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ABSTRACT 

Although there has been an overall decrease in incidences of school violence 

since the early 1990s, the number of multiple homicides on school properties has 

increased. Following the Columbine shootings in Littleton, Colorado, in 1999, a number 

of governmental agencies in collaboration with private organizations and educational 

agencies have produced various profiling and/or threat assessment lists of common 

characteristics associated with potentially violent students. However, educators and other 

professionals do not always agree on the benefits versus the risks associated with student 

behavior profiling. 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether behavior profiling was being 

used in Texas Region 17 and to assess attitudes concerning behavior profiling of students 

among Region 17 secondary administrators. This study was grounded in Maslow's 

Hierarchy of Needs theory. The theory places "safety" second only to "physiological" 

needs in terms of primary needs suggesting that students must have their physiological 

and safety needs met before learning, which is the primary function of education, can be 

achieved. A second theory that provided a premise for this study is a common law 

doctrine known as in loco parentis, which defines the rights of students while at school in 

the United States. This commonly adhered to belief system established the school's 

authority over students as "in place of a parent" while the student was at school. 

The common theme throughout the literature review seemed to be that because 

school safety is a major concern to the American public, schools are expected to maintain 

a safe, learning environment. The legal and ethical gray area evident in the literature 

vi 



reflected numerous concerns associated with behavior profiling and threat assessment 

methods of creating and maintaining a safe environment. 

To address the ambivalence that seems evidence in the literature, the following 

questions were investigated in this study: (1) Is behavior profiling being used by Region 

17 secondary administrators to identify and provide assistance to potentially violent 

students?; (2) How do the administrators perceive the benefits versus the risks of 

behavior profiling methods?; and (3) Do administrator's attitudes reflect the legal and 

ethical incongmence reflected in the literature? 

Data collection for this study was achieved by the use of a survey. Data analysis 

for this study consisted of the following (psychometric) descriptive techniques: (1) the 

mean, median and mode will be used to summarize and interpret the data; (2) variability 

will be expressed in terms of range; and (3) the distribution of the data will be illustrated 

by use of tables and bar charts. 

Eighty percent of the sample indicated that behavioral profiling is not being used. 

Forty-one percent of the sample indicated that they believed their campuses should be 

using behavioral profiling. No significant differences were found within any of the 

subgroups concerning beliefs about the risks and benefits of behavior profiling. Of the 

respondents who reported using behavior profiling, attitudinal data collected suggests that 

these respondents believe that the benefits of behavior profiling outweigh the risks. 

Additionally, of those respondents who reported not using behavior profiling attitudinal 

data suggests that these respondents believe that the benefits of behavioral profiling do 

not outweigh the risks. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter presents the statement of the problem, purpose of the study, 

theoretical framework, research questions, and the need for the study. Definitions, 

assumptions, delimitations, and a summary are provided. 

Statement of the Problem 

Although there has been an overall decrease in incidences of school violence 

since the early 1990s, the number of muhiple homicides on school properties has 

increased (Poland, 2000). In view of recent developments, administrators are seeking 

methods to address the problem of school safety. One of the methods being used is 

behavior profiling of students. Lumsden (2000) described behavior profiling as the 

process of predicting an individual's propensity for violence by examining his or her 

behavior. Along the same lines, other researchers depict profiling as a method of 

drawing inferences concerning the t5^e of person who is likely to commit a certain type 

of crime, based on previous behaviors of that individual (Reddy et al., 2001). 

According to Brent Turvey (1999), criminal profiling can be traced back to the 

1800s. Cesare Lombrosos, an Italian physician who lived between 1835 and 1909, is 

considered to be one of the first criminal profilers. Lombrosos argued that, based on his 

research of 383 Italian prisoners, there were basically three major types of criminals: 

born criminals, insane criminals, and criminaloids which was comprised of a large 

general group of offenders with no specific characteristics. Lombrosos contended that 



there were eighteen physical characteristics, of which at least five or more were present 

in a bom criminal. According to Turvey (1999), Lombrosos suggested that some or all of 

the following eighteen physical characteristics in Figure 1.1 would be present in a born 

criminal. 

Deviation in head size and shape from the criminal's own race and region. 
Asymmetry of the criminal's face. 
Exaggerated dimensions of the jaw and cheekbone. 
Peculiarities and defects of the eyes. 
Unusual size of ears, whether very small or protmding like a chimpanzee. 
Thieves would have twisted, flattened or upturned noses, murderers would have 
beak-like noses or noses with a tip rising like a peak from swollen nostrils. 
Lips would be fleshy, swollen or protmding. 
Cheeks would appear as pouches like those of some animals. 
The palate would have peculiarities such as a large, central ridge and a series of 
cavities as found in some reptiles or possibly a cleft palate. 
Abnormal dentition. 
A receding or excessively long, or short and flat chins as seen in apes. 
Abundance, variety, and precocity of wrinkles. 
Abnormalities of the hair, marked by characteristics of the opposite sex. 
Supernumerary nipples or too many or too few ribs: abnormalities of the 
thorax. 
Inversion of sex characteristics in the pelvic organs. 
Arms excessive in length. 
Supernumerary fingers and toes. 
Imbalance of the hemispheres of the brain (asymmetry of the cranium) 

Figure 1.1 Lombrosos Eighteen Physical Characteristics of Bom Criminals 

In 1955, another theory dealing with physical characteristics was presented by 

Ernest Kretschmer, a German criminologist, who argued that there was a significant 

degree of correlation between body type, personality type, and criminal potential. 

Kretschmer argued that there were four main body types and claimed that specific body 



types could be associated with specific types of crimes. Table 1.1 illustrates 

Kretschmer's four body types as presented by Turvey (1999). 

Table 1.1 

Kretschmer's Four Main Criminal Body Types 

Body Types 

Leptosome or Asthenic 

Athletic 

Pyknic 

Physical Characteristics 

Tall and Thin 
Associated with petty thievery and fraud 

Well-developed Muscles 
Associated with crimes of violence 

Short and Fat 
Associated with crimes of deception and fi"aud, 
but sometimes correlated with crimes of violence 

Dysplastic or Mixed Fit more than one body type 
Associated with crimes against decency and 
morality, as well as crimes of violence 

The Whitechapel murders in the 1880s, or what are commonly referred to as the 

Jack the Ripper murders, are notable in the sense that the victims were studied 

forensically. The assumption was that the offender's personality would be revealed by 

the behavior manifested in the physical evidence. This marked a departure from the 

physical characteristics of the perpetrator and focused the attention on the criminal's 

personality. 



A new influence emerged in the 1900s with the introduction of psychiatry into the 

study and pracdce of criminal profiling. Dr. James A. Bmssel, an American psychiatrist, 

assisted New York authorities in creating a profile of the "Mad Bomber," who is believed 

to have detonated at least 37 bombs during the 1940s and 1950s. Bmssel's profile proved 

to be accurate when the assailant, George Metesky, was arrested in 1957. 

Profiling has continued to develop and change over the past several decades. For 

instance, during the 1960s, Howard Teten of the San Leandro Police Department in 

California became known as the "grandfather" of profiling. According to Teten, 

Offender profiling is a method of identifying the perpetrator of a crime 
based on an analysis of the nature of the offense and the manner in which 
it was committed. Various aspects of the criminal's personality makeup 
are determined fi^om his or her choice of actions before, during, and after 
the crime. This information is combined with other pertinent details and 
physical evidence, and then compared with the characteristics of known 
personality types and mental abnormalities to develop a practical working 
description of the offender. (Tetan, 1995, p. 475) 

Using his expertise, Tetan began training the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) 

agents in the 1970s in the art of criminal profiling. In 1972, the FBI established the 

Behavioral Science Unit (BSU) led by Jack Kirsch who supported Teten's efforts in 

criminal profiling. The FBI's profiling unit was restmctured in the 1990s and is now 

known as the National Center for the Analysis of Violent Crime (NCAVC) (Turvey, 

1999). 

Since the Columbine High School shootings in Littleton, Colorado, in 1999, 

which left 15 dead and 23 wounded, a number of organizations have produced various 

profiling or threat assessment lists of common characteristics associated with potentially 

violent students. These efforts have included collaboration between governmental. 



private, and educational organizations including the Department of Education (Dwyer, 

Osher, & Warger, 1998), Federal Bureau of Investigation (O'Toole, 2000), Secret Service 

(Singer, 2001), Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms (Frontline, 2000), and the 

Texas Education Agency (TEA, 2000). However, educators and other professionals do 

not always agree on the benefits versus the risks associated with student behavior 

profiling. For instance, the National Association of Secondary School Principals' 

(NASSP) position statement released in July of 2001 recommended that educators refrain 

from using profiling. At the same time, the Texas Education Agency provided guidelines 

for the use of threat assessment as a valid means of identifying potentially violent 

students. The apparent incongmence of NASSP perspectives regarding behavior 

profiling versus Texas Education Agency (TEA) proposals for the use of threat 

assessment, plus apparent disagreements concerning the use of such procedures, indicate 

a legal and ethical gray area in which there is a lack of clarity and standardization of 

agreed upon definitions of and use of behavior profiling. 

Purpose of the Studv 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether behavior profiling was being 

used in Texas Region 17 Education Service Center area and to assess attitudes 

concerning behavior profiling of students among the region's secondary administrators. 

The study addressed 

1. whether behavior profiling was being used; 

2. administrators' views concerning the benefits and risks associated with 

behavior profiling; and 

5 



3. whether administrator attitudes reflect the legal and ethical ambiguities 

identified in the literature. 

The issue of behavior profiling is relevant to college and university programs to ensure 

school administrators are being trained in ways to create and maintain safe school 

environments. There is a need to develop programs which standardize behavior profiling 

guidelines and definitions. 

The Theoretical Framework 

This study was grounded in Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs theory and the legal 

doctrine of/« locos parentis. According to Maslow, each individual must achieve 

satisfaction at each level of needs before progressing to the next level; that is, each level 

is dependent on achievement of the previous level. Maslow's model, illustrated in Figure 

1.2, consists of (a) physiological needs, (b) safety, (c) belongingness and affection, (d) 

self-esteem, and (e) self-actualization or self-fulfillment. 



Self - Actual tzatton 

Esteem 

Love 

Safety 

Physiological 

Figure 1.2 Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs 
(Gwynne, 1997, p. 1) 

According to this theory, students must have their physiological and safety needs 

met before learning, which is the primary fiinction of education, can be achieved 

(Maslow, 1970). Governor Jean Shaheen of New Hampshire provided support of 

Maslow's theory when she made recommendations at the 1997 Education Summit which 

resulted in the Best Schools Initiative (BSI) program. According to the BSI website. 

Effective schools research has shown again and again that without the 
assurance of a safe and orderly environment, learning cannot take place. 
Like Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs, safety in schools is a fundamental 
concern for students, teachers, and the community. (High Quality 
Learning Environments, 1999, p. 1) 

Another recent initiative in support of Maslow's theory was the "Keep Kids S.A.F.E." 

(Safety Awareness for Everyone) that began in 1995 (High Quality Learning 

Environments, 1999). Maslow's theory is still widely accepted within educational 



settings despite the lack of evidence within Maslow's own research to support his 

hierarchy (Soper, Milford, & Rosenthal, 1995). 

A common law doctrine known as in loco parentis provides an additional premise for 

this study. This commonly adhered to belief system or legal doctrine established the 

school's authority over students as "in place of a parent" while the student is at school 

(Kemerer & Walsh, 2000). As documented in a thesis by Wilson (1971), in loco parentis 

can be traced back to British jurist Sir William Blackstone, who in 1765, argued that 

[The parent] may lawfully correct the child, being under age, in a 
reasonable manner; for this is for the benefit of his education... He 
may also delegate part of his parental authority, during his life, to 
the tutor or school master of the child; who is then in loco parentis, 
and has such a portion of the power of the parent committed to his 
charge, viz. That of restraint and correction, as may be necessary to 
answer the purposes for which he is employed, (cited in Bargen, 
1961, p. 126) 

In 1866, an Illinois court ruled in support of/«loco parentis concerning the disciplinary 

authority of Wheaton College and the rights of students to join secret societies. The 

following excerpt is from the 1860-1861 Wheaton College catalog and illustrates the 

doctrine of z« loco parentis in the 1860s. 

The Faculty will exercise a parental and moral oversight of 
the character and conduct of the students, each officer having 
power to suspend disorderly students until next Faculty 
meeting. (Wheaton College Catalogue, 1860-61, p. 14) 

The doctrine of/w loco parentis began to collapse in the 1960s beginning with the 

United States Supreme Court case, Tinker v. Des Moines Independent School District. In 

December 1965, a group of students were planning on wearing black armbands to protest 

the war in Vietnam and to show support for a truce. Upon hearing of the intent to wear 



armbands, the principals of the Des Moines schools met and adopted a policy prohibiting 

the armbands. It was further decided that students would be given the opportunity to 

remove the armbands or face suspension. Seven students refused to comply with the 

order. Four of these students, ages 8, 11, 13, and 15, were from the Tinker family. Three 

students, 15-year-old John Tinker, 16-year-old Christopher Eckhardt, and 13-year-old 

Mary Beth Tinker, were suspended after refusing to remove the armbands while at school 

resuhing in a grievance being filed by the parents. 

The District Court dismissed the grievance and argued that the school board acted 

within its power. Although divided, the Court of Appeals affirmed the District Court's 

decision. However, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that students wearing armbands were 

protected under the free speech clause of the constitution. The court affirmed that "It can 

hardly be argued that either students or teachers shed their constitutional rights to 

freedom of speech or expression at the schoolhouse gate" (Tinker v. Des Moines 

Independent School District, 1969, pp. 506, 511). 

The Fourth Amendment right as it pertains to students would be the next 

challenge facing the courts. Schools are permitted to search students only when deemed 

necessary in order to maintain safety, and as long as it was in the "best educational 

interests of students" (New York Education Law, 1978). On March 7, 1980, a faculty 

member caught a female student referred to as T.L.O. smoking in the girls' restroom at 

school. She was escorted to the assistant principal's office who reached into the student's 

purse to locate the cigarettes. As he removed the cigarettes from her purse, he noticed 

cigarette rolling papers which alerted him to the possibility of marijuana use. He 



proceeded to search the purse thoroughly and discovered a bag of marijuana, a pipe, and 

several other items which indicated that T.L.O. might be dealing as well. In 1985, the 

U.S. Supreme Court ruled that based on the New .Jersey v. T.L.O. (1985) case, students do 

have certain constitutional rights concerning searches, but those rights are considered to 

be diminished rights due to the schools having the responsibility to maintain a safe, 

learning environment. The court declared that schools have the right to conduct searches 

without probable cause as long as the searches are reasonable and not excessively 

intrusive. However, in another case, the court ruled that schools do not have the same 

rights to search students as do parents, thus challenging the doctrine of/«loco parentis 

(Kemerer & Walsh, 2000). 

A common theme throughout the literature review conducted for this study 

seemed to be that because school safety is a major concern to the American public, 

schools are expected to maintain a safe learning environment. The legal and ethical gray 

area evident in the literature reflected numerous concerns associated with behavior 

profiling and threat assessment used as methods of creating and maintaining a safe 

environment. These concerns included issues such as the violation of individual civil 

liberties and unfairly stigmatizing innocent students. Behavior profiling and threat 

assessment seemed to be viewed as violations of individual rights in certain instances, but 

deemed necessary in order to ensure student safety. The theoretical and practical 

ambivalence associated with behavior profiling seems to coincide with the ambivalence 

in American society, which may view the protection of the masses more important in 

certain instances than certain inherent individual liberties. 
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Research Questions 

To address the ambivalence that seems evident in the literature, the following 

questions were investigated in this study. 

1 Is behavior profiling being used by Texas Region 17 Education Service 

Center area secondary administrators to identify potenfially violent students? 

2. How do the administrators perceive the benefits versus the risks of behavior 

profiling methods? 

3. Do administrators' attitudes reflect the legal and ethical ambiguities reflected 

in the literature? 

Data analyses were expected to mirror the discrepancies found in the literature 

review and demonstrate that administrators: 

1. do not use behavior profiling to identify potentially violent students; 

2. believe the risks associated with behavior profiling outweigh the benefits; and 

3. have attitudes and beliefs that reflect the legal and ethical incongruences as 

suggested in the literature review of this study. 

Need for the Study 

Even though the likelihood of violent school incidents similar to the Columbine 

tragedy in both rural and urban areas remains small (Poland, 2000), the issue of school 

safety remains a major concern in the United States. According to the Gallop Poll 

Analysis released on March 5, 2001, 63% of the parents who participated believed an 

incident such as Columbine could happen in their communities. Educators, law 

enforcement, government agencies, students, parents, and the media have strived to 
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eliminate the possibility of another school shooting occurrence. Although no list of 

common characteristics or methods of identification can reliably "prevent" another 

occurrence (O'Toole, 2000), taking no preventive action to identify and assist at-risk 

students fails to address the issue of school safety to the satisfaction level demanded by 

the American public (Dwyer, Osher, & Wagner, 1998). 

This study explored and examined the legal and ethical ambivalence associated 

with behavior profiling and addressed the needs identified in the literature review. First, 

the study determined whether behavior profiling of potentially violent students was being 

utilized by Region 17 secondary administrators. Secondly, the study attempted to 

measure the attitudes of Region 17 secondary administrators toward behavior profiling of 

potentially violent students. The data analysis was designed to indicate whether or not 

the attitudes and beliefs reflect the legal and ethical incongruence as suggested in the 

literature review of this study. If the administrators' responses indicate that the 

administrators believe behavior profiling is an essential aspect of providing school safety, 

but are not using the technique, then further research needs to be conducted as to why the 

technique is not being used to provide school safety. The study should provide 

information to those who are interested in learning more about behavior profiling and 

how it was being used by some school districts and individual campuses as a method of 

providing school safety. 

