asked the gang members "do you feel that some outside person/organization or
force controls the actions of your gang". About a fourth (28.5%, N = 1099) did express such a
paranoid delusion. Some 71.5 percent (N = 2762) did not believe that some outside
person/organization or force controls the actions of their gang. We feel compelled to mention
here that just because a fourth are very paranoid does not mean someone really is not trying to
manipulate them.

Four-Fifths of the Gang Members Would "Bail Out" Given The Right Social
Opportunities

The survey included the vignette-style item "if you were offered a second chance in life, with
a clean slate, and if you are given the opportunity to finish your education and/or receive job
training while working with a person that truly cares about you and your needs, would you be
willing to quit the gang and start your life over again". Some 79.6 percent (N = 2986) indicated
they would quit the gang life under this situation. Still, about a fifth (20.4%, N = 763) would still
not quit gang life if these social opportunities were provided.

About A Fourth Say They "Drifted" Into Gang Life Because of the Absence of Other
Opportunities

The survey included the retrospective scenario question "if there had been other activities
available to you to participate in (for example: sports, music, art, drama, YMCA, Boy's Club,
church activities, etc), do you think you would have still joined a gang". The response modes for
this item include: Yes, No, and Not Sure. Some 28.5 percent (N = 1124) indicated "no", that if
these social opportunities had been available they would not have joined a gang, suggesting that
about a fourth "drift into" gangs. Some 34.7 percent (N = 1368) indicated "yes", that even if
these social opportunities had existed they would have still joined their gang. Finally, some 36.8
percent (N = 1453) were "not sure" if they would have still joined a gang if these opportunities
had been available.

Racial and Ethnic Diversity in Modern Gangs

The survey asked "which best describes your gang:  Consists only of members who
represent one racial or ethnic group  Consists mostly of one racial or ethnic group, with some
members who are from other racial groups  Consists of a variety of racial and ethnic groups on
an equal basis". Some 30.9 percent (N = 1107) indicated that their gang "consists only of
members who represent one racial or ethnic group". Some 30.2 percent (N = 1083) indicated that
their gang "consists mostly of one racial or ethnic group, with some members who are from other
racial groups. Thus, 61.1 percent (N =2190) of the gang members suggest their gang is for the
most part homogeneous with respect to race or ethnicity. Still, some 38.9 percent (N = 1396)
reported that their gang "consists of a variety of racial and ethnic groups on an equal basis",
suggesting a new trend towards heterogeneity in modern gang life.

Age at Joining the Gang in an Institution

The survey asked "how old were you when you first joined the gang in the institution" where
the response modes include: 12-13 years old, 14-15 years old, 16-17 years old, and "I did not first
join the gang in the institution". Some 27.8 percent (N = 1046) indicated they first joined the
gang in the institution when they were 12 to 13 years old; some 15.5 percent (N = 582) when
they were 14 to 15 years old; some 8.9 percent (N = 334) when they were 16 to 17 years old; and
47.8 percent (N = 1794) indicated "I did not first join the gang in the institution".

37



Four Fifths Report That Their Gang Has Sold Crack Cocaine

The survey asked "has you gang ever sold crack cocaine". Some 82.4 percent (N =3217)
reported "yes", that their gang has in fact sold crack cocaine. Some 17.6 percent (N = 685)
reported that their gang has not sold crack cocaine.

Over A Third Have Parents Who Do Not Know They Are Gang Members

The survey asked "do your parents know you are a member of a gang". Some 64.8 percent (N
= 2512) reported that their parents did in fact know they were a member of a gang. Still, some
35.2 percent (N = 1365) indicated that their parents did not know they were a member of a gang.

Most Have Female Members in Their Gang

The survey asked "are there female members of your gang". Some 83.3 percent (N = 3277)
reported that there are in fact female members in their gang. Only 16.7 percent (N = 656)
reported no female members in their gang.

Half Report Females Can Be Leaders in Their Gang

The survey asked "are there any female leaders in your gang". Some 45.7 percent (N = 1774)
reported that there are in fact female leaders in their gang. Similarly, half (54.3%, N =2105)
reported that there are no female leaders in their gang.

Crime by Gang Members: 1/4th For the Gang, 3/4ths For Personal Benefit

The survey asked "of the crimes that you committed, were these mostly for the benefit of the
gang or were they for your own personal benefit" where the response modes were: _ For the
benefit of the gang  For my personal benefit. Some 25.8 percent (N = 913) indicated they
committed crimes mostly for the benefit of their gang. About three-fourths (74.2%, N = 2624)
indicated they committed crimes mostly for their own personal benefit.