Definitions 

Behavior profiling of students has been defined as "a process in which checklists 

of behavior and personal characteristics associated with youth who have perpetrated 
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violence are used to determine a student's potential for future violence" (Lumsden, 

2000). Another definition of profiling is "the ability to assess a comprehensive amount 

of information about a person's personality" (Korem, 1997). Korem used the phrase 

comprehensive profiling to identify how a person chooses to communicate, perform, and 

make decisions. 

Various professionals and agencies view profiling differently, a variafion that 

illustrates the lack of a universal definition. For instance, the FBI argued that identifying 

a student who has certain characteristics which are similar to those of students who have 

previously committed lethal violent acts is not profiling, but rather threat assessment. 

The FBI, as well as others, makes this distinction based on the assumption that merely 

using a checklist will not reveal the next adolescent who will commit a lethal act 

(O'Toole, 2000). 

Even though the FBI and others use the term threat assessment as an alternative to 

the tenn profiling, for the purposes of this study, behavior profiling was used to describe 

the use of a checklist to identify potentially violent students. 

For the purpose of this study the following terms were defined as follows: 

1. At-Risk Students - students who create or suggest a hazard; one who is 

exposed to a specific danger or loss (Merriam-Webster, 2002); 

2. Behavior Profiling - predicting an individual's propensity for violence by 

examination of his/her behavior (Lumsden, 2000); behavior is used to infer 

what type of person is likely to commit a certain type of crime (Reddy et al., 

2001); 
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3. Deductive Profiling - profiling which is derived from careful examination of a 

single incident taking into consideration the individual's emofional state and 

personality, the crime scene and victim characteristics in order to 

deductively infer what type of perpetrator with similar personality traits, 

emotional state, and in the same situation might react in a similar fashion 

(Turvey, 1998); 

4. Discipline - a process used to guide the behavior of children (Baxter, 1999); 

5. Due Process - a course of formal regularly carried out proceedings which are 

in accordance with established rules and principles (Merriam-Webster, 2002); 

6. Incident Profiling - analysis of data associated with specific incidents in which 

factors such as location, time of day, or age groups may be considered instead 

of characteristics of individual students (Lumsden, 2000); 

7. Inductive Profiling - analysis of patterns within available data which is used 

to infer possible outcomes; strategy of predicting behavior and apprehending 

potential perpetrators before they commit an offense (Fey, 2000); 

8. Student Behavior Profiling - utilizing checklists of behaviors and personal 

characteristics associated with actual adolescent perpetrators of school 

violence to identify the level of risk of students who might be capable of 

violence in the future (Lumsden, 2000); and 

9. Zero Tolerance - policies that generally mandate specific consequences when 

violations of discipline codes occur without considering the individual or the 

situation in which the offense occurs (Baxter, 1999; Ashford, 2000). 
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Assumptions 

The following assumptions were posed as being foundational to this study. 

1 The participants are representative of Region 17 secondary administrators. 

2 The specified definitions are valid. 

Delimitations 

Several delimitations were specified in advance in order to narrow the scope of 

the study. 

1 The participants were limited to Region 17 secondary administrators. 

2. The survey instrument used in this study was primarily based on NASSP 

recommendations and on incongruencies related to behavior profiling which 

were evident in literature review. 

Summary 

Recent fatal school shootings have prompted renewed efforts by local, state, and 

federal agencies to help identify possible threats and to intervene in order to prevent 

fliture incidents of violence. This study investigated the attitudes of secondary 

administrators wdthin the Texas Region 17 Education Service Center area pertaining to 

behavior profiling of potentially violent students. Emphasis was given to ethical and 

legal issues associated with behavior profiling as it pertains to the rights of students who 

have been identified as posing a possible threat, versus the rights of those who may be at 

risk of being victims of a violent school incident. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

A number of government agencies and educational institutions have addressed the 

issue of using profiling as a method of violence prevention in public schools (Lumsden, 

2000; OToole, 2000; Dwyer, Osher, & Wagner, 1998; Korem, 1997). Student profiling 

has been defined as "a process in which checklists of behavior and personal 

characteristics associated with youth who have perpetrated violence are used to determine 

a student's potential for future violence" (Lumsden, 2000, p. 1). Although questions 

remain concerning the potential legal and ethical risks associated with the practice, 

profiling is becoming a widespread assessment tool used by educators, law enforcement 

officials and governmental agencies as a means of identifying common characteristics of 

potentially violent students (Poland, 2001). This chapter provides an overview of the 

literature related to behavior profiling of students, common characteristics associated 

with violent students, intervention strategies, and the risks versus the benefits of profiling 

students. This review provides evidence that behavior profiling is perceived as an ethical 

and legal gray area in which there is a lack of clarity and standardization of acceptable 

definitions of and uses of profiling students as a method of violence prevention. 

Profiling Potenfially Violent Students 

Profiling has been used for years by law enforcement agencies as a method of 

gaining knowledge about individuals in attempts to understand persons such as Adolph 

Hitler and serial killers. In New York City, during the 1950s, the "Mad Bomber" case 
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prompted law enforcement to obtain a profile developed by Dr. James A. Brussel, a New 

York psychiatrist. Once the bomber was apprehended, the profile was proven to be 

remarkably accurate (O'Toole, 1999). Between 1979 and 1983, the Behavior Sciences 

Unit (BSU) of the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) conducted a massive study 

which involved interviewing convicted offenders. The intent of the study was to identify 

commonalities in the offenders' backgrounds, crimes, crime scenes, and the type of 

victims targeted. This systematic technique, developed by the FBI, that involves 

reviewing previous incidents in order to gather knowledge of the perpetrators and identify 

common factors, would later be mirrored in school environments as a result of the 

number of fatal school shootings occurring within a decade. Even though the process is 

not without its critics (NASSP, 2001; Fey, Nelson, & Roberts, 2000), the method 

developed by the FBI continues to be one of the most widely accepted profiling systems 

(Petherick, 1999). 

The 1999 massacre of students at Columbine High School in Littleton, Colorado, 

resulted in renewed research endeavors to understand and prevent school violence and 

invigorated efforts to use behavior profiling to identify potentially at-risk students 

(Marshall & Hagmann, 2000). Pressure to increase efforts to ensure school safety has 

also been a direct resuh of parental concerns that a shooting such as Columbine could 

happen in their community (Carlson, 2001; Ryan-Arredondo et al., 2001); student 

concerns about their own safety (Gallup, 1999; Wira, 2000); and media coverage of 

school violence (Carlson, 2001; Weissman, 1999). Although critics of profiling point to 

risks associated with its use as a method of violence prevention, educators report feeling 
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a need to act in order to prevent tragedies at their schools; and school districts are 

"quietly implementing a variety of'early warning systems' to identify students bent on 

violence" (Sahagun, 2000, p. 1). 

In their efforts to prevent violence on campus, school administrators are adopting 

a number of procedures developed by various private and governmental agencies (Reddy, 

Berglund, Vosselkuil, Fein, & Modzeleski, 2001; Coggeshall & Kingery, 2001). The 

Association of School Administrators contended that the Federal Bureau of Investigation 

and other U. S. intelligence agencies are the only reference points for successfiil profiling 

(Capozza, 1999). Thomas Salf, former FBI agent associated with the Behavior Science 

Unit, argued that FBI profiles match the perpetrator approximately 85% of the time and 

account for about 50% of solved crime (Bigchalk.com, 2000). The Department of 

Education (TEA, 1999); Federal Bureau of Investigation (O'Toole, 2000); Secret Service 

(Singer, 2001); Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms (Frontiine, 2000); and the 

Texas Education Agency (TEA, 2000) are among the list of prominent public agencies 

involved in the use of and debate over profiling potentially violent students. 

As profiling continues to be implemented in the school setting, among those 

opposing its use are psychologists (Poland, 2000), attorneys (Dea, 2001), and former 

Education Secretary Richard W. Riley (Cooper, 2000). In spite of the debate, during his 

administration. President Bill Clinton recognized the importance of seeking violence 

prevention methods. He led the way for implementing additional actions to address 

school safety by directing the Secretary of Education and the Attorney General to 

develop an early-warning-signs guidebook for assessing potential school violence 

18 

http://Bigchalk.com


perpetrators. Clinton's instructions were followed and the information was distributed to 

schools nationwide (Frontline, 2000). Janet Reno, the Attorney General during the 

Clinton administration, stressed the need to continue searching for crucial behavioral and 

situational factors which indicate that violent threats may sometimes be legitimate. 

Many schools have followed procedures similar to FBI profiling (APB, 1999). As 

mentioned in Chapter I, the method used by the FBI is termed threat assessment, not 

profiling. The FBI argues that identifying a student who has certain characteristics which 

are similar to those of students who have previously committed lethal violent acts is not 

"profiling" but rather threat assessment, since such review will not identify the actual 

"next" perpetrator of school violence (O'Toole, 2000). 

In 1999, the FBI released The School Shooter: A Threat Assessment Perspective, 

a report that presents two major principles. The first principle is concerned with 

individual differences. The report noted that administrators of many school districts have 

adopted a "Zero Tolerance Policy" in dealing with violence, which in essence, calls for 

treating all threats and perpetrators equally (Portner, 2000). In contrast, the FBI report 

proposed that all threats are not equal and neither are all perpetrators. 

The second major principle concerns the fact that most threats are unlikely to be 

carried out, and that there is a variety of reasons threats are made. For example, at the 

particular time a threat is made, an individual may be temporarily influenced by his or her 

environment, state of mind, be under the influence of drugs or alcohol, or be acting on 

poor judgment without any real intent behind the threat. Once a threat has been made, 
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however, the report outlines four areas of interest, including a list of characteristics which 

can be used to address the level and significance of the threat (O'Toole, 2000). 

Mosaic-2000 is another prominent system of profiling developed by Gavin de 

Becker, Inc., in collaboration with the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms (ATF) 

(Frontline, 2000). Bob Martin, vice president of Gavin de Becker Inc., contended that the 

program does not profile potentially violent students but rather evaluates a system and the 

context in which the threat is occurring (McKay, 1999). Representatives of the company 

contended that profiles are hypothetical. Because Mosaic-2000 is being piloted in 

schools to assess and identify students who could pose a threat, this program, consistent 

with the FBI, uses the term threat assessment rather than profiling. Mosaic-2000 is 

presented as being designed as a method which helps evaluate threats within the context 

of the situation and not the student. Representatives of Gavin de Becker, Inc., also 

emphasized that the Mosaic-2000 is not a profiling tool, making the distinction that while 

profiles are collections of demographic factors, the Mosaic-2000 focuses on the behavior 

and the circumstance. According to the company's report, "Mosaic seeks to recognize 

risk in situations, not to identify so-called dangerous people" (Gavin de Becker, Inc., 

1999, p. 5). 

Although the program is currently being piloted in 39 schools across the nation, 

Mosaic-2000 is not without its critics. For instance, Kevin Dwyer, who is associated 

with the National Association of School Psychologists (NASP), contends that even if the 

program is shown to be effective, most school educators have not been formally trained 

in its application; the American Civil Liberties Union questions its effectiveness in 

20 



meeting a complex subject (Burke, 2000); and the inadequacy of software programs, 

which tabulate risks, to become a replacement for interpersonal communication has been 

pointed out (Frontline, 2000). 

The Mosaic-2000, which is a computer program, is being tested in a number of 

schools, mostly high schools, in California, Ohio, and Oregon (Tiggre, 2000). According 

to Tiggre, who is a critic of the program, the Mosaic-2000 rates students on a scale of one 

to ten on a series of behavioral questions. According to the National School Board News 

(NSBS, 1999), principals are already attempting to identify potentially dangerous 

students, but the methods are not always theoretically based, and are often unorganized 

and idiosyncratic. Mosaic-2000 was developed in order to provide a framework that 

includes structure, uniformity, validity, and expertise for threat assessment procedures 

(Gavin de Becker, Inc., 1999). 

Also in response to a growing societal concern which was attributed to the 

number of recent school shootings, in 1999 the Secret Service (SS) in conjunction with 

the Department of Education (DOE) began to development programs designed to provide 

public agencies with information concerning student behavioral and thought patterns. 

The research data consisted of the analysis of a number of students who had been 

perpetrators of school violence. The goal of the SS and DOE was to apply threat 

assessment techniques in order to identify and manage people who might possibly 

become violent (Vosselkuil, Reddy, & Fein, 2000). The SS along with the DOE are 

among those who are hesitant to call such identification, profiling. 
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The SS in collaboration with the DOE released a report in 2000 entitled Safe 

Schoollnitiative: An Interim Report on the Prevention of Target Violence in Schools 

(Vosselkuil, Reddy, & Fein, 2000). The report was developed from a study of 37 school 

shootings involving 41 perpetrators. The report indicated that these incidents occurred in 

26 states; all perpetrators were male; students were not the only targets; handguns, rifles, 

and shotguns were the primary weapons; and over fifty percent of the fatal attacks 

occurred in the middle of the school day. 

Vosselkuil's et al. (2000) research indicated that the fatal school incidents were 

seldom impulsive acts. The attacks were typically results of explicable and often 

perceptible processes of thinking and behavior. In fact, typically the attacker discussed 

his plan with someone prior to the crime and in many instances other students were 

involved to some degree. Perpetrators were often involved or engaged in: previous 

ahercations; behavior patterns that caused concern; or had indicated a need for 

intervention. The perpetrators were often victims of bullies. The studies also indicated 

that there is no accurate or useful profile of a school-shooter and that most attackers had 

access to guns and were knowledgeable in their use. Law enforcement interventions 

were not the primary source of resolution in most of the shooting incidents (Vosselkuil et 

al., 2000). 

Findings from the SS and DOE research documented a number of indicators 

common among the perpetrators of school violence. These indicators are presented in 

Figure 2.1. 
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• Fascination with guns and • Cruelty toward animals 
violence 

• History of bullying and • Violent talk, writing, and/or art 
being aggressive work 

• History of being victimized • Fascination with violent video 
games 

• Interpersonal deficits • Fire setting 
• History of depression • Lack of remorse or empathy 

Figure 2.1 Characteristics of Violent Students 

In May 2000, the Texas School Safety Center (2000) along with the Texas 

Governor's Office and the Texas Criminal Justice Division released the Planning Manual 

for Safe Schools. Included on page 43 of the manual was a list of "Early Warning Signs 

in Troubled Sttadents," which was extracted from the DOE's report. Early Warning, 

Timely Response. The manual lists 16 indicators that are discussed in the next section of 

this chapter, which could assist educators and families in detecting warning signs 

exhibited by a student who might pose a threat. It is suggested that a general rule to 

follow in addressing the level of a particular threat is that when one or a combination of 

these indicators are present, there is a need for close analysis and a course of action 

detailed to provide the necessary intervention strategy (Dwyer, Osher, & Wagner, 1998). 

In addition to public officials and agencies, a number of private and independent 

professionals are involved in the implementation of and debate over profiling. The 

American Psychological Association (APA), the National Association of School 

Psychologists (NASP) (Poland, 2000), and well-established authors such as Dan Korem 

are among the most renowned independent contributors to compilers, developers, and 

publishers of common characteristics lists. 
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Common Characteristics of Potentially Violent Students 

The literature shows that there is no one, agreed upon common-characteristics list 

that is used to identify potentially violent students and at the same time, provide agreed 

upon intervention strategies. The following section is a summary of prominent lists of 

warning signs developed by reliable government and private sources. 

The FBI released a report in 2000 entitled The School Shooter: A Threat 

Assessment Perspective, which contained a common list of characteristics that are 

suggested for use in identifying and evaluating levels of threat associated with situations 

involving potentially violent students. As indicated, the FBI contends that the utilization 

of this list of common characteristics, identified and developed by studying the 

perpetrators of fatal acts of school violence, is not profiling but is rather, threat 

assessment. According to this report, once a student has made a threat, four categories of 

relevant factors should be considered in assessing the level of threat: personality traits 

and behaviors, family dynamics, school dynamics, and social dynamics. The FBI advises 

using caution in making sure that all four categories are considered in determining the 

level of concern and in determining what type of intervention, if any, is necessary. Table 

2.1 lists the four categories outlined in the FBI report, and includes behavioral and 

environmental characteristics associated with each of the categories, which should be 

considered in all threat assessment analyses (O'Toole, 2000). 
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Table 2. 

FBI Four-Prong Threat Assessment Common Characteristics List 

Prongs Characteristics 

1. Personality Traits 
and Behaviors 

Reveals clues to feelings, thoughts or intentions 
Low tolerance for frustration 
Poor coping skills 
Lack of resiliency 
Failed love relationship 
Feelings of resentment over real or perceived 
injustices 
Shows signs of depression, narcissism, alienation 
Dehumanizes others 
Lack of empathy 
Exaggerated sense of entitlement 
Superior attitude 
Exaggerated or pathological need for attention 
Externalized blame 
Masks low self-esteem 
Exhibits anger management problems 
Intolerance 
Inappropriate humor 
Manipulates others 
Lack of trust 
Belongs to closed social group 
Change of behavior 
Rigid and opinionated 
Unusual interest in sensational violence and 
fascination with violent-filled entertainment 
Admires negative role models 
Exhibits behavior which appears relevant to 
carrying out a threat 
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Table 2.1 (continued) 

Prongs 

2. Family Dynamics 

Characteristics 

Turbulent parent-child relationship 
Acceptance of pathological behavior 
Access to weapons 
Lack of intimacy 
Child dominates home environment 
Not subject to parental limits or monitoring of 
television and/or the Internet 

3. School Dynamics Detached from school, including other students, 
teachers, and school activities 
School environment is tolerant of disrespectful 
behavior 
Inequitable discipline 
Inflexible culture 
Pecking order among students 
Code of silence 
Unsupervised access to computers 

4. Social Dynamics Unmonitored access to movies, television, 
computer games, and Internet sites with themes and 
images of extreme violence 
Involved with peers with similar interest 
Uses drugs and alcohol 
Copy-cat effect 

O'Toole concluded by reemphasizing the principle that threats should not all be handled 

exactly the same but that careful consideration of each of the four prongs be included in 

any threat assessment. 

The Texas Education Agency addressed the problem of safe schools by 

distributing several common characteristic lists. One of the major publications released 
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in May 2000 is entitled School Violence Prevention Task Force, Final Report. The Texas 

Attorney General's School Violence Prevention Task Force included twenty-two 

professionals from the U.S. Office of the Attorney General, various school 

administrators, state representatives and senators, law enforcement officers, counselors, 

educators, parents, and various juvenile agency representatives. In May 2000, two 

separate checklists of characteristics were included in a manual entitled the Texas School 

Safety Center Planning Manual for Safe Schools, which is distributed by the Texas 

School Safety Center located at Southwest Texas State University and the Criminal 

Justice Division of the Office of the Governor. One checklist of warning signs was 

developed and distributed by the TEA Task Force and the second list by the National 

School Safety Center (NSSC). The information is provided in Figures 2.2 and 2.3 below. 

Social withdrawal 
Feelings of isolation and/or rejection 
Being a victim of violence and/or 
bullying 
Feelings of worthlessness or guilt 
Talk about suicide 
Low school interest 
Feelings of being picked on and 
persecuted 
Expressions of violence through 
writings, drawing, video productions, 
and music 
Access to and use of firearms 
Poor academic performance 

Uncontrolled anger 
Loss of interest in things once 
enjoyed 
History of discipline problems 
Patterns of violent, aggressive 
and/or bullying behavior 
Changes in eating or sleeping 
habits 
Intolerance for differences and 
prejudicial attitudes 
Drug and/or alcohol use 
Affiliation with gangs 
Threats of conducting 
violence. 

Figure 2.2 TEA Task Force Warning Signs 
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Has a history of tantrums and 
uncontrollable angry outbursts 
Characteristically resorts to name 
calling, cursing or abusive language 
Habitually makes violent threat when 
angry 
Has previously brought a weapon to 
school 
Has a background of serious 
disciplinary problems at school and in 
the community 
Has a background of drug, alcohol or 
other substance abuse or dependency 
Is on the fringe of his/her peer group 
with few or no close friends 
Is preoccupied with weapons, 
explosives or other incendiary devices 
Has previously been truant, suspended 
or expelled from school 
Reflects anger, fitistration and the dark 
side of life in vmtings 
Has threatened or attempted suicide 

Displays cruelty to animals 
Has little or no supervision 
and support from parents or 
aduhs 
Has witnessed or been a 
victim of abuse or neglect in 
the home 
Has been bullied and/or 
bullies or intimidates peers or 
younger children 
Blames others for difficulties 
and problems s/he causes 
her/himself 
Prefers TV shows, movies or 
music expressing violent 
themes and acts 
Prefers reading materials 
dealing with violent themes, 
rituals and abuse 
Is involved with a gang 
Is often depressed and/or has 
significant mood swings 

Figure 2.3 National School Safety Center Warning Signs 

According to the NSSC, school officials should be on the alert for students who exhibit a 

need for assistance when there is a pattern of behavior consisting of several or all of the 

above characteristics (TEA, 2000). 

Results of a dissertation study entitled Early Indicators of Middle School 

Violence. A Predictive Model (Ratcliffe, 1998) indicated that low academic performance, 

cognitive ability, school attendance and social/emotional development were prevalent 

among middle school students who had displayed violent behavior. In another 
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dissertation, James (1999) found that aggression was positively correlated with risky 

substance abuse and inappropriate sexual behaviors. 

Other common characteristic assessment tools are being used by various schools 

and agencies (Juhnke et al., 1999), The American Psychological Association (APA) 

identified major factors associated with youth violence in the U. S. society. These 

include: child abuse, ineffective parenting, media violence, violence in the home, 

poverty, prejudice, substance abuse and gun access (Poland, 2000). Table 2.2 contains a 

list of the warning signs which was developed and distributed by APA to help students as 

well as adults detect the possible need for intervention (APA Brochure, 2001). 
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Table 2.2 

APA Warning Signs 

Level of Threat 

Serious Threat of Violence 

Potential for Violence 

Warning Signs 

Loss of temper on a daily basis 
Frequent physical fighting 
Significant vandalism or property 
damage 
Increase in use of drugs and/or 
alcohol 
Increase in risk-taking behavior 
Detailed plans to commit acts of 
violence 
Announcing threats or plans for 
hurting others 
Enjoying hurting animals 
Carrying a weapon 

History of violent or aggressive 
behavior 
Serious drug or alcohol use 
Gang membership or strong desire 
to be in a gang 
Access to or fascination with 
weapons, especially guns 
Threatening others regularly 
Trouble controlling feelings like 
anger 
Withdrawal from friends and usual 
activities 
Feeling rejected or alone 
Having been a victim or bullying 
Poor school performance 
History of discipline problems or 
frequent run-ins with authority 
Feeling constantly disrespected 
Failing to acknowledge the feelings 
or rights of others 
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Dan Korem is an author, investigative journalist, speaker, and documentary 

producer who has contributed information to the field of profiling. Among his 

contributions, is the book entitled The Art of Profiling (1991). Korem's method of 

profiling outlines a process of predicting how a person will communicate, perform, and 

make decisions. In the book, Korem discusses 16 comprehensive profiles: 

sergeant/manager, sergeant/innovator, sergeant/conformist, sergeant/random actor, 

accountant/manager, accountant/innovator, accountant/conformist, accountant/random 

actor, salesman/manager, salesman/innovator, salesman/conformist, salesman/random 

actor, artist/manager, artist/innovator, artist/conformist, and artist/random actor. 

According to Korem (1997), the most troublesome individual is the random actor. 

The negative actions and tendencies associated with a random actor who is acting out of 

extreme fear and whose behavior is unpredictable are depicted in Figure 2.4. 

Dangerous 
Deceptive 
Anxious 
Insecure 
Distrusting 
Indecisive 
Moody 
Egocentric 
Lack of confidence 
Secretive 
Irresponsible 
Vacillating 

Unwilling to accept responsibility 
Self-absorbed 
Manipulative 
Hot-tempered 
Volatile 
Antisocial 
Blindly loyal 
Impulsive 
Hard to read 
Rigid/unbending 
Dependent 
Seeks protection through control. 

Figure 2.4 Korem's Common Characteristics of a Random Actor 
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Korem supports the utilization of profiling. The Korem Profiling System is used to train 

professionals in such areas as education, business, and law enforcement in the art of 

profiling 

In order to address the issue of school safety, student, teacher and administrator 

surveys are being used to assess attitudes pertaining to preventive methods being 

implemented in schools (Minnesota's Attorney General's Office, 2000; Heerboth, 1999; 

Knapp, 1996; Duckworth-Loche, 2000). The use of surveys as an assessment tool to gain 

information is opposed by many parents as well as students (Bresnahan, 1999). 

In summary, a comparison of the major common characteristics lists shows that a 

number of areas overlap. However, there are also a number of personality traits, 

environmental factors, and behavioral factors that are not specifically addressed in some 

lists but are in others. Because the FBI is given credit for developing many profiling 

procedures and because the FBI threat assessment tool has been used as a major reference 

point for a number of school programs (Poland, 2000), the FBI common characteristics 

list serves as the base line for the comparison illustrated in Table 2.3. 
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Table 2 3 

FBI Common Characteristics 

Characteristics 

Reveals clues: writings, artwork, verbally 
Low tolerance for frustration 
Poor coping skills 
Lack of resiliency 
Failed love relationship 
Feelings of resentment 
Depression, narcissism, alienation 
Dehumanizes others 
Lack of empathy 
Exaggerated sense of entitlement 
Superior attitude 
Exaggerated need for attention 
Externalized blame 
Masks low self-esteem 
Exhibits anger management problems 
Intolerance 
Inappropriate humor 
Manipulates others 
Lack of trust 
Belongs to closed social group 
Change of behavior 
Rigid and opinionated 
Fascination with violent entertainment 
Admires negative role models 
Behavior relevant to carrying out a threat 
Turbulent parent-child relationship 
Acceptance of pathological behavior 
Access to weapons 
Lack of intimacy 
Child dominates home 
No parental limits or monitoring of 
TV/Internet 
Detached from school 
Inequitable discipline 

TEA 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

NSSC 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

APA 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

Korem's 
Random 

Actor 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
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Table 2.3 (continued) 

Characteristics 

Inflexible culture 
Pecking order among students 
Code of silence 
Unsupervised access to computers 
Unmonitored access to violent media 
Involved with peers with similar interest 
Uses drugs and alcohol 
Copy-cat effect 

TEA 

X 
X 
X 
X 

NSSC 

X 
X 

APA 
Korem's 
Random 

Actor 

Prominent among the characteristics shared by the FBI, TEA, NSSC, APA, and 

Korem's Random Actor outlined in Table 2.3 are: an unwillingness to accept 

responsibility and blame for behavior; depression and alienation; anger management 

problems; belonging to gangs or closed social groups; intolerance; preoccupation with 

violence through the media and/or individual expressions; writings or conversations 

which reveal clues to possible violence; access to weapons; and substance abuse. 

There are a number of traits or characteristics that are listed on the FBI report but 

are not specified as part of the other agencies lists per se. Among these are personality 

and behavioral characteristics such as: feelings of resentment, a lack of empathy, 

inappropriate humor and admiration of negative role models. Environmental factors 

include: inflexible school and community environments, unsupervised access to violent 

media and the Internet, and ttirbulent parent-child relationships. Notable differences not 

included on the FBI list but which are specifically listed on other lists include: suicide 

(TEA/NSSC), cruelty to animals, victim of abuse (NSSC/APA), and fire setting 
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(SS/DOE). The APA list, unlike the other four agencies listed in the table, does not 

include the warning sign dealing with media-violence fascination. 

If profiling is going to be used to identify potentially violent students, this 

comparison of the various checklists indicates a need for a valid, standardized list of 

common characteristics. It is also evident that a need exists for the development of 

appropriate intervention methods and for training persons who are involved in 

determining the level of intervention necessary for each individual and situation. 

Appropriate Methods of Intervention 

According to Underwood (1999), General Counsel for the National School Board 

Association, school safety involves both primary prevention that stops problems before 

they occur, and secondary measures that address situations after they occur. One 

problem associated with moving from primary prevention to secondary prevention is that 

after identification, administration must almost wait until a crime is actually committed 

before actions can be taken (Nunley & Lee, 1999). 

Violence prevention strategies are numerous and range from the psychological to 

the highly technical. Administrators across the country have implemented such primary 

preventive measures as installing metal detectors and surveillance cameras (Johnson, 

2000; Sun Times Report, 2000; Tiggre, 1999). Other recommendations can be simple 

and require little to no expense, such as having cellular phones on campus; changing 

bathroom arrangements; placing books at the back of library shelves; clearly labeling all 

room numbers; locking closets; posting visitor instructions; locking lockers; wire-clipped 

closings on breaker and switch boxes; and locking custodial rooms (Whitehead, 1999). 
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The Texas School Safety Center Manual (2000) suggests that districts have school 

resource officers on campus and provide workshops to train staff concerning when it is 

appropriate to call authorities (Sahagun, 2000). Starr (1998) contended that requiring 

students to wear uniforms and implementing a number of crisis management procedures, 

which would require action by local school boards, would help reduce the possibility of 

school violence (NASP, 2000). 

Although lists of preventive methods identify potentially appropriate intervention 

strategies, there appears to be no agreement upon profiling-intervention strategies that are 

directly implied by specific common characteristics after identification of an at-risk 

student. Pam Riley, Executive Director for the Prevention of School Violence, argued 

that even following accurate profiling of potentially violent students, school personnel are 

often at a loss for proper intervention procedures (LaFee, 2000). 

Various after-identification intervention strategies have been addressed in the 

literature. One intervention method being used by a number of school districts that has 

created a great deal of controversy is a policy called Zero Tolerance (Ashford, 2000). 

Ashford defined zero tolerance as the "automatic expulsion of students who bring guns, 

knives, or items that look like weapons onto school grounds" (p. 1). Ashford emphasized 

the need for educators and administrators to focus on and look into the "gray areas." For 

instance, whether a gun, which is being displayed, is real or a toy or is loaded versus not 

loaded. He argued that school policies should provide for interpretation concerning the 

level of the threat. This advice is consistent with the FBI's argument that not all threats 

are equal and should not be handled as if they were. Ashford contended that school 

36 



policies should address zero-tolerance appeals and suggested that an annual review be 

made to determine the effectiveness of policies and to address problematic areas. 

According to Ronald D. Stephens of NSSC, most zero-tolerance policies do not have a 

fair appeals process in place (Dea, 2001). Baxter (1999) argued that these policies are no 

longer zero-tolerance policies for identified behaviors. Instead, they have become "zero-

tolerance policies for the people who exhibit those behaviors and are promulgating 

behaviors they are meant to deter" (p. 1). 

The National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP) released a 

statement in February 2000 addressing several concerns dealing with zero tolerance 

policies that restrict administrators from using their professional judgments in assessing 

the severity of a threat. Often, districts adopt policies that treat all threats the same, for 

example, expelling a student who brings a butter knife to school as compared to a student 

who brings a gun to school. The NASSP supports zero tolerance policies as long as the 

policies allow administrators to consider the age of the student, ensure the punishment 

fits the crime, and educational services continue to be provided. NASSP argued that in 

order to make a zero tolerance policy fair, the following criteria should be included: 

clearly state the policy, ensure the policy is implemented fairly and consistently, allow 

administrators the discretion to punish the act appropriately, and to continue educational 

services for all school age children with appropriate funding. 

According to Cauchon (1999), approximately ninety-one percent of schools in the 

United States have zero-tolerance policies concerning the possession or use of a weapon 

at school. According to Norell (2001), zero tolerance was initially a federal and state 
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practice instigated to address the drug problems in the 1980s. Norell argued that such 

zero-tolerance practices have since been abandoned since it often violated innocent 

individuals' rights. He contended that the use of zero-tolerance policies within the school 

system may not be directed at changing behavior or prescribing appropriate counseling 

but rather to "reassert the power of authority" (Norell, 2001, p. 2). Wolfe (1999) argued 

that one major problem associated with zero-tolerance is that it has become in many 

instances inflexible and that zero-tolerance has become synonymous with zero-options. 

In 2001, the American Bar Association voted to recommend that the zero-tolerance 

policies be abandoned in schools (CNNfyi.com, 2001). 

Arnold Goldstein, associated with the Center of Research on Aggression at 

Syracuse University, supports zero-tolerance policies. According to Goldstein, principals 

need the discretion to use common sense and consider all aspects in order for the policy 

to help reduce school violence. He made the case that punishment consists of three major 

components: swiftness, certainly, and severity. He argued that zero tolerance addresses 

severity components of punishment but that all components must be met in order for 

zero-tolerance policies to be effective (Cauchon, 1999). 

Other methods of intervention include conflict resolution and peer mediation 

(Heerboth, 1999); behavior management, eariy identification and development of 

effective discipline plans to address disruptive behaviors (Ashford, 2000; Skiba & 

Peterson, 1999); and diagnosis of potential problems using such instruments as the 

Behavior Assessment System for Children (BASC) (Carter, 1998). However, identifying 
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an appropriate intervention is often a decision made by administrators without the proper 

training or full understanding of the situation. 

Providing training and support to staff, students, and families in understanding 

factors that can set off or exacerbate aggressive outbursts are additional suggested 

interventions. Community based services should be utilized in the training, support, and 

therapeutic assistance provided to families. Poland (2000) indicated the need to teach 

children alternative, socially accepted ways to respond to a problem and how to manage 

their anger. Attention should be given to gun safety programs, involving law 

enforcement and other community resources to train parents and other aduhs about their 

responsibility for keeping guns out of the reach of children. The SS report. The Safe 

Schoollnitiative: An Interim Report on the Prevention of Target Violence in Schools, 

further suggested that schools should teach positive interaction skills, provide services 

through a variety of sources that can be monitored and evaluated, and consider 

conducting a formal assessment to determine if a child should be deah with through the 

special education department if the child is disabled or meets special education criteria. 

According to the DOE recommendations, students with severe behavior problems 

may require more serious interventions that may include suspension, expulsion, or 

placement in nontraditional school settings such as an ahemative school or therapeutic 

facility. Such facilities can provide intensive behavior modification programs and teach 

students more appropriate ways of behaving. 

O'Toole (2000) suggested that intervention processes should focus on schools 

developing and implementing methods of responding to threats and on guidelines 
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concerning the role of law enforcement agencies when a threat has been made. 

Furthermore, each school should publicize the adopted threat assessment policy and 

ensure that parents and students understand the policy at the beginning of each school 

year. It is especially important that a school not deal with threats by simply 

kicking the problem out the door. Expelling or suspending a student for 
making a threat must not be a substitute for careful threat assessment and a 
considered, consistent policy of intervention. Disciplinary action alone, 
unaccompanied by an effort to evaluate the threat or the student's intent, 
may actually exacerbate the danger - for example, if a student feels unfairly 
or arbitrarily treated and becomes even angrier and more bent on carrying 
out a violent act. (O'Toole, 2000, p. 26) 

The FBI report sfresses the importance of determining the level of the threat and 

determining the proper intervention based on the specific student and the situation in 

which the threat occurs (O'Toole, 2000). 