Half Claim Ties to Real Organized Crime

The survey asked "has your gang established any relationship with real organized crime (i.e.,
Italian Mafia figures)". Half (50.1%, N = 1857) claimed such ties to real organized crime. Half
(49.9%, N = 1853) indicated their gang has established no such relationship to real organized
crime figures.

Over Two Thirds Believe Their Gang Has Kept its Promises To Them

The survey asked "do you think your gang has kept the promise(s) it made to you when you
first joined". Some 71.3 percent (N = 2560) expressed the belief that their gang has kept its
promises to them. Still, some 28.7 percent (N = 1030) felt that their gang has not kept the
promise(s) it made to them when they first joined. Such a sentiment could figure prominently in
explaining a propensity for gang defection.

Two separate narrative variables were also collected in follow-up to this question: "list two
areas where promises made at the time you first joined the gang where you want your gang to
improve". Money, love, protection, power, and respect were some of the most frequently cited
individual "areas". This is not a full listing, and as stated earlier this report focuses exclusively
on summarizing the quantitative findings only.

Total Male Members in Their Neighborhood Set of the Gang

The survey asked "in your gang set, how many total members in your own neighborhood are
males". The results ranged from a low of zero to a high of 11,000, with a mean of 201.0 such
members. A second item measuring number of female members produced a range between zero
to a high of 7,000 with a mean of 77.9 such female members.
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A Fourth Have Made False '"911 Calls" In Connection With Gang Activities

The survey asked "have you ever personally made false 911 calls to the police emergency
telephone number in connection with your gang activities". About a fourth (24.6%, N = 938)
reported having made such false 911 calls. About three-fourths (75.4%, N = 2869) indicated they
have not made such false 911 calls in connection with their gang activities.

Over A Fourth Report That Shooting at a Police Officer Would Bring Them More Status
in Their Gang

The survey asked "which best describes you:  Shooting at a police officer would be really
stupid because of the heat it would bring upon my gang  Shooting at a police officer would
bring me more status and "rep" in my gang". Some 70.5 percent (N = 2333) indicated that
"shooting at a police officer would be really stupid because of the heat it would bring upon my
gang". Still, over a fourth (29.5%, N = 977) indicated "shooting at a police officer would bring
me more status and "rep" in my gang".

Over Half Report That The Gangs That Exist Inside Correctional Institutions Are
Basically the Same Gangs That Exist on the Street

The survey asked "are the gangs that exist inside correctional institutions (detention centers,
jails, prison, etc) basically the same as the same gangs that exist on the street". Some 61.0
percent (N = 2277) reported that the gangs inside correctional institutions are basically the same
gangs that exist on the street. Some 39.0 percent (N = 1458) rejected this view.

A Third of the Gang Members Have Never Met The Top Leader of Their Gang

The survey asked "have you ever met face-to-face with the top leader of your gang". Some
67.5 percent (N = 2511) reported that they had in fact met face-to-face with the top leader of their
gang. Still, a third (32.5%, N = 1208) reported having never met face-to-face with the top leader
of their gang.

Two-Fifths of the Gang Members Think They Will Someday Be the Top Leader of Their
Gang

If ever there was any doubt about the extent to which gang members had a firm grasp on
reality, this finding may substantially clarify the issue; or alternatively, it may tell us something
about their true "aspirations". The survey asked "do you think you will ever be the top leader of
the gang you are in". Obviously, in some gangs answering "yes" to this would be tantamount to
heresy. Thus, 60.9 percent (N =2158) said "no": they do not expect to ever be the top leader of
the gang they are in. But 39.1 percent (N = 1388) did indicate that they would someday be the
top leader of the gang they were a member of.

Has Gang Membership Affected Their Religious Beliefs?

The survey asked "has your gang membership affected your religious beliefs in any way".
Some 58.9 percent (N =2218) indicated "no": that their gang membership has not affected their
religious beliefs. But about a fifth (21.6%, N = 814) indicated that their gang membership has in
fact affected their religious beliefs. Finally, some 19.5 percent (N = 733) felt that "maybe" their
gang membership has affected their religious beliefs.