All 20 Regional Education Service Centers in Texas provide training that 

addresses warning signs of potentially violent students, as well as training dealing with 

appropriate intervention strategies. However, arguments against treating all students 

alike (i.e., FBI criticism of zero-tolerance policy, or a one size fits all punishment), also 

apply to using the resuhs of profiling to set up hard line disciplinary procedures which 

are applied regardless of fit (NASSP, 2000). One recent TEA guideline, for instance, 

requires mandatory expulsion of students who bring guns to school. TEA guidelines also 

establish minimum discipline procedures for various types of violent actions taken by 

students (TEA, 2000). However, it is difficult to have discipline and appropriate 

interventions without clearly established and documented standards. There is currently 

no agreement on the definition of or the use of profiling. For instance, in July 2001, the 
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NASSP published position statements adopted by its board of directors that addressed the 

issue of student profiling. In that paper, the board appeared to use the terms profiling and 

threats of assessment interchangeably, suggesting that both refer to similar if not identical 

processes of attempting to "identify students who are likely to become violent based on 

traits, characteristics or behavior" (NASSP, 2001, p. 1). This position statement 

contended that student profiling has been unsuccessfiil and cannot reliably distinguish 

between potentially violent students versus other students. 

Risks Versus Benefits of Profiling Students 

Although the literature does not provide a definition and comprehensive list of the 

benefits of profiling, certain benefits seem obvious. For instance, profiling students 

judiciously could result in preventing other tragedies and reaching children before "they 

scar themselves (and others) for life" (Dw^er, Osher, & Wagner, 1998). In spite of 

certain benefits, there are legal and ethical problems associated with the use of profiling. 

Moreover, because misinterpretation of early warning signs could have damaging effects, 

in order to reduce the risks of misinterpretation, the DOE suggests that the following 

principles be followed: 

1. do no harm, intent should be for obtaining help for the child; 

2. understand violence and aggression within a context; 

3. avoid stereotypes; 

4 view warning signs within a developmental context; and 

5. understand that children typically exhibit multiple warning signs 

(Dwyer et al., 1998). 
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Poland, Director of Psychological Services for the Cypress-Fairbanks School 

District in Houston, Texas, and president of the National Association of School 

Psychologists, expressed concern that attempts to develop profiles are not accompanied 

by intervention strategies, and that such efforts do not give due concern to mental health 

issues (2000). At a conference in May 2000, Poland emphasized the need for training 

educators in the area of threat assessment and the need for appropriate interventions 

strategies to be in place prior to a tragedy occurring. 

Anderson (2000) addressed both the legal and ethical problems associated with 

the practice of profiling. He argued that 

Profiling of young people is no different than racial and ethnic profiling, 
and it is morally wrong. Profiling someone to predict whether he or she 
will commit a crime or be dangerous is contrary to the concept of innocent 
until proven guilty, as well as due process, (p. 1) 

This argument against profiling students proposes that the same moral and ethical 

violations associated with racial and ethnic profiling exists within student profiling 

procedures. The point is made that labeling and punishing a student for being different 

are unfair practices, which school administrators need to avoid. 

Others express ethical concerns associated with student profiling, including the 

possibility: of "unfairly labeling and stigmatizing children" (Dwyer, Osher, & Wagner, 

1998), resuhing in labels such as "bad seed" (Capozza, 2001), "bad apple" (LaFee, 2000), 

or "trouble-makers" (Tiggre, 1999). Such labels can lead to negative student file-

documentation that can follow the child throughout his or her educational career (Fey, 

Nelson, & Roberts, 2000; Lumsden, 2000). Walker (2000) emphasized that the use of 
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profiling inevitably resuhs in the false identification of some non-potentially-violent 

students, and also non-identification of some potentially violent students. 

The Safe School Initiative: An Interim Report on the Prevention of Target 

Violence in Schools, a report conducted by the SS after the Columbine tragedy, involving 

the 41 school shooters and the 37 incidents previously mentioned in this review, 

discredits many of the stereotypes of potentially violent sttidents that are presented by the 

media and others sources. Most of the perpetrators in the SS study were not bullies or 

victims of violence. Furthermore, they were not frequently involved in fights and were 

not cruel to animals. One conclusion drawn from the study is that there is no profile for a 

school shooter. The only common characteristic of all of the perpetrators was that they 

were male. Another finding was that most of the perpetrators planned their attack and 

told others prior to the crime, resuhs that contradict a common misconception that 

perpetrators "snap" under pressure or distress (Dedman, 2000). 

The possibility of lawsuits is also of fundamental concern for school 

administrators. Issues related to civil rights provide a non-ending source of possible 

litigation for those seeking to place blame for incidents of school violence (Thomerson, 

2000). According to the National Education Association (NEAToday Online, 2001), 

after the six school shootings in the United States from 1999-2000 that involved fatalities, 

massive lawsuits were filed by families of some victims. These suits were filed against 

one or more of the following entities: gun manufacturers, principals, teachers, students, 

parents, school boards, districts, video game manufacturers, and law enforcement. 
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Other suits included one filed on behalf of a 14-year-old student, who along with 

ACLU, filed a federal law suit claiming that first amendment free speech rights were 

violated after he was suspended for five days based on contents of an English 

composition (NEAToday Online, 2000). In this case, the content of the essay was 

perceived by administrators to be similar to writings by previous perpetrators of school 

violence. Supporters of the administrators' actions argued that according to Lovell v. 

Poway Unified School District (1996), threats of violence are not protected by the first 

amendment. But another federal suit pending in California is considering whether 

students can be punished by schools for threats, which are not followed by carrying out 

those threats (NEAToday Online, 2001). 

Some argue that the use of profiling is a dangerous act, which violates the concept 

of "innocent until proven guilty" as well as due process. According to Bailey (2001), the 

use of profiling is often avoided because of the potential of depriving liberty or rights. 

According to the court in U.S. v. Lopez: 

Undoubtedly these are persons with objectively observable 
characteristics who provide a higher statistical probability of danger 
than the population as a whole. But our criminal law is based on the 
theory that we do not condemn people because they are potentially 
dangerous. We only prosecute illegal acts. Putting a group of potential 
violators in custody on the grounds that this group contained all or neariy 
all of the people who would commit crimes in the future would raise 
the most serious constitutional issues. (U.S. v. Lopez (1995), citing 
Williams, Bonkalo, Woods; Bailey, 2001, p. 145) 

The American Civil Liberties Union has expressed concern over the use of 

Mosaic-2000, proposing problems with issues involving violation of privacy, unfair 

stereotyping, and harmfiil labeling of students (Education Reporter, 2000; Lord, 1999; 
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Bailey, 2001, CNNcom, 2000). Unresolved legal questions continue to surround 

profiling procedures (Lumsden, 2000). Fey et al. (2000) proposed that inductive 

profiling, in which the profiler looks for patterns and then infers outcomes, when applied 

to student profiling, infers possible acts of violence. These authors argued that the 

strategy of predicting behavior and apprehending potential offenders before they act is 

inexact and problematic. 

The 1999 Family Educational and Privacy Rights Act (FERPA) also applies to the 

use of profiling potentially violent students. FERPA ensures that parents and sttidents 

have the right to access and correct any information included in the student's educational 

record, and that permission must be obtained from the parents or guardians before any 

information can be shared with other individuals or agencies. FERPA does allow schools 

to share information with law enforcement agencies without the consent of parents or 

students (Bailey, 2001). 

According to Bailey (2001), if profiling is used to identify an at-risk student, and 

interventions such as counseling or removal to a health or alternative educational setting 

is made, the record is then considered a medical record and is covered by FERPA. 

On the other hand, if the profile is an issue of security or law enforcement record, the 

record may or may not be a part of the student's educational record. The handling of the 

profile-match information is another example of the legal and ethical gray area within 

which administrators must operate. A decision must be made as to whether to apply 

FERPA to a profile-match or to proceed with the understanding that the profile-match is 

exempt. 
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The NASSP recommended that districts refrain from using student profiling to 

identify potentially violent students. The organization released the following reasons for 

avoiding student profiling: 

• Student profiling unfairly labels many nonviolent students as 
potentially dangerous and misidentifies other "safe" students 
who may actually commit a violent act. 

• Current profiling techniques lack the specificity needed to be 
effective. 

• The over-identification and misidentification of potentially 
violent students can result in a school atmosphere that is overly 
fearful, distrustful, and not conducive to teaching and learning. 

• Due to the high level of inaccuracy, profiling runs the risk of 
stigmatizing and stereotyping students and endangering their 
civil rights, especially the rights of those students who are 
viewed more "different" than "normal." (NASSP, 2001, p. 1) 

The NASSP recommendation to refrain from profiling appears to be in conflict with 

previously cited TEA guidelines for assessing the level of threat. Although the NASSP 

position statement expresses concern with the use of profiling, within Texas Region 17, 

threat assessment as a method for providing school safety is included in administrative 

training (Glass, 2001). 

Summary of Literature Review 

This review provides support for the following conclusions and identifies specific 

needs for college and university programs that address studies associated with law 

enforcement, school administration, teaching, or parenting. 

1. There has been an increase in the use of profiling as a method of reducing 

school violence. 
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2. Ambiguous legal and ethical problems seem to be associated with profiling. 

3. There is a need for a clear, standardized definition of profiling, and a need for 

clear intervention guidelines which are clearly understood by school 

administrators and which do not violate student rights or cause undue harm 

to students or the community. 

4. TEA and NASSP guidelines and recommendations do not appear to be 

consistent. 
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CHAPTER 111 

METHODOLOGY 

This chapter outlines the methodology used in this study. The following 

components are discussed; research design; participants/sample selection; 

instrumentation and materials; survey design, pilot study, validity and reliability; cover 

letter; confidentiality; procedure for data collection; and procedures for data analysis. 

Research Design 

The research design was descriptive, utilizing a survey which specifically 

addressed the following questions: 

1. Is behavior profiling being used by Region 17 secondary administrators to 

identify potentially violent students? 

2. How do the administrators perceive the benefits versus the risks of behavior 

profiling methods? 

3. Do administrators' attittades reflect the legal and ethical incongruence 

reflected in the literature? 

In order to answer the research questions, data was collected and analyzed for the 

purpose of describing administrators' attitudes toward behavior profiling (Creswell, 

1996). 

In Educational Research (Gall et al., 1996), guidelines are provided for 

constructing questionnaires that should reduce misinterpretations and increase response 

rates. The guidelines address question arrangement, wording of questions, layout of the 
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instrument, length of questions, and clarity of instructions. In reference to these 

guidelines, the instrument in this study consisted of brief, easily understood statements 

and questions. A pilot study was conducted with Texas Region 18 secondary 

administrators, who were asked to indicate any statements that were vague or unclear. 

Since none of the 20 Region 18 secondary administrators who responded to the pilot 

study commented that any of the statements were unclear, the statements were considered 

appropriate. The statements on Part 2 of the BPSS were based on the July 2002 NASSP 

position paper dealing whh profiling potentially violent students and were designed to 

address the legal and ethical issues identified in the literature review. 

In order to obtain data representative of Region 17 secondary administrators' 

attitudes toward profiling potentially violent students, a questionnaire entitled Behavior 

Profiling of Students Survey (BPSS) was developed and is presented in Appendix A. The 

survey is relevant to Scooncer's (1992) proposal that attitudes are composed of three 

components: the affective (feelings), cognitive (beliefs), and behavioral (acttial actions). 

These components are defined and illustrated by Scooncer (1992) in Figure 3.1 and are 

addressed in the discussion section of this study. 
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Figure 3.1 Scooncer's Model of Attittades 

Because attitudes cannot be observed, attitudes can only be inferred from observing 

behavior or by directly asking an individual to express his or her beliefs and feelings 

(Scooncer, 1992). 

The BPSS was developed based primarily on the July 2001 NASSP 

recommendations which suggested that administrators should refrain from using behavior 

profiling of students, and on the legal and ethical ambiguities which seemed apparent in 

the literature review. The validity of the BPSS is discussed later in this chapter. The 

purpose of administering the BPSS was to collect data that would provide insight into 

administrators' attitudes pertaining to behavior profiling of students. These insights 

should contribute to behavioral theory development with possible implications for 

secondary administrators. 

A survey was selected as the means of data collection for this study because it 

was a cost efficient way to gather the required data in a large service area such as Region 
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17 (Wyatt, 2000). Region 17 Education Service Center, located in Lubbock, Texas, 

encompasses an area of 18,966 square miles in 20 surrounding counties. Philip M. 

Cochran, Director of the Education Service Center Support for TEA, stated in a phone 

interview on February 21, 2002 that the 

Twenty Texas regional education service centers (ESCs) were created in 
1965 by the Texas Legislature as regional media centers. Before they 
were completely organized, and functional, the State Board of Education 
requested in 1967 that the Legislature upgrade the media centers to be fully 
operational regional education service centers. The Legislature agreed, 
and the ESCs have operated as such since that date. They were re-authorized 
in 1995 and again in 1997 under Legislative statute and operate now under 
Chapter 8 of the Texas Education Code. 

Figure 3.2, which was acquired from the TEA website, shows the division of the state of 

Texas into the 20 regional service centers. 

Figure 3.2 Map of the 20 Texas Regional Education Service Centers 
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In addition to reasons related to the considerable surface area of the region, using 

a survey was preferable to scheduling interviews with administrators because unforeseen 

circumstances could arise which would interfere with personal schedules. It was 

assumed that allowing administrators to respond to the survey at times detennined by 

their individual schedules would increase the response rate. Wyatt (2000) argued that 

Web-based surveys are preferred when a quick response is desired with data that is 

collected in a readily analysed form. The remainder of this chapter presents the rationale 

for and details of the methodological components used to conduct the research. 

Participants 

Participants were 84 male, 10 female, and one respondent who did not report 

gender, (N=95) secondary school administrators from Texas Region 17. Eighty-six were 

white, 5 Hispanic, 1 Asian, 1 other, and two participants did not report ethnicity. 

Protection of Human Subjects. A Claim for Exemption from Review by the 

Human Subjects Committee form was completed and submitted to the Texas Tech 

University Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects in October 2001 prior to 

emailing or distributing surveys for purposes of data collection as required. Dr. Richard 

P. McGlynn, Chair, mailed approval notification on November 16, 2001. The committee 

approved the research project and further stipulated that such research must be conducted 

between November I, 2001 and October 31, 2002. Documentation pertinent to the 

protection of human subjects appear in Appendix A. 

Sample/Population. Texas has 1,041 public school districts which are divided 

into 20 regions. Participants were secondary administrators from the 59 public school 
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districts within Region 17 which represents approximately 6% of the 1,041 districts in 

Texas. According to TEA, there are 1,193 high schools, 1,421 middle schools, and 353 

middle school/high schools in Texas. A list of 2001-2002 Region 17 administrators was 

obtained from the Education Service Center in Lubbock, Texas. The region consists of 

59 districts and 159 secondary administrators with the following population; 59 

superintendents (6%), 39 high school principals (3%), 41 middle school principals (3%), 

and 27 middle school/high school principals (8%). Table 3.1 graphically depicts the 

gender and minority distribution of Region 17 population of secondary administrators. 

Table 3.1 

Region 17 Secondary Administrators' Gender and Ethnicity Percentages 

Professional Position 

Superintendents 

High School Principals 

Middle School Principals 

Grades 6-12 Principals 

Overall 

Male 

98 

83 

92 

91 

97 

Female 

2 

17 

8 

9 

3 

Minority 

0 

0 

9 

0 

4 

According to Scott Sleek (1998) of the American Psychological Association, 

recent homicides in rural school are puzzling to psychologists. Approximately 8% of 

multiple homicides at schools are in rural schools and the number is expected to increase. 

Jonesboro, Arkansas; Springfield, Oregon; Pearl Mississippi; West Paducah, Kentucky 
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and Edinboro, Pennsylvania are representative of the recent rural school fatal shootings. 

According to the Center of Juvenile and Criminal Justice, there were 11 children shot and 

killed in these rural schools between 1991 and 1997. W. Rodney Hammond of the 

Center of Disease Control and Prevention argued that youth homicides in urban areas 

have dropped but rural and suburban homicide rates have increased (Donohue, Schiraldi, 

& Ziedenberg, 1999). According to Sleek (1998), urban school officials recognized the 

problems and became proactive installing metal detectors and other preventive measures, 

while rural school officials more often fail to accept the possibility of violence within 

their particular schools. 

Texas Region 17 was selected for several reasons. Texas A&M University 

conducted a study in 1990 which found that many rural schools have worse incidents of 

violence than the national average (Kingery, 1990). Due to the increase in the number of 

homicides in rural schools, this study measured the attitudes toward behavior profiling of 

potentially violent students of Region 17 secondary administrations from predominantly 

rural school districts. The researcher was an administrator within Region 17 at the time 

of this study which made Region 17 of greater significance to the researcher. Data was 

also readily available to the researcher due to the professional position of the researcher 

at the time of the study. 

A survey or questionnaire must be of concern or relevant to the sample within the 

population in order to obtain accuracy and a good rate of response (Gall et al. 1996; 

Wyatt, 2000). Gall et al. (1996) contended that the rate of response is approximately 

77% when the survey is pertinent to the respondents, versus 42% when of little to 
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moderate concern. School safety is assumed to be a primary concern of administrators 

across the United Sates because of the number of recent fatal shootings and the extensive 

media coverage of these events (Poland, 2001). TEA and other state organizations in 

Texas have provided training and publications addressing the issue of providing safe 

school environments. Checklists of common characteristics detailed in Chapter II of this 

study are the result of such efforts. 

A request to complete BPSS was emailed to the entire population of secondary 

administrators within Texas Region 17 providing the link to the Web page containing the 

BPSS. Of the 159 possible participants within Region 17, 95 (60% of the population of 

secondary administrators in Region 17) completed the BPSS. Detailed demographic 

information of the participants is presented in Chapter IV. 

Instrumentation/Materials 

The BPSS was designed to determine whether behavior profiling was being used 

and to what degree, to measure administrators' attittades toward behavior profiling of 

potentially violent students, and to determine whether the administrators' attitudes 

reflected the same legal and ethical ambiguities identified in the literature review. The 

BPSS was developed using qualitative information obtained from the literature review 

and was analyzed using descriptive statistics. Quantitative descriptive statistics including 

the mean, median, and mode were used to analyze the data. The Cronbach alpha, which 

was used to ensure reliability, and specific statistical methodology are discussed later in 

this chapter. A combination of both qualitative and quantitative research used in this 

manner is called sequential triangulation (Creswell, 1996). The BPSS consisted of a 
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brief explanation of the terms profiling, behavior profiling, and threat assessment as they 

were used throughout the instrument. The remainder of the BPSS consisted of three parts 

designed to address the specific research questions. 