Only A Fourth Actually Believe Their Gang is Helping Their Racial or Ethnic Group to
Overcome Society's Prejudices

The survey asked "do you feel that the gang which you belong to is aiding your race or ethnic
group to overcome society's prejudices". Some 42.5 percent (N = 1577) indicated "no": that they
do not feel their gang is aiding in the process of overcoming such prejudices. About a fourth
(24.7%, N = 918) responded "yes": that they do believe their gang is helping their ethnic/racial
group to overcome societal prejudices. Finally, about a third (32.8%, N = 1216) were simply
"not sure".
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A Third Report Compulsion As A Possible Motive to Commit Crime
The survey asked "has anyone in your gang (i.e., leaders, etc) ever told you to perform an act
that you felt was wrong". Some 63.4 percent (N = 2367) said "no": they have not been
compelled to do anything they felt was wrong. Still, some 36.6 percent (N = 1366) indicated
es'": that they have in fact been told by gang leaders to perform an act that they felt was wrong.

The Source of Gang Nicknames

The survey asked "which best describes how you got your current nickname: I picked the
nickname myself My gang friends picked the nickname for me". Some 40.3 percent (N =
1393) indicated that they were able to pick the nickname for themselves. The majority (59.7%,
N =2063) indicated that their gang friends picked the nickname for them.

The Meaning of Their Nicknames

The survey asked "the meaning of my nickname is based on: (check one):  Physical
characteristics (e g., "Red" for my hair color or "Tiny" for my size), Behavioral characteristics
(e.g., "Maniac" for being outgoing or "Tough Guy" for rep)  Take Off On Given (e.g., "Di" for
Diane or "J.J." for Jim Jones)  Other". Some 22.0 percent (N = 710) indicated that the meanlng
of their nickname could be traced to physical characteristics. The largest single group (35.4%, N
= 1144) indicated that the meaning of their nickname could be traced to behavioral
characteristics. Some 11.8 percent (N = 381) indicated the meaning of their nickname was a
"take off on a given". And the remainder (30.9%, N = 998) indicated some other unclassified
meaning.

Most Get Their Nicknames Before Being Incarcerated

The survey asked "at what point did you get your current nickname: _Before being locked-up
in an institution __ At the time being locked-up in an institution __ After being locked up in an
institution". Some 80.8 percent (N = 2768) indicated they got their nickname before being
locked up in an institution. Some 12.0 percent (N = 412) indicated they got their nickname at the
time of being lock-up in an institution. And only 7.2 percent (N = 245) indicated they got their
nickname after being locked up in an institution.

Few Indicated Their Father Encouraged Them to Join a Gang

The survey included the true/false item: "My father encouraged me to join a gang". Some 9.7
percent (N = 367) indicated that their father did in fact encourage them to join a gang. Most
(90.3%, N = 3410) indicated that their father did not encourage them to join a gang.

Fewer Indicated Their Mother Encouraged Them to Join a Gang

The survey included the true/false item: "My mother encouraged me to join a gang". Only
6.9 percent (N = 260) indicated that their mother encouraged them to join a gang. Most (93.1%,
N =3508) indicated that their mother did not encourage them to join a gang.

Half Feel Their Parents Would Be Embarrassed About Their Gang Membership

The survey included the true/false item: "my mother and father would be embarrassed if they
knew I was in a gang". Some 55.5 percent (N =2007) indicated that they did feel their parents
would be embarrassed if the parents knew they were in a gang. Still, some 44.5 percent (N =
1612) indicated their parents would not be embarrassed to know they were in a gang.
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Joining A Gang Because of Significant Others Who Were In A Gang

The survey included the item: "I joined a gang because I knew someone that was a member of
one, for instance, a friend, a brother, or an uncle", where the response modes were strongly agree,
agree, uncertain, disagree, and strongly disagree. The results for this variable are provided here:

N %
Strongly Agree 975 264
Agree 1046 28.3
Uncertain 436 11.8
Disagree 508 13.7

Strongly Disagree 730 19.8

If They Wanted To, Could They Quit The Gang?

The survey included the item: "If I wanted to, I could quit my gang", where the response
modes were: strongly agree, agree, uncertain, disagree, and strongly disagree. The results for this
variable are provided here:

N %
Strongly Agree 1378 37.4
Agree 829 225
Uncertain 497 135
Disagree 367 10.0
Strongly Disagree 617 16.7

Do Gang Members Feel Loved and Protected?