Part 1 consisted of two questions and was included to determine the number of 

campuses on which behavior profiling is used to identify potentially dangerous students. 

Participants were asked to answer either yes or no. The second question addressed 

whether the respondents who answered no on the first question, believed that behavior 

profiling should be done on their campuses. The questions are straightforward and 

specifically asked whether behavior profiling was a method used on each participant's 

particular campus. 

Part 2 was designed to measure the administrators' attitudes toward the legal and 

ethical aspects of behavior profiling of potentially violent students. Eighteen statements, 

based on a Likert scale, ranging from "Strongly Agree" to "Strongly Disagree," were 

presented in this section of the survey. Initially the statements were developed in pairs 

with one statement addressing the benefits of behavior profiling with a counterpart 

addressing the conflicting standpoint as illustrated in Table 3.2. 
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Table 3.2 

Behavior Profiling of Potentially Violent Students 

Benefits/Positive Aspects Risks/Negative Aspects 

Behavior profiling is one way to 
improve school safety. 

Behavior profiling provides the 
opportunity to identify early warning 
signs of potentially violent students 
and to provide assistance for those 
students. 

Current behavior profiling techniques 
offer effective specificity 

Misidentification has little effect on 
school atmosphere or learning. 

There is limited risk that behavior 
profiling may stereotype/stigmatize 
students. 

There is limited risk that student 
profiling may endanger students' 
civil rights. 

Behavior profiling techniques should 
be used by administrators to identify 
potentially violent students. 

Behavior profiling is a widely used 
method for the identification of 
potentially violent students. 

The benefits associated with behavior 
profiling as a method of identifying 
potentially violent students outweigh 
the risks. 

Behavior profiling has limhed effect on 
school safety. 

Behavior profiling runs the risk of 
misidentifying early warning signs of 
nonviolent students. 

Current behavior profiling techniques lack 
effective specificity. 

Misidentification can resuh in an overly 
fearful school atmosphere not conducive to 
learning. 

Inaccurate behavior profiling runs the risk 
of stereotyping/stigmatizing students. 

Inaccurate behavior profiling runs the risk 
of endangering students' civil rights, if 
students are viewed more "different" than 
"normal." 

Administrators should refrain from using 
behavior profiling as a means of 
identifying potentially violent students. 

Behavior profiling is rarely used as a 
method of identifying potentially violent 
students. 

The risks associated with behavior 
profiling as a method of identifying 
potentially violent students outweigh the 
benefits. 
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The statements were individually placed in a container and drawn randomly to 

determine the order on the survey instrument to avoid back-to-back conflicting 

statements. Part 2 included additional space for participants to make comments pertinent 

to the BPSS. For analysis purposes, the raw score of the 18 Likert statements on Part 2 of 

the BPSS ranged from 0 to 90 using the following values; 

Sfrongly Agree 

Agree 

Undecided 

Disagree 

Strongly Disagree 

No Opinion 

5 

4 

3 

2 

1 

0. 

In order to obtain appropriate numerical data for analysis and compare the 

converse statements, the numerical values on the Likert statements that are listed in Table 

3.1 as Risk/Negative Aspects were reversed as follows; 

Strongly Agree 1 

Agree 2 

Undecided 3 

Disagree 

Strongly Disagree 

No Opinion 

4 

5 

0. 

Part 3 provided the researcher with demographic information about the 

participants and the districts in which respondents were employed. Areas of interest 
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included; gender, ethnic background, educational background, and years of 

administrative experience, current position, and district size. 

Validity and Reliability 

To establish the face validity of the BPSS, a pilot study was conducted. Data 

collection for the pilot study was obtained by emailing a cover letter, instructions, and 

survey instrument to secondary administrators in Region 18 of Texas. The pilot 

instrument was referred to as the Behavior Profiling of Students Pilot Survey (BPSPS). A 

complete BPSPS appears in Appendix A. The BPSPS included an additional section 

which asked each respondent to document the length of time necessary to complete the 

questionnaire, and to indicate any question(s) he or she considered to be vague or 

misleading. Participants of the pilot study were asked whether they believe the 

questionnaire adequately addressed the issue of administrators' attitudes toward behavior 

profiling. 

Fink (1995) defines face validity as how a measure or procedure is perceived, 

without dependence on established theories for support. Face validity solicits opinions 

from non-professionals or a group similar to the group to be studied. Face validity was 

established in this study by piloting the instrument to a group of secondary administrators 

from Region 18, which is adjacent to Region 17 and is also predominantly rural. 

Participants were asked to indicate any misleading or inappropriate statements which 

they believed were not pertinent to behavior profiling as explained in the introduction to 

the BPSPS. 
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According to Gall et al. (1996), 20 respondents are sufficient for a pilot study if 

the pretest sample respondents form a well-defined homogenous group. Before emailing 

the BPSPS, secondary administrators within Region 18 were contacted by phone and 

asked to participate in the pilot study. The personal phone contact was expected to result 

in an increased response rate (Gall, et al. 1996). The participants were asked to complete 

the survey by the end of a one-week window. Results were analyzed using psychometric 

statistical procedures. The comments provided by the pilot respondents did not indicate 

any questionable statements or areas of concern. 

The BPSPS was emailed to Region 18 secondary administrators until the number 

of respondents reached the minimum level of 20. Twenty-three responses were analyzed 

and the BPSS was determined to be valid according to the comments made by the Region 

18 secondary administrators of the pilot study. The respondents did not indicate that any 

of the statements were confusing or misleading, but five of the twenty-three respondents 

indicated that they did not think they had enough information about behavior profiling to 

adequately answer the survey. 

The internal consistency or reliability of the BPSS was assessed using a Cronbach 

coefficient alpha, which yields the mean of all possible split-half reliability. 

Accomplished by entering the data into the SPSS, "the process continues to subdivide all 

the items of an instrument into different halves until the subscore of each possible 

subdivision of items has been calculated for each subject and correlated with the subscore 

of the other half (Rubin & Babbie, 1993, p. 171). According to the UCLA Academic 

Technology Service (2001), a reliability coefficient of .80 or higher is considered 
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acceptable in most Social Science applications; coefficients usually range between 0 and 

1.00. According to George & Mallery (2001), "the closer the alpha value is to 1.00, the 

greater the internal consistency of items in the instrument being assessed" (p. 209). Data 

and statistical analyses concerning the validity and reliability of the BPSS are included in 

Chapter IV. 

Participant Bias 

The tenn profiling as discussed in Chapter II of this study is perceived by many as 

having a negative connotation. This apparent belief has the potential for facilitating self-

serving participant bias, which may have influenced the respondents' willingness to 

acknowledge personal use of behavior profiling. According to Wyatt (2000), selection 

bias is a major factor of Web-based survey which limits the external validity 

(generalizability) of the resuhs. To address selection bias and to increase the response 

rate, Wyatt (2000) suggested that the researcher consider whether the topic chosen can be 

accessed by the appropriate population via the Internet. In this study, the email addresses 

for all of the Region 17 secondary administrators were obtained through Region 17 ECS 

in Lubbock, Texas. 

Cover Letter 

Gall et al. (1996) emphasized the importance of including a cover letter with 

questionnaires in order to provide information about the study which would increase 

response rates. The letter used in both the pilot study and the research explained the 

purpose of the study in a brief, precise format. The issue of confidentiality was addressed 
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in the cover letter to ensure participants that their names and districts would not be 

identified in the study and that individual responses would not be released. The 

anonymity of the questionnaires is assumed to have the effect of increasing the response 

rate as well as the respondents' willingness to accurately report attitudes concerning 

behavior profiling of students (Gall et al., 1996). 

Secondary administrators of Region 17 were advised in the email that returning 

the completed BPSS would indicate their consent to participate in this study. Informed 

consent can be appropriately obtained by stating the purpose of the study, researcher 

information or what institution is behind the study; explaining how confidentiality will be 

assured; and explaining with whom the data will be shared and how the results will be 

reported (Eysenbach & Wyatt, 2002). The cover letter was sent with the previously listed 

information to each secondary administrator within Region 17. The letter was emailed to 

every secondary administrator within Region 17 with the survey instrument as an 

attachment. Follow-up email requests were sent to non-respondents. Once the data was 

compiled into a Microsoft Excel file, the email addresses were deleted at the end of 

the two-week data collection timeframe. Each participant was then given a number based 

on the Microsoft Excel corresponding row number on the spreadsheet. 

Confidentiality 

In order to protect individuals from possible harm, confidentiality was ensured by 

the following guidelines. 

1. The findings of this study do not include respondents' name or email 

address. 
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2. Email addresses were used to identify non respondents 

for follow-up request purposes only and the respondent did not have 

to provide his or her email address since a Web-based questionnaire 

was used. 

3. Email addresses were removed after the data collection timeframe had 

expired prior to data being analyzed. 

4. Completed surveys were viewed only by researcher. 

5. In the cover letter, prospective participants were advised of the safeguards 

taken in this study to protect their confidentiality. 

Procedure for Data Collection 

Data collection using the BPSS was conducted via email beginning April 16, 

2002 and ending April 26, 2002 after the third email request sent on April 23, 2002. The 

decision to utilize the Internet was based on the practical consideration regarding the 

widespread use of the Internet, and the researcher's desire to reach as many potential 

respondents as possible. An email was sent to Region 17 secondary administrators with 

the BPSS website link provided. Respondents were asked to complete the survey by 

selecting the appropriate answer. The website was set up to return the resuhs to the 

researcher's email address automatically. After a three-day period, non-respondents 

received a second email notification which included a cover letter and survey instrument 

attached. A third and final request was sent one week after the date of the initial request 

on April 23, 2002. 
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As each survey was submitted, the Excel file was saved as an individual 

worksheet within a master Excel file. The mean, median and mode were tabulated by the 

researcher using Microsoft Excel to calculate the results. Demographic data was 

manipulated by converting the master Excel file into a Microsoft Access database file. 

The data was uploaded into an SPSS program for fiirther statistical analysis, which is 

detailed in the next section of this chapter. 

Procedure of Analyzing the Data 

Data collection for this study was achieved by the use of a survey containing 3 

parts; determination of whether behavior profiling was being used by the respondent, a 

Likert scale which measured administrator attitudes, and demographic information of the 

respondent. According to Mogey (2002), data collected by a Likert scale are ordinal, 

which means the data will follow a specific sequence or inherent order. However, one 

caimot assume that the difference between strongly agree and agree is the same 

difference as between strongly disagree and disagree. Data analysis for this study 

consisted of the following descriptive techniques. Although the Likert scale is ordinal, it 

is appropriate to use means since the number that is coded can show the direction 

indicated by averaged answers (SPSS, 2002). 

1. The mean, median and mode were used to summarize and interpret the data. 

2. Variability was expressed in terms of range. 

3. The distribution of the data is illustrated by use of tables and bar charts. 

Descriptive statistics for all items on the BPSS are presented in tables with the 

appropriate narrative. After assessing the psychometric properties of each BPSS item, 
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and finding them statistically sound, the data was further analyzed to answer the research 

questions posed in this study. 

Part 1. The first research question for this study was as follows; 

Is behavior profiling being used by Region 17 secondary administrators to 
identify potentially violent students? 

Part 1 of the BPSS determined the number of participants who reported that behavior 

profiling of students was used on their campuses. Since all districts within Region 17 had 

equal opportunity to participate, the respondents are representative of the population of 

secondary administrators within the region. In addition to the three descriptive statistical 

methods listed in the previous paragraph, percentages were calculated based on the 

number of yes or no responses to the following research questions; 

la. Does your campus use behavior profiling (threat assessment) of students 
as a method of providing school safety? 

lb. If not, do you believe your campus should use behavior profiling 
(threat assessment) of students as a method of providing school safety? 

Percentages are presented based on various subgroups identified by the 

demographic information obtained from Part 3 of the BPSS. These subgroups include; 

gender, ethnic background, highest degree earned, current professional position, and 

district size. Due to the unequal distribution of gender and ethnicity, the percentages are 

presented but comparisons between these subgroups were not statistically valid. 

Part 2. The second research question for this study was as follows: 

How do the administrators perceive the benefits versus the risks of behavior 
profiling of potentially violent students? 

Part 2 of the BPSS addressed the administrators' attitudes based on eighteen Likert 

statements derived primarily from the July 2001 NASSP position statement advising 
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administrators to refrain from behavior profiling of potentially violent students and on 

legal and ethical ambiguities identified in the literature review. Data were analyzed using 

descriptive procedures. Data from each subgroup is presented. Comparisons between 

extremely skewed sample distributions associated with the subgroups dealing with gender 

and ethnichy, as stated, are not statistically valid. 

Part 3. The third research question for this study was as follows: 

Do administrator's attitudes reflect the legal and ethical ambiguities associated 
with behavior profiling of students as identified in the literature? 

The data collected from Part 1 and Part 2 were compared to determine if there was a 

significant difference in the use of behavior profiling of potentially violent students 

versus the administrator's attitudes toward behavior profiling. Analysis of the 

participant's response to Part 1 of the BPSS was compared to the data derived from Part 

2. Factors considered in answering research question three were as follows; 

1. Of the participants who answered je^ to Part 1 of the BPSS, do the data 

obtained from Part 2 reflect the attitude that the benefits of behavior profiling 

of potentially violent students outweigh the risks associated with behavior 

profiling? 

2. Of the participants who answered no to Part 1 of the BPSS, do the data 

obtained from Part 2 reflect the attittide that the benefits of behavior profiling 

of potentially violent students does not outweigh the risks associated with 

behavior profiling? 

3. Converse statements within Part 3 were also analyzed to determine whether 

the responses are consistent or inconsistent. 
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Descriptive statistics were used in this study because the purpose was to assess the 

attitudes of Region 17 administrators toward behavior profiling. 

Summary of Methodology 

A descriptive research design was used in this study. A three part survey, the 

Behavior Profiling of Students Survey, was specifically designed to investigate (1) 

whether behavior profiling was being used by Region 17 secondary administrators to 

identify potentially violent students; (2) how the administrators perceived the benefits 

versus the risks associated with behavior profiling; and (3) whether administrators' 

attitudes reflect the legal and ethical incongruence reflected in the literature. Data was 

collected via email, yielding a 60% response rate (N=95). 

Content validhy of the BPSS was illustrated during the process of instrument 

construction, and face validity of the BPSS was established based on item evaluations 

provided by 20 pilot study participants. Discriminant validity and convergent validity 

were also assessed. Other issues specifically addressed included processes designed to 

ensure confidentiality of participants' responses, cover letter content, and consideration of 

issues related to use of the Internet for research purposes. Descriptive statistics were 

used to assess and describe Texas Region 17 administrators' usages of and attitudes 

toward behavior profiling. 
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CHAPTER IV 

DATA ANALYSIS 

The purpose of this study was to explore and describe the usage, attitudes and 

beliefs of Texas Region 17 educational administrators concerning student behavior 

profiling. The Behavior Profiling of Students Survey (BPSS) was developed specifically 

for this study for the purpose of describing such usage and attitudes. 

The resuhs of this study and an analysis of the data are presented in this chapter. 

The response rate, instrument assessment (including the layout, construction of, and 

psychometric properties of the BPSS), item analysis, participant demographics, analysis 

of the data in relation to the research questions, and participant comments are presented. 

Response Data 

The first request soliciting participation was emailed to the 159 Region 17 

secondary administrators on April 15, 2002 at 8:00 p.m. The second request was sent to 

non-respondents on April 18, 2002 and the third and final request on April 23, 2002. By 

April 26, 2002, a response rate of 60% had been obtained. Figure 4.1 indicates the 

number of daily responses received during the two-week data collection timeframe. 
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Figure 4.1 Daily Response Log 

During the first week, 86.3% of the responses were received, representing 52% of 

the entire Region 17 secondary administrator population. In the final week of the data 

collection period, 13.7% of the total number of responses was received, representing 8% 

of the Region 17 secondary administrator population. 

Instrument Assessment 

The BPSS was designed to measure usages, attitudes and beliefs toward behavior 

profiling among the educational administrators in Region 17. The questionnaire is 

composed of three sections. The first section consists of two questions ascertaining: (1) 

whether behavior profiling is standard procedure in the respondent's school or school 

district, and (2) if not, whether the respondent believes behavior profiling should be a 

standard procedure in their schools or school districts. 
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The second section of the BPSS consists of 18 questions designed to measure the 

respondent's beliefs about the risks and benefits of behavior profiling of students in his or 

her school or school district. Nine questions were designed to measure the respondent's 

attitudes and beliefs about the benefits of behavior profiling, and nine questions were 

designed to measure respondent's attitudes and beliefs about the risks of behavior 

profiling. 

Sample statements on the second section of the BPSS which were designed to 

measure attitudes about benefits of student behavior profiling include, "Behavior 

profiling is one way to improve school safety," and "Behavior profiling provides the 

opportunity to identify early warning signs of potentially violent students and to provide 

assistance for those students." Additionally, sample questions from the second section 

designed to measure the respondents' beliefs about the risks of student behavior profiling 

include, "Behavior profiling is rarely used as a method of identifying potentially violent 

students," and "Misidentification can resuh in overly fearful school atmospheres not 

conducive to learning." 

Question content for the second section of the BPSS was gleaned from literature 

describing common beliefs concerning risks and benefits of student behavior profiling 

among school administrators. This process illustrated content validity. All items were 

assessed on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5, with 1 being strongly disagree, and 

5 being strongly agree. For each respondent, a mean score was derived for both benefits 

of student behavior profiling and for risks of student behavior profiling. 
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The third section of the BPSS was designed to assess the demographics of the 

sample. Specific participant demographics include; (1) gender, (2) ethnicity, (3) highest 

degree earned, (4) current position, and (5) district size. 