The survey included the item: "I feel protected and loved by being in a gang" where the
response modes included: strongly agree, agree, uncertain, disagree, and strongly disagree. The
results for this variable are provided here:

N %
Strongly Agree 926 25.1
Agree 1065 28.9
Uncertain 615 16.7
Disagree 510 13.8
Strongly Disagree 568 154

Do They Feel Gang Fighting is Normal Behavior in Their Neighborhood?

The survey included the item: "in my neighborhood, gang fighting is normal behavior for
someone like me" where the response modes included: strongly agree, agree, uncertain, disagree,
and strongly disagree. The results for this variable are provided here:

N %
Strongly Agree 1009 27.2
Agree 1125 30.3
Uncertain 467 12.6
Disagree 550 14.8
Strongly Disagree 561 151

Fighting With Rival Gang Members While in Custody

The survey asked "have you fought with any rival gang members while in this facility”. Some
40.0 percent (N = 1498) did report having such fights with rival gang members while in custody.
Some 60.0 percent (N = 2250) therefore reported not fighting with rival gang members while in
custody.
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Over A Third Report Having Used ""Legal Letters" to Communicate With Fellow Gang
Members

The survey asked "have you ever used legal letters to communicate with fellow gang
members". Legal letters in correctional institutions are not subject to staff screening and can be
sealed by the sender. Some 37.8 percent (N = 1377) reported having used this ploy to
communicate with other gang members. Most (62.2%, N = 2268) have not engaged in this
behavior while in custody.

Two-Fifths Report Forcible Sex Involving Females

The survey asked "have you known males in your gang who forced females to have sex".
Some 39.1 percent (N = 1324) reported they were knowledgeable of such forcible sex, making
this apparently a lot more common than has been previously documented. Still, some 60.9
percent (N = 2060) did not know of such cases of forcible sex.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
This chapter has provided a quick overview or glimpse of the data from Project GANGFACT.
The chapter had very limited goals:

(1) provide descriptive statistics on all variables,

(2) compare gang members and non-gang members on certain variables, and

(3) summarize additional "gang specific" variables that were designed for gang members
only, and these too were described in this chapter.

The most pertinent findings from this chapter have to do with the comparison of gang
members and non-gang members. It is therefore useful to summarize these findings here. The
comparison made is between confined gang members and their counterparts inside the confined
offender population who have never joined a gang.

Here are some of the major differences that emerged in comparing gang members with
non-gang members:

* Gang members were significantly more likely to respond that they always or usually
"get what [ want even if [ have to take it from someone".

* Gang members were significantly more likely to be bullies in school.

* Gang members were less likely to regularly attend church.

* Gang members were significantly less likely to avoid situations involving the risk of
personal injury.

Gang members were significantly more likely to want to demand that their needs be

*

met.
Gang members were more likely to come from a mother-only household.
Gang members were more likely to perceive themselves as part of the underclass.
Gang members were significantly more likely to sell crack cocaine.
Gang members were significantly less likely to have completed minimal educational
credentials (high school degree or GED).

* Gang members were significantly more likely to report having fired a gun at a police
officer.

* Gang members were significantly more likely to report it has been easier since the
Brady Bill went into effect to acquire illegal guns.

* Gang members were significantly less likely to see the deterrent value of prosecuting
juveniles as adults.

* Gang members were significantly less likely to agree with the suppression value of
prosecuting gangs as organized crime groups.

* Gang members were less likely to believe in God, and more likely to claim they were
on "Satan's side".

* Gang members were significantly more likely to have been involved in organized drug
dealing.

* ¥ ¥

*
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* Gang members were significantly more likely to have close friends and associates who
were gang members.

* Gang members were significantly more likely to get disciplinary reports while in
custody.

* Gang members were significantly more likely to report engaging in fights while in
custody.

* Gang members were significantly more likely to report starting a fight or attacking
someone while in custody.

* Gang members were significantly more likely to report carrying an improvised weapon
(knife, etc) while in custody.

* Gang members were significantly more likely to report having threatened a staff person
while in custody.

* Gang members were significantly more likely to attempt to smuggle drugs into the
correctional facility.

* Gang members were more likely to report that gangs do seek to influence staff members
to bring in drugs/contraband into the correctional facility.

* Gang members were less likely to see the value of a "zero-tolerance" approach in
preventing gang recruitment.

* Gang members were significantly more likely to report that a connection exists
between prison gangs and juvenile institution gangs.

* Gang members were significantly more likely to have a parent who has served time in
prison.

* Gang members were significantly less likely t