Reliability was established via the internal consistency method, which by-passes 

the statistical problems of other common methods of assessing reliabilhy (Carmines & 

Zellers, 1979), The purpose of Cronbach's alpha, according to George et al. (2001), is to 

"measure internal consistency; that is, do all items within the instrument measure the 

same thing?" (p. 209). Cronbach's alpha for the reliability (internal consistency) of the 

BPSS was .82. According to the UCLA Academic Technology Service (2001), a 

reliability coefficient of .80 or higher is considered acceptable in most Social Science 

applications. According to George et al (2001), "the closer the alpha value is to 1.00, the 

greater the internal consistency of items in the instrument being assessed" (p. 209). 

Face validity of the BPSS was addressed and established based on the data 

analysis of the BPSPS administration. The BPSS was examined by administrators for 

face validity. Additionally, support for discriminant validity of the risk/benefit section of 

the BPSS was found by cortelating the respondents' benefit score with their risk score 

(alpha . 14). Discriminant validhy is derived from using the same methods to measure 

different constructs. A discriminant validity alpha of .85 or higher is considered poor. 

The finding was not significant, which supports the contention that benefit and risk are 

not related. Therefore, the data suggest that the categories benefit and risk are indeed 

measuring two separate constructs. Further, convergent validity was supported, in part, 

by the significant finding that respondents' beliefs about the usage of student behavior 
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profiling in Part 1, were significantly correlated with their benefit scores in Part 2 (alpha 

.56). The correlation between respondents' beliefs concerning usage of behavior 

profiling, as measured in Part 1, and their risk scores was not significant. After assessing 

the psychometric properties of the BPSS, and finding them sound, the data was further 

analyzed to address specific item responses and to answer the research questions posed in 

this study. 

Item Analysis/Research Questions 

The first research question for this study was; 

Is behavior profiling being used by Region 17 secondary administrators to 
identify potentially violent students? 

In order to address the first research question. Part 1 of the BPSS consisted of the 

following two questions: 

la. Does your campus use behavior profiling (threat assessment) of students 
as a method of providing school safety? 

2b. If not, do you believe your campus should use behavior profiling 

(threat assessment) of students as a method of providing school safety? 

Figure 4.2 graphically depicts the Region 17 secondary administrators' responses to Part 

1 of the BPSS based on the number of participants answering Part 1. 
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Figure 4.2 Raw Data for BPSS Part 1 Usage Responses 

According to the data analysis of BPSS item la, 76 (80%) of the participants do 

not currently use behavior profiling as a method of providing school safety, while 19 

(20%) do use behavior profiling to identify potentially violent students. Of the Region 17 

secondary administrators who stated that they do not use behavior profiling, 20 (26%) 

believe they should be using behavior profiling as a method of providing school safety. 

A total of 39 (41%) of the respondents believe that behavior profiling should be used as a 

method of providing school safety. 

The second research question for this study was as follows; 

How do the administrators perceive the benefits versus the risks of behavior 
profiling of potentially violent students? 
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Part 2 of the BPSS addressed the administrators' attitudes based on eighteen Likert 

statements derived primarily from the July 2001 NASSP position statement advising 

administrators to refrain from behavior profiling of potentially violent students and on 

legal and ethical ambiguities identified in the literature review. Figure 4.3 graphically 

depicts the responses to the 9 Likert statements of Part 2 which represent the benefits 

associated with behavior profiling. 

There were three benefit statements in which at least 50% of the participants 

reported either Strongly Agree or Agree. 

1. Behavior profiling provides the opportunity to identify early warning 

signs of potentially violent students and to provide assistance for those 

students (74.7%). 

2. There is limited risk that behavior profiling may stereotype/stigmatize 

sttidents (68.4%). 

3. Behavior profiling is one way to improve school safety (55.8%). 

A converse statement was developed based on each statement pertaining to the 

benefits of behavior profiling from Part 2 of the BPSS. Figure 4.4 graphically depicts the 

responses to the 9 Likert statements in Part 2 which represent the risks associated with 

behavior profiling. 
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The risk statements in Part 2 of the BPSS also had 3 areas in which at least 

50% of the participants reported with Strongly Agree or Agree. 

1 Inaccurate behavior profiling runs the risk of stereotyping/stigmatizing 

students (80%) 

2 Inaccurate behavior profiling runs the risk of endangering students' 

civil rights, if students are viewed more "different" than "normal" 

(60%). 

3. Misidentification can result in an overly fearfiil school atmosphere 

not conducive to learning (57.9%). 

The third research question for this study was as follows: 

Do administrators' attitudes reflect the legal and ethical incongruencies associated 
with behavior profiling of students as identified in the literature? 

The data collected fi"om Part 1 and Part 2 was compared to determine if there was a 

significant difference in the use of behavior profiling of potentially violent students 

versus the administrator's attitudes toward behavior profiling. Analysis of the 

participant's response to Part 1 of the BPSS was compared to the data derived fi-om Part 

2. Factors considered in answering research question three were as follows: 

1. Of the participants who answered yes to Part 1 of the BPSS, do the data 
obtained fi-om Part 2 reflect the attitude that the benefits of behavior profiling 
of potentially violent students outweigh the risks associated with behavior 
profiling? 

Nineteen (20%) of the 95 respondents, referred to as Subgroup 1, indicated that 

behavior profiling was one method used on their campus to provide school safety. The 

average mean of the nine benefit statements on Part 2 of the BPSS for Subgroup 1 was 
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3.619 and the average mean for the nine risks statements was 2.606. This indicates that 

within Subgroup 1 there appears to be consistency between the use of behavior profiling 

and the administrators' atthude toward behavior profiling. Figure 4.5 graphically depicts 

the responses of Subgroup 1 pertaining to the benefit statements and the risk statements 

of BPSS Part 2 

Benefit Statements Risk Statements 
Benefit / Risk Statements 

Figure 4.5 Subgroup 1 Responses to Benefit and Risk Statements of the BPSS 

Figure 4.5 shows that the surveyed Region 17 administrators who use behavior 

profiling (Subgroup 1) selected Strongly Agree or Agree 64% of the time. Undecided 5% 

of the time, and Strongly Disagree or Disagree 18% of the time to the benefit statements 

of the BPSS. The figure further illustrates that Subgroup 1 selected Strongly Agree or 
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Agree 28% of the time. Undecided 17% of the time, and Strongly Disagree or Disagree 

54% of the time to the risk statements of the BPSS. This demonstrates consistency 

between usage and attitudes toward behavior profiling of students within Subgroup 1. 

2. Of the participants who answered no to Part la of the BPSS, do the data 
obtained fi-om Part 2 reflect the attitude that the benefits of behavior profiling 
of potentially violent students does not outweigh the risks associated with 
behavior profiling? 

Seventy-six (80%) of the 95 respondents, referred to as Subgroup 2, indicated that 

behavior profiling was not a method used on their campus to provide school safety. The 

average mean of the nine benefit statements on Part 2 of the BPSS for Subgroup 2 was 

2.804 and the average mean was 3.073 for the risks statements. This indicates that within 

Subgroup 2 there appears to be consistency between the use of behavior profiling and the 

administrator's attitude toward behavior profiling. Part 2 responses of Subgroup 2 who 

answered no to Part la of the BPSS are graphically depicted in Figure 4.6. 
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Benefit Statements Risk Statements 
Benefit / Risk Statements 

Figure 4.6 Subgroup 2 Responses to Benefit and Risk Statements of the BPSS 

Figure 4.6 shows that the surveyed Region 17 administrators who do not use 

behavior profiling (Subgroup 2) selected Strongly Agree or Agree 34% of the time. 

Undecided 32% of the time. Strongly Disagree or Disagree 25% of the time, and No 

Opinion 9% of the time to the benefit statements of the BPSS. The figure further 

illustrates that Subgroup 2 selected Strongly Agree or Agree 47% of the time. Undecided 

28% of the time. Strongly Disagree or Disagree 16% of the time, and No Opinion 9% of 

the time to the risk statements of the BPSS. This demonstrates consistency between non-

usage and attitudes toward behavior profiling of students within Subgroup 2. 

The differences between the benefit and risk means of the subgroups are as 

follows: 

80 



Subgroup 1: 1.013 

Subgroup 2: .269. 

These differences appear to suggest that Subgroup 1 data analysis indicated a more 

significant differential value between the benefit mean scores versus the risk mean scores 

of behavior profiling. Although the participants in Subgroup 2 indicated that they did not 

use behavior profiling, the results show a smaller discrepancy between the means 

associated with the benefit mean scores versus the risk mean scores of behavior profiling. 

3. Were the responses to the converse statements within Part 2 of the BPSS 
consistent or inconsistent? 

Part 2 consisted of 18 converse statements which were analyzed to determine 

whether the participants were consistent or inconsistent. Table 4.1 uses the following 

numerical values for comparing these statements: 

Strongly Agree 

Agree 

Undecided 

Disagree 

Strongly Disagree 

No Opinion 

5 

4 

3 

2 

1 

0 
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Table 4.1 

BPSS Means, Medians, and Modes 

Benefits/Positive Aspects 

Behavior profiling is one way to 
improve school safety. 

Mean: 
Median: 
Mode: 

3.284 
4 
4 

Behavior profiling provides the 
opportunity to identify early warning 
signs of potentially violent students 
and to provide assistance for those 
students. 

Mean: 
Median: 
Mode: 

3.660 
4 
4 

Current behavior profiling techniques 
offer effective specificity 

n: 2.436 
ian: 3 
e: 3 

Misidentification has little effect on 
school atmosphere or learning. 

Mean: 
Median: 
Mode: 

2.253 
2 
2 

There is limited risk that behavior 
profiling may stereotype/stigmatize 
students. 

Mean: 
Median: 
Mode: 

3.415 
4 
4 

Mean: 3.223 
Median: 4 
Mode: 4 

Inaccurate behavior profiling runs the risk 
of stereotyping/stigmatizing students. 

Mean: 3.774 
Median: 4 
Mode: 4 

Risks/Negative Aspects 

Behavior profiling has limited effect on 
school safety. 

Mean: 
Median: 
Mode: 

2.645 
3 
2 

Behavior profiling runs the risk of 
misidentifying early warning signs of 
nonviolent students. 

Mean: 
Median: 
Mode: 

3.213 
3 
4 

Current behavior profiling techniques lack 
effective specificity. 

Mean: 
Median: 
Mode: 

2.702 
3 
3 

Misidentification can result in an overly 
fearful school atmosphere not conducive to 
learning. 
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Table 4.1 (continued) 

Benefits/Positive Aspects Risks/Negative Aspects 

There is limited risk that student 
profiling may endanger students' 
civil rights. 

Mean: 
Median: 
Mode: 

3.022 
3 
4 

Behavior profiling techniques should 
be used by administrators to identify 
potentially violent students. 

Mean: 
Median: 
Mode: 

3.234 
3 
4 

Behavior profiling is a widely used 
method for the identification of 
potentially violent students. 

Mean: 
Median: 
Mode: 

2.436 
3 
3 

The benefits associated whh behavior 
profiling as a method of identifying 
potentially violent students outweigh 
the risks. 

Mean: 
Median: 
Mode: 

2.979 
3 
3 

Inaccurate behavior profiling runs the risk 
of endangering students' civil rights, if 
students are viewed more "different" than 
"normal". 

Mean: 
Median: 
Mode: 

3.447 
4 
4 

Administrators should refrain from using 
behavior profiling as a means of 
identifying potentially violent students. 

Mean: 
Median: 
Mode: 

2.404 
3 
3 

Behavior profiling is rarely used as a 
method of identifying potentially violent 
students. 

Mean: 
Median: 
Mode: 

2.766 
3 
4 

The risks associated with behavior 
profiling as a method of identifying 
potentially violent students outweigh the 
benefits. 

Mean: 
Median: 
Mode: 

2.649 
3 
3 

The difference between the means of each pair of statements in Table 4.1 is less 

than 1.0. Five of the nine differences are slightly skewed toward the risk statements. 
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which would suggest that administrators believe the risks associated with behavior 

profiling outweigh the benefits which would be consistent with the data that indicate that 

80% of the Region 17 secondary administrators who responded that behavior profiling is 

not a method he or she uses to identify potentially violent students. The range of the 

benefit and risk means is fi-om 2.234 to 3.774. The lowest mean value was calculated 

based on responses to a benefit statement and the highest mean value was calculated 

based on responses to a risk statement which would positively correlate with the 80% of 

Region 17 administrators who do not use behavior profiling. It is also notable that the 

variance between the means, medians, and modes of each of the 18 Likert statements 

deviate by only 1.0 or less in all but 2 instances. 

Participant Demographic Information 

Demographic information relevant to the interpretation of the data concerning the 

subgroups of gender, ethnicity, university degrees, current professional position, and 

district size is presented. The gender ratio among Region 17 secondary administrators is 

skewed which would indicate that statistical analysis between male and female 

administrators would not be statistically valid. At the time of this study. Region 17 

consisted of 143 male administrators and 16 female administrators with respective 

percentages of 90% and 10%. Approximately 58.7% of the male administrators and 60% 

of the female administrators within Region 17 responded to the BPSS. Figure 4.7 depicts 

the number of non-responses versus the number of responses fi-om each gender subgroup. 
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Figure 4.7 Gender Response and Non-Response Data: Total Count 

The BPSS asked each participant to indicate his or her ethnic background. The 

participant data mirrored the skewed ethnic population of Region 17 secondary 

administrators. According to data provided by the Region 17 Service Center, 4% of the 

region's secondary administrators were designated as minority. An analysis of the data 

showed a return rate of 4% of the participants who indicated they were non-white and 1% 

who did not provide information on ethnic background. Eighty-six participants were 

white, 5 Hispanic, 1 Asian, 1 other, and 2 did not report ethnicity. The ethnic information 

extracted fi-om the data is graphically depicted in Figure 4.8 
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Figure 4.8 Participant Ethnicity 

Ninety-two respondents provided information pertaining to their level of 

education. One secondary administrator fi-om a 1A district indicated he or she did not 

have mid-management certification or an advanced degree but was considered an 

administrative assistant and had the same responsibilities normally assigned to school 

principals. Approximately 95.7% of participating Region 17 administrators have 

advanced degrees. Three participants did not answer this particular question. Figure 4.9 

graphically depicts Region 17 secondary administrators' level of education as reported on 

the BPSS. 
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Figure 4.9 Participants' Level of Education 

Three of the 95 respondents did not provide information pertaining to years of 

experience. The majority (57.9%) of respondents who provided information concerning 

years of experience are within the 0-10 year interval. Figure 4.10 graphically portrays the 

years of experience of Region 17 secondary administrators in intervals of 5 years. 
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Figure 4.10 Participants' Professional Years of Experience 

Another factor considered within the demographic section of the BPSS was the 

Current Position of the participant. Superintendents represented the only subgroup in 

this category with a less than 50% response rate. Response rates were: Superintendents: 

42.1% (24); High School Principals: 82.9% (29); Middle School Principals: 95% (39); 

and Middle School/High School Principals: 0% (0). A comparison between the number 

of Region 17 respondents versus the number of non-respondents is presented in Figure 

4.11. 
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Superintenderts HS Principals MS Principals 

Cuiicnt Professional Position 

MS/HS Principals 

Figure 4.11 Participant Response versus Non-Response: Current Position 

As discussed in Chapter in of this study. Region 17 is predominantly rural. There 

were thirty-one 1A school participants (32.6%); twenty-six 2A school participants (16%); 

twenty-three 3A school participants (24.2%); nine 4A school participants (9.5%); four 5A 

school participants (4.2%); and two who did not indicate district size on their return. 

According to the Texas Education Agency, in general, school districts which fall into the 

categories of lA, 2A, and 3A are considered rural which would indicate that 73% of the 

respondents were fi-om rural school districts. Figure 4.12 graphically depicts the district 

size in which the BPSS respondents were employed at the time of this study. 
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Figure 4.12 Response Rate: District Size 

Research Questions 

The first research question was intended to ascertain whether behavior profiling is 

being used by Region 17 administrators to identify and provide assistance to potentially 

violent students. Eighty percent of the sample (N=95) indicated that behavior profiling is 

not being used in their schools. Thirty-nine percent of the sample indicated that they 

believed their campuses should be using behavior profiling. Tables 4.2 and 4.3 show the 

percentages broken dovra by the following demographic subgroups: gender, ethnicity, 

highest degree earned, current position, and district size. Table 4.4 presents the means, 

medians, modes, and ranges for each of the demographic subgroups. 
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Table 4.2 

Part lA Demographic Subgroup Frequencies and Percentages 

Demographics Frequency Does Not Use Does Use 

Female 

Male 

Asian 

Hispanic 

White 

Other 

Bachelor 

Masters 

Masters+30 

Doctorate 

Superintendent 

High School Principal 

Middle School Principal 

Middle/High School Principal 

lA 

2A 

3A 

4A 

5A 

10 

84 

1 

5 

86 

1 

1 

48 

37 

6 

24 

29 

39 

0 

31 

26 

23 

9 

4 

100 

77 

100 

60 

80 

100 

100 

85 

78 

33 

71 

93 

77 

0 

84 

85 

70 

89 

75 

0 

23 

0 

40 

20 

0 

0 

15 

22 

67 

29 

7 

23 

0 

16 

15 

30 

11 

25 

Subgroup counts with N < 95 are due to item non-response. 
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Table 4 3 

Part IB Demographic Subgroup Frequencies and Percentages 

Demographics 

Female 

Male 

Asian 

Hispanic 

White 

Other 

Bachelor 

Masters 

Masters+30 

Doctorate 

Superintendent 

High School Principal 

Middle School Principal 

Middle/High School Principal 

lA 

2A 

3A 

4A 

5A 

Frequency 

10 

84 

1 

5 

86 

1 

1 

48 

37 

6 

24 

29 

39 

0 

31 

26 

23 

9 

4 

Should Not Use 

60 

60 

100 

75 

60 

100 

100 

68 

54 

50 

57 

64 

60 

0 

54 

71 

48 

88 

75 

Should Use 

40 

40 

0 

25 

40 

0 

0 

32 

46 

50 

43 

36 

40 

0 

46 

29 

52 

12 

25 

Subgroup counts with N < 95 are due to item non-response. 
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Table 4.4 

Demographic Subgroup Means, Medians, Modes, and Ranges 

Demographics Mean Median Mode Range 

Female 

Male 

Asian 

Hispanic 

White 

Other 

Bachelor 

Masters 

Masters+30 

Doctorate 

Superintendent 

High School Principal 

Middle School Principal 

Middle/High School Principal 

lA 

2A 

3A 

4A 

5A 

2.59/2.94 

2.99/2.98 

3.00/2.98 

2.91/2.84 

2.95/2.97 

3.78/2.78 

3.33/2.44 

3.05/3.05 

2.77/2.86 

3.04/2.98 

2.83/2.84 

2.94/3.12 

3.05/2.99 

-

2.99/2.82 

2.98/3.04 

3.07/2.96 

2.48/3.49 

3.03/3.06 

3.06/3.28 

3.11/3.11 

3.00/2.89 

3.22/3.00 

3.11/3.11 

3.78/2.78 

3.33/2.44 

3.11/3.22 

3.11/3.00 

3.39/2.83 

3.11/3.00 

3.22/3.33 

3.11/3.00 

-

3.11/2.89 

3.06/3.22 

3.22/3.00 

2.56/3.44 

3.00/3.28 

3/2 

3/3 

3/3 

2/2 

3/3 

4/3 

3/2 

3/3 

3/4 

2/3 

3/3 

3/3 

3/3 

-

3/3 

3/3 

3/3 

3/3 

3/2 

4/4 

4/3 

0/0 

2/2 

4/4 

0/0 

0/0 

4/4 

3/3 

2/1 

3/3 

4/4 

3/3 

-

4/4 

3/3 

3/3 

2/2 

1/2 

Subgroup counts with N < 95 are due to item non-response. 
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The second research question concerning how administrators in Region 17 

perceive the benefits and risks of behavior profiling was answered by ascertaining the 

mean scores for benefit and risk. Table 4.2 presents the mean benefit and risk scores for 

each of the subgroups of gender, ethnicity, highest degree earned, current position, and 

district size. No significant differences were found within any of the Region 17 

secondary administrator subgroups concerning beliefs about the risks and benefits of 

behavior profiling. 

The third research question concerning whether Region 17 secondary 

administrators' attitudes about behavior profiling reflect the legal and ethical 

incongruencies found in the literature was answered by comparing Part 1 usage responses 

of the BPSS with attitude assessment obtained in Part 2 of the BPSS. Table 4.6 shows 

these results. 
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Table 4 5 

Demographic Subgroup Benefit and Risk Mean Scores 

Demographics 

All Participants 

Female 

Male 

Asian 

Hispanic 

White 

Other 

Bachelor 

Masters 

Masters+30 

Doctorate 

Superintendent 

High School Principal 

Middle School Principal 

Middle/High School Principal 

lA 

2A 

3A 

4A 

5A 

Benefit Mean 

2.95 

2.59 

2.99 

3.00 

2.91 

2.95 

3.44 

3.33 

3.05 

2.77 

3.04 

2.83 

2.94 

3.05 

-

2.99 

2.89 

3.07 

2.48 

3.03 

Risk Mean 

2.98 

2.94 

2.98 

2.89 

2.84 

2.97 

2.78 

2.44 

3.05 

2.86 

2.98 

2.84 

3.12 

2.99 

-

2.82 

3.04 

2.98 

3.49 

3.06 

Subgroup counts with N < 95 are due to item non-response. 
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Table 4.6 

Subgroup 1 and Subgroup 2 Benefit and Risk Mean Scores 

Subgroups Benefit Mean Score Risk Mean Score 

Subgroup 1 3.62 2.60 

Subgroup 2 2.78 3.07 

Of the respondents who answered ̂ ^5 to Part 1, (Subgroup 1), overall attitudinal 

data collected suggest that these respondents believe that the benefits of behavior 

profiling outweigh the risks. Additionally, of those respondents who answered no to Part 

1 (Subgroup 2), overall attitudinal data suggest that these respondents believe that the 

benefits of behavior profiling do not outweigh the risks. 

Part 2 of the BPSS provided the opportunity for participants to submit comments 

on their attitudes toward behavior profiling of potentially violent students. Twenty-nine 

of the 95 respondents (31%) offered comments at the end of Part 2. Figure 4.13 presents 

these comments exactly as submitted by the 29 respondents. The participants' comments 

are discussed in more detail in Chapter V. 
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Profiling has some positive advantages yet due to human nature and the subjective 
interpretation it can be a dangerous tool to use. 1 do not use it. 

I know very little about behavior profiling. Sorry I could not be of more help to 
you. 

I have little training on behavior profiling and do not know enough to be a judge. 

I am not generally familiar with behavior profiling and have some measure of 
reservation concerning the appropriateness for schools. 

It was hard for me to answer because I am not that familiar with your behavior 
profiling techniques. We all have our own techniques of identifying potentially 
violent students, but I am not for sure about the accuracy. 

Behavior profiling is generally not used due to the negative reaction of the 
student's parents when they find out that their child is being profiled. 

While behavior profiling has its advantages, it is not the answer we are looking 
for to identify potentially violent students. The processes we have in place 
ah-eady serve their purpose and help us maintain a safe environment. 

I feel any administrator and/or teacher who knows his/her students does some 
behavior profiling. They know in their own mind who they think is a risk of 
becoming violent and try to watch those students closer. The student may not be 
actually "labeled" as potentially violent anywhere other than in the principal's 
and/or teacher's mind. This is one of the nice things about a small school where 
the staff not only know all the students but most of their parents as well. 

I don't feel qualified to address behavior profiling. I do not even understand the 
concept. We deal with students on a case by case basis. Of course discipline is 
delved out based on frequency and severity of the offense. 

We have always profiled to some degree. However, from what I know about 
profiling, one has to be careful about accusing or insinuating that one is likely to 
be dangerous. Some of the characteristics are too common to a large number of 
students who would not hurt anything or anybody. 

I need more training on behavior profiling to answer you survey. I have not seen 
a behavior profile and would like the opportunity to learn more about this method. 

Figure 4.13 Participant Responses to Comment Section of BPSS 
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• I agree that we all probably need some training in this area, but we can not sit 
back and take no action because of fears. 

We must be proactive and act quickly. The sooner we act the less likely we are to 
run into some of the problems the survey suggests will happen. Common sense is 
the key. We can't be afi-aid of our shadow, but when we recognize a potential 
problem we need to act. You may ruffle a few feathers, but think of the number 
on the other side we strive to protect from violence. 

The agencies listed that support profiling will not be standing beside a teacher or 
an administrator when they end up in the courthouse facing litigation. The 
obvious next step is that research also shows that teachers and administrators can 
predict with great accuracy those students who are most likely to end up in the 
jail. No one is more conservative than 1 am, but you can not profile student 
success much less failure. Very big Civil Rights violation here. 

Need more training! 

I am really an administrative assistant since I do not have my midmanagement 
degree, but I do all the principal duties. Also, we are a PK-12 school so I am 
elementary principal as well as JH and High school. 

I operate in a very small school setting. We do not have many violent students. In 
our school a lot of other warning signs would most likely surface first. I think 
behavior profiling is more relevant for a larger school. 

We have not done that much with "Behavior Profiling" other than common 
knowledge of incidents. Luckily we have not had to get into it to a high degree so 
I really do not feel very experienced in giving definite answers. 

We are a small campus (130) in a small district (570). We have excellent 
discipline. We know all the kids and have no need for profiling. 

Profiling students should be part of our administrative duties. It should be done 
by administrators only. Developed fi-om information received from teachers, 
parents, police officers, fellow students. Concerns should be handled in a very 
discreet manner with only people who need to know informed when there is a 
clear reason for concern. 

I am not familiar enough whh any type of instrument that does the profiling. I 
would be very hesitant to use it at this time. 

Figure 4.13 (continued) 
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You must take into account that Profiling should not be based on one's own 
prejudices and judgment, but on one's ability to be able to follow a strict set of 
behavior patterns. 1 do have some profiling training and I have been able to 
identify 2 people who could have been potential safety risks. Please understand 
that profiling as 1 have learned it is only a tool of my trade and so I take it very 
seriously and am very carefiil to not violate the rights of my students. 

Am unaware of any checklist at this time. I would be interested in examining 
some. Coming into school administration with a criminal justice background with 
juveniles, I would feel comfortable using profiling techniques. I would not, 
however, trust all administration associates with the same tools. 

We need more training on the warning signs. 

We have a small school district. We have 167 students K-12 on one campus. We 
all know our students and their families. I would say we know which students to 
watch but we do not need a checklist. Our students are busy with academics, 
extracurricular activities, and church activities. They are for the most part 
congenial to each other. 

The problem with behavior profiling in my opinion, is that we always seem to 
pick the poor and poorly dressed student. Or maybe the student that has had some 
discipline problem in the past. Not all forms of discipline behavior lead into 
violent behavior. It has been my experience over the last 21 years of education 
that it is many times the student no one would even think of is the one that 
surprises us all. D 

Profiling of any type should not be utilized in any setting at school. My 
understanding is that it is not effective in any setting. I am strongly opposed to hs 
use. 

Profiling of any type should not be utilized in any setting at school. My 
understanding is that it is not effective in any setting. I am strongly opposed to its 
use. 

I have not had any training or been exposed to "behavior profiling" research. 
Therefore, my answers indicate "No Opinion" in the areas that address the use and 
possible outcomes. However, I am perceiving that "behavior profiling" could run 
the risk of targeting certain students. Hope this helps. 

Dangerous area of administration. 

Figure 4.13 (continued) 
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Of the 29 participants who provided comments on the BPSS, 26 were male (90%) 

and 3 were female (10%). One (3%) participant had a bachelors degree and 28 (97%) 

held masters degrees. Four of the participants who provided comments were 

superintendents, 11 were high school principals, and 14 were middle school principals. 

Summary of Data Analysis 

This descriptive study assessed the usage, attitudes and beliefs of Texas Region 

17 secondary administrators in relation to student behavior profiling. The Behavior 

Profiling of Students Survey (BPSS) was specifically designed to collect data for the 

purpose of describing such usages and attitudes. Results from the study show: 

1. A response rate of 60%, yielding a total N of 95; 

2. Establishment of BPSS face validity; an internal reliability (Cronbach's alpha) 

of .82, exceeding the minimum value of .80; discriminant validity, and convergent 

validity; 

3. Research question 1 results: 

a. 80% of the respondents reported they do not use behavior profiling, 

and 20% of the respondents reported they do use behavior profiling; 

and; 

b. 41% of the sample indicated their campuses should use behavior 

profiling; 

4. Research question 2 resuhs: 

a. 39% of the participants reported the benefits of profiling outweigh 

the risks, and 24% indicated the risks outweigh the benefits; 

100 



b. No significant differences were found within any of the demographic 

subgroups concerning beliefs about the risks and benefits of behavior 

profiling; 

c. Item analyses and participant comments showed inconsistency and 

some degree of ambivalence related to legal and ethical problems. 

d. Seventy-six of the 95 respondents indicated that behavior profiling 

runs the risk of stereotyping or stigmatizing students while 55 of the 

95 respondents indicated that behavior profiling presents a limited 

risk. 

5. Research question 3 resuhs: 

a. Differences between the Likert scale benefit averaged means and the 

risks averaged means for Subgroup 1 users of behavior profiling and 

Subgroup 2 were, respectively, 1.013 and .269; 

b. Comparison of the two subgroups' responses to Part 1 and Part 2 

yielded data suggesting consistency between usage and attitude, 

and consistency between non-usage and attitude. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter includes a summary of the purpose and design, findings, implications 

and conclusions of the study. Limitations of the study and recommendations for fijture 

research are presented. 

Summary of Purpose and Design 

Recent fatal school shootings have prompted renewed efforts by educators to 

address the problem of school safety. Student behavior profiling as a method of 

providing school safety has been both promoted and challenged by a number of 

individuals and agencies. For instance, the Texas Education Agency (TEA) provided 

guidelines for the use of threat assessment as a valid means of identifying potentially 

violent students. At the same time, the National Association of Secondary School 

Principals (NASSP) recommended that educators refrain from using profiling because of 

legal and ethical issues associated whh the process. 

The legal and ethical concerns associated with student behavior profiling include 

fears of litigation based on possible violations of due process and individual civil 

liberties. The rights of students who may be identified as posing possible threats versus 

the rights of those who may be at risk of being victims of violent school incidents 

constitute a legal and ethical gray area. Literature reviewed for this study indicates that 

this gray area contributes to attitudinal ambiguities related to the use of behavior 

profiling. 
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The purpose of this study was to determine whether behavior profiling was being 

used in the Texas Region 17 Education Service Center area and to measure attittides 

toward the benefits versus the risks of behavior profiling of students among the region's 

secondary administrators. Using a descriptive research design, a three-part questionnaire 

including a 5-point Likert scale, the Behavior Profiling of Students Survey (BPSS), was 

developed to address three research questions. 

Face validity of the BPSS was established based on responses obtained during the 

administration of the pilot study. Region 18 secondary administrators who participated i 

the pilot study did not indicate that any of the items on the BPSS were confiising or were 

not appropriate to the study. Content validity for Part 2 items was illustrated by 

referencing scholarly works within the fields of education and criminal behavior profiling 

to develop item content. Additionally, support for discriminant validity of the 

benefit/risk section of the BPSS was found by correlating the respondents' benefit score 

whh their risk score (alpha .14). A discriminant validity alpha of .85 or higher is 

considered poor. The alpha value for this study was low (not significant) which means 

that benefit and risk statements are not related and are two separate constructs. Further, 

convergent validity was supported, in part, by the significant finding that respondents' 

beliefs about the usage of student behavior profiling in Part 1, were significantly 

correlated with their benefit scores in Part 2 (alpha .56). An alpha of .56 means that the 

benefit statements are truly measuring the attitudes of the respondents toward the benefits 

of profiling and the same can be said about the risk statements. This type of validity is 

called "convergent" validity because the question from Part 1 "converges" (or goes 
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together) with the benefit statements in Part 2 and the same can be said for the risk 

statements. The correlation between respondents' beliefs concerning usage of behavior 

profiling, as measured in Part 1, and their risk scores was not significant. After assessing 

the psychometric properties of the BPSS, and finding them sound, the data was further 

analyzed to address specific item responses and to answer the research questions posed in 

this study. 

Reliability for the BPSS was established via the internal consistency method, 

which by-passes the statistical problems of other common methods of assessing 

reliability (Carmines & Zellers, 1979). The Cronbach's alpha for the reliability of the 

BPSS was .82 which exceeded .80, the acceptable value in most Social Science 

applications (UCLA Academic Technology Service, 2001). 

Data collection was conducted via email by this investigator. A request 

soliciting participation was emailed to 159 Region 17 secondary administrators. A 60% 

response rate was achieved yielding a sample consisting of 84 males, 10 females, and one 

respondent who did not report gender (N=95). The 60% response rate was believed to be 

obtained due to the following reasons. 

1. The researcher sent an initial email contact explaining the researcher's 

purpose of the study.. 

2. The researcher was an assistant principal within Region 17, and requested 

participation directly at 2 administrative workshops prior to collecting data. 

3. The researcher emailed 3 requests over a two-week period to all 159 

Region 17 secondary administrators. 
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4. Because of recent incidents of fatal school shootings, the interest of the 

participants may have been sparked because of a personal need to address 

cognitive dissonance regarding legal and ethical ambiguities associated with 

behavior profiling. 

Limitations 

Any research study has its limitations. The limitations of this study included: 

1 Within the sample there was an under-representation of women and minority 

groups in the administrative population of Region 17. 

2. There were no agreed upon definition of behavior profiling available for 

conducting this research. 

3. Region 17 is a predominantly rural region thus findings cannot be generalized 

to suburban or metropolitan areas. 

4. The qualhative components of this study could be subject to other 

interpretations. 

Summary and Discussion of Findings 

Findings and discussion for each of the three research questions formulated for 

investigation are as follows: 

Question 1: Is behavior profiling being used by Region 17 secondary 

administrators to identify potentially violent students? Eighty percent of the sample 

indicated that behavior profiling was not being used in their schools and 20% indicated 

that behavior profiling was being used. These findings are consistent with the stated 
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expectations of this study. However, 20 of the 76 respondents to question la who 

answered that their campuses were not using behavior profiling, indicated on question lb 

that they believed their campuses should be using behavior profiling to identify 

potentially violent students. This finding seems to suggest some degree of attitudinal 

ambiguity. 

Individual participant comments related to usage of student behavior profiling 

ranged from those who strongly supported to those who strongly opposed such profiling. 

One comment that strongly supported behavior profiling proposed that thought should be 

given to "the number on the other side we strive to protect from violence." Such 

comments would seem to support TEA's attempts to provide threat assessment guidelines 

in the interest of providing school safety. 

Several participants expressed hesitancy about using behavior profiling because 

of a lack of knowledge and training, and because of "dangerous" legal and ethical 

problems associated with such procedures. Another participant strongly asserted that 

"profiling of any type should not be utilized in any setting at school." These comments 

tend to support NASSP reservations about the use of behavior profiling. 

Scooncer (1992) proposed that attitudes consist of three components: affect 

(feelings); cognition (beliefs); and behavior. Comments made by participants on the 

BPSS expressed fears, and some degree of incongruence between cognitions and 

behavior ~ beliefs that the benefits of behavior profiling outweigh the risks were 

inconsistent with reported nonusage. These results suggest that there are ethical and legal 

gray areas preventing feelings, cognitions and behavior fi-om demonstrating Scooncer's 
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concept of holistic attitudes, and supporting that attitudes and behavior are not always 

consistent. 

Question 2: How do the administrators perceive the benefits versus the risks of 

behavior profiling methods? The following Part 2 BPSS statements addressed the 

benefits versus the risks of behavior profiling and appear to indicate inconsistency 

between usage and attitudes toward behavior profiling among the region's secondary 

administrators. 

1 The benefits associated with behavior profiling as a method of identifying 

potentially violent students outweigh the risks. Thirty-nine percent of the total sample 

indicated that the benefits of behavior profiling outweigh the risks. 

2 The risks associated with behavior profiling as a method of identifying 

potentially violent students outweigh the benefits. Twenty-four percent of the total 

sample indicated that the risks of behavior profiling outweigh the benefit. 

Item analysis data yielded three benefit statements which were supported by at 

least 50% of the participants who reported either Strongly Agree or Agree. These 

responses indicated: (a) that behavior profiling provides the opportunity to identify early 

warning signs of potentially violent students and to provide assistance for those students 

(74.7%); (b) that the respondents believe that a limited risk exists that behavior profiling 

may stereotype or stigmatize students (68.4%); and (c) that behavior profiling is one way 

to improve school safety (55.8%). It is interesting to note that 80% of the total sample 

reported not using behavior profiling, yet the high percentages relating to these three 

benefit statements seem to be inconsistent with the 80%. These data seem to show some 
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degree of ambivalence in regards to legal and ethical concerns associated with behavior 

profiling of potentially violent students. Since the data suggest that over 50% of the 

respondents think profiling is beneficial, the question can be raised concerning why these 

administrators are refraining from using behavior profiling to identify eariy warning signs 

and provide a safer school environment. 

Three risk statements were supported by at least 50% of the participants who 

reported either Strongly Agree or Agree. These responses indicated: (a) that inaccurate 

behavior profiling runs the risk of stereotyping/stigmatizing students (80%); (b) that 

inaccurate behavior profiling runs the risk of endangering students' civil rights, if 

students are viewed more "different" than "normal" (60%); and (c) that misidentification 

can result in an overly fearful school atmosphere not conducive to learning (57.9%). 

These risk data percentages appear to be more consistent with the 80% non-usage rate 

than were the benefit responses cited above, and therefore seem to suggest less 

ambivalence than was reported concerning benefits in relation to non-usage. Concerns 

about providing a safe school environment conducive to learning are consistent with 

Maslow's theory which provided a theoretical framework for this study. Another risk 

comment stressed negative parental responses to the use of behavior profiling, thus 

addressing issues related to the in loco parentis theoretical basis for this study. 

Demographic subgroup data relating to gender, ethnicity, highest degree earned, 

current professional position and district size was examined. Resuhs do not show any 

significant differences of beliefs or attitudes toward the benefits versus the risks of 

behavior profiling among these subgroups. 
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Question 3: Do administrators' attitudes reflect the legal and ethical 

incongruences reflected in the literature? This question was answered by comparing Part 

1 usage responses of the BPSS with attitude assessment obtained in Part 2 of the BPSS. 

Of the group of respondents who answered >/t?5 to Part 1, attitudinal data suggest that 

these respondents believe that the benefits of behavior profiling outweigh the risks. 

Additionally of the group of respondents who answered no to Part 1, attitudinal data 

suggest that within the subgroup who reported using behavior profiling, there appears to 

be consistency between the use of behavior profiling and the administrators' attitudes 

toward behavior profiling. Within the subgroup who reported not using behavior 

profiling, there appears to be consistency between non-use and the administrators' 

attitudes toward behavior profiling. It is possible that these findings accurately reflect 

such consistency, while it is also possible that self-serving bias related to participants' 

professional positions and reputations within their districts may have influenced 

participant responses. 

The differences between the benefit averaged means and the risk averaged means 

of the subgroups are as follows: 

Subgroup 1: 1013 

Subgroup 2: .269. 

These differences appear to suggest that Subgroup 1 data indicated a more significant 

differential value between the benefit mean scores versus the risk mean scores of 

behavior profiling. Although the participants in Subgroup 2 indicated that they did not 
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use behavior profiling, the resuhs show a smaller discrepancy between the means 

associated with the benefit mean scores versus the risk mean scores of behavior profiling. 

Additional Findings: Comments 

Twenty-nine participants provided comments concerning behavior profiling on 

the BPSS. Eleven comments emphasized risks and dangers associated with profiling; 11 

emphasized a need for training; 4 emphasized small district size as a factor limiting a 

need for behavior profiling; 2 emphasized the benefits of behavior profiling; and one 

participant's comment concerned his or her professional poshion. 

Risks associated with behavior profiling that were identified in the literature 

review were also noted in the comments section of the BPSS. These included issues 

related to discrimination against the poor and poorly dressed, labeling, confidentiality, 

civil rights violations, negative parental reactions, and school size. Such concerns are 

illustrated in the following examples: 

The problem with behavior profiling in my opinion, is that we 
always seem to pick the poor and poorly dressed student. Or 
maybe the student that has had some discipline problem in the 
past. Not all forms of discipline behavior lead into violent 
behavior. It has been my experience over the last 21 years of 
education that it is many times the student no one would even 
think of is the one that surprises us all. 

The agencies listed that support profiling will not be standing 
beside a teacher or an administrator when they end up in the 
courthouse facing litigation. The obvious next step is that 
research also shows that teachers and administrators can predict 
with great accuracy those students who are most likely to end 
up in the jail. No one is more conservative than I am, but you 
can not profile student success much less failure. Very big 
Civil Rights violation here. 
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These comments seem to mirror some of the major concerns of the NASSP and the 

literature review. 

Comments emphasizing a need for training indicated that a lack of student 

behavior profiling exists because of inadequate knowledge of overall concepts related to 

behavior profiling and of common characteristic lists. Examples include: 

I am not familiar enough with any type of instrument that does 
the profiling. I would be very hesitant to use h at this time. 

I need more training on behavior profiling to answer your survey. 
1 have not seen a behavior profile and would like the opportunity 
to learn more about this method. 

Am unaware of any checklist at this time. I would be interested 
in examining some. Coming into school administration whh a 
criminal justice background whh juveniles, I would feel comfortable 
using profiling techniques. I would not, however, trust all 
administration associates whh the same tools. 

Others also expressed reservations about exactly who would be considered qualified to 

conduct behavior profiling procedures. These comments seem consistent with Hterature 

review findings that there appears to be a lack of knowledge among some administrators 

regarding behavior profiling. 

Specific benefits noted in the comments included a need for administrators to be 

proactive regardless possible "ruffling of feathers or fears," problems which are said to be 

offset by the number of persons who may be protected by such identification. This 

attitude was expressed in the following comment: 

We must be proactive and act quickly. The sooner we act the 
less likely we are to run into some of the problems the survey 
suggests will happen. Common sense is the key. We can't be 
afraid of our shadow, but when we recognize a potential problem 
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we need to act. You may ruffle a few feathers, but think of the 
number on the other side we strive to protect from violence. 

Other comments supporting student behavior profiling suggested that behavior profiling 

should be done by administrators only; that confidentiality should be protected as much 

as possible; and that those who conduct such methods should be mindfiil of students' 

civil rights and take the process seriously. 

You must take into account that Profiling should not be based 
on one's own prejudices and judgment, but on one's ability to 
be able to follow a strict set of behavior patterns. I do have some 
profiling training and I have been able to identify 2 people who 
could have been potential safety risks. Please understand that 
profiling as I have learned it is only a tool of my trade and so I 
take it very seriously and am very careful to not violate the rights 
of my students. 

These comments seem to support TEA efforts to provide guidelines for conducting threat 

assessments^ehavior profiling. 

As indicated, four administrators commented that small schools do not have the 

same potential for violence as larger schools. Other comments suggested that small 

schools provide an environment which allows administrators to personally know the 

students and their families, and that any profiling that needs to be done is appropriately 

done in the administrator's mind without the need for a checklist. One stated that his or 

her school does not have a need for profiling because their school does not have many 

violent students. Examples include: 

I operate in a very small school setting. We do not have 
many violent students. In our school a lot of other warning 
signs would most likely surface first. I think behavior profiling 
is more relevant for a larger school. 
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We are a small campus (130) in a small district (570). We have 
excellent discipline. We know all the kids and have no need 
for profiling. 

We have a small school district. We have 167 students K-12 
on one campus. We all know our students and their families. 
I would say we know which students to watch but we do not 
need a checklist. Our students are busy whh academics, 
extracurricular activities, and church activities. They are for 
the most part congenial to each other. 

These comments appear to be consistent with Sleek (1998), who argued that urban school 

administrators are more likely than rural school administrators to accept the possibility of 

violence occurring at their schools. 

Overall, participant comments evidenced the same legal and ethical concerns 

identified in the Hterature. In addition, comments seem to be consistent with BPSS 

findings in this study, which suggest the existence of conceptual ambiguities concerning 

the use of behavior profiling. 

Implications and Conclusions 

The following implications and conclusions were drawn from findings related to 

Research Questions 1, 2, and 3. 

Question 1. 

A. In Texas Region 17, 80% of the respondents reported that they did not 

use behavior profiling to identify potentially violent students, yet 26% of these 

administrators reported they should be using behavior profiling. These findings show 

that these administrators' usage of profiling is not congruent with their attitudes toward 
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behavior profiling. The findings fiirther suggest that the majority of the respondents' 

attitudes reflect the legal and ethical gray area identified in the literature review. 

B. In Texas Region 17, 20% of the respondents reported that they do use 

behavior profiling to identify potentially violent students. One hundred percent of these 

administrators believe that behavior profiling should be used, suggesting that among this 

subgroup, usage was consistent v^th attitude. 

Question 2. 

A. In Texas Region 17, overall group data indicate that 39% of the 

participants reported that the benefits of behavior profiling outweigh the risks, yet 80% 

reported that they do not use profiling. These findings suggest the existence of some 

degree of incongruence between usage and attitude toward student behavior profiling. 

B. Item analyses of benefit responses provided evidence that a majority of 

the participants believed there is only a limhed risk of stigmatizing and stereotyping 

students as a result of profiling; that profiling provides an opportunity to identify early 

warning signs of potentially violent students, and that profiling is one way to improve 

school safety. 

C. Item analyses of the risk responses provided evidence that a majority 

of the participants believed that behavior profiling runs the risk of stereotyping and 

stigmatizing students; that inaccurate behavior profiling runs the risk of endangering 

students' civil rights; and that misidentification can result in an overly fearfial school 

atmosphere not conducive to learning. The data appear to provide evidence that some 

administrators do not have a clear understanding of behavior profiling as a method of 
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providing school safety. These resuhs seem to identify some of the same general 

concerns of the NASSP, and at the same time, to identify some of the same poshive 

aspects of student behavior profiling supported by TEA. Therefore, these resuhs seem to 

exhibit similar ambiguhies to those identified in the Hterature review 

Question 3 

To determine whether administrators' attitudes about behavior profiling 

reflected the legal and ethical incongruences found in the literature, BPSS Part 1 usage 

assessment was compared with Part 2 attitude assessment. Of the respondents who 

answered >'e5 to Part 1, attitudinal data collected suggest that these respondents believe 

that the benefits of behavior profiling outweigh the risks. Additionally, of those 

respondents who answered no in Part 1, attitudinal data suggest that these respondents 

believe that the benefits of behavior profiling do not outweigh the risks. Based on these 

finds, it can be concluded that participating Region 17 administrators reported their usage 

of behavior profiling as being consistent with their attitudes toward behavior profiling. 

Again, these findings may be accurate reflections, or may be influenced by participant 

self serving bias resuhing from a desire to be consistent. 

Summary of Conclusions 

Consistent whh the expectation that the data collected for this investigation would 

reflect the gray-area ambivalence related to behavior profiling that was identified in the 

Hterattjre review, findings in this study support the following conclusions: 

1. The majority of participating Texas Region 17 administrators report that they 

do not use behavior profiling of students to identify potentially violent students. 
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2. Thirty-nine percent of the Texas Region 17 sample of administrators believe 

the benefits of behavior profiling outweigh the risks, while 80% report nonusage. 

3. Although subgroup comparisons of benefit and risk responses yielded 

consistency between participant usage and participant attkudes toward behavior profiling, 

hem analyses and participant comments support a conclusion that Region 17 

administrators demonstrate ambivalence when it comes to legal and ethical concerns 

related to behavior profiling. 

In 2001, the NASSP recommended that districts refrain from using student 

profiling to identify potentially violent students. The organization released the following 

reasons for avoiding student profiling: (1) the procedure unfairly labels many nonviolent 

students; (2) techniques lack specifichy; (3) the procedure can create an overly fearful, 

distrustful school atmosphere; and (4) profiling runs the risk of stigmatizing and 

stereotyping students and endangering their civil rights (NASSP, 2001). The findings of 

this study seem to be consistent whh the NASSP concerns. On the other hand, the Texas 

Education Agency provided guidelines for the use of threat assessment as a valid means 

of identifying potentially violent students. Overall resuhs of this survey indicate that just 

as TEA and NASSP guidelines and recommendations are not consistent with each other, 

so h seems to be in Region 17. There is no agreed upon standard definhion of, 

assessment criteria for, attitude toward, or implementation of behavior profiling of 

students wdthin Region 17. 
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4. Based on comments provided by a portion of the participants and the data 

analysis, behavior profiling is not a widely understood process among Region 17 

secondary administrators. 

Implications for Practice 

Based on the findings of the Hterature review and of the research, the following 

implications for practice are proposed: 

1. Educational agencies such as TEA and the NAASP need to coordinate efforts 

in order to standardize definitions of and recommendations concerning the use of 

behavior profiling. 

2. Within individual school districts, superintendents need to establish common 

policies and require training on all campuses regarding the use of behavior profiling. 

3. Administrators should seek guidance from experts regarding legal and ethical 

risks associated with behavior profiling. 

Recommendations 

Based on the findings, limitations, implications and conclusions of this study, the 

following recommendations are made. 

1. It is recommended that further research be conducted in predominantly urban 

regions in Texas to determine school administrators' use of and attitudes toward student 

behavior profiling. 

2. It is recommended that replicate studies using the BPSS be conducted by other 

researchers in order to fiirther establish the reliability and validity of the instrument. 
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3. It is recommended that additional investigations into the legal and ethical gray 

areas of behavior profiling of students be conducted in order to move theory and practice 

in the direction of the development and implementation of clear definkions of behavior 

profiling. 

4. It is recommended that universities develop programs designed to better 

prepare educators in ways to provide safe school environments. 

5. It is recommended that investigations be made into ways to better inform the 

public regarding the benefits and risks of student behavior profiling. 

118 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Anderson, E. (2000). Mosaic 2000: a tyrant's tool. Retrieved July 2001 from 
http://www.asfar.org/zine/lst/mosaic.html. 

APA. (2001). Recognizing violence warning signs in others. Retrieved July, 2001 
from http://www, apa.org. 

Ashford, R. W. (2000). Can zero-tolerance keep our schools safe. National 
Association of School Psychologists Communique, 29, 1-4. Retrieved 
July, 2001, from http://www.nasponline.org. 

Bailey, K. A. (2001). Legal implications of profiling students for violence. 
Psychology in the Schools, 38, 141-155. New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc. 

Baxter, B. M. (1999). The intolerance of zero tolerance. NEWS: IC Articles. 
Washington, DC: 2000 SpeakOut.com. 

Bigchalk.com, Inc. (1996). Psychological profiles a strong investigative tool. All 
Things Considered. Interview by Daniel Zwerdling. 

Bresnahan, D. M. (1999). Psychological student testing called intrusive 
meddling. Retrieved July, 2001, from http://vyww.WorldNetDaily.com. 

Burke, L. (2000). Columbine's 'solution': soflrware. Retrieved July 2001, from 
http://www.wired.com/news/print/0J294.35710.00.html. 

Capozza, K. L. (1999). Student profiling: helpful or harmful? Office.com. 
Retrieved July, 2001 from http://www.Office.com. 

Carlson, D. K. (2001). Majority of parents think a school shooting could occur 
in their school. The Gallup Poll Monthly. Princeton, N.J: The Gallup 

Organization. Retrieved July, 2001 from http://www.gallup.org. 

Carmines, E. G., & Zeller, R. A. (1979). Reliability and validity assessment 
New Park, CA; Sage Univershy Paper. 

Carter, S. P. (1998). The psychopathology of school violence (middle school). 
Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Alberta, Canada. 

Cauchon, D. (1999). Zero-tolerance policies lack flexibility. USA Today 
Education News, 1-6. Retrieved July, 2001 from http://www.usatodav.com. 

119 

http://www.asfar.org/zine/lst/mosaic.html
http://www
http://apa.org
http://www.nasponline.org
http://SpeakOut.com
http://Bigchalk.com
http://vyww.WorldNetDaily.com
http://www.wired.com/news/print/0J294.35710.00.html
http://Office.com
http://www.Office.com
http://www.gallup.org
http://www.usatodav.com


CNNcom. (2000). FBI: school threat report not meant for student profiling 
Retrieved July 2001 from 
httD://www.cnncom/2000/US/09/06/fl?i. school/violence 02/ 

CNNfyi.com. (2001). ABA recommends dropping 'zero-tolerance' in schools. The 
Associated Press. Retrieved July, 2001 from http://www.CNNfvi com 

Coggeshall, M. B , & Kingery, P. M. (2001). Cross-survey analysis of school 
violence and disorder. Psychology in the Schools, 38, 107-116. New York: 
John Wiley and Sons, Inc 

Cooper, K. J. (2000). Riley rejects schools' profiling of potentially violent 
students. Washington Post, AH. Washington, DC: Washington 
Post Company. 

Creswell, J (1994). Research design: qualitative & quantitative approaches. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Dea, V. (2001). Lawyers' group pans 'zero tolerance' rules. American 
Education's Newspaper of Record, 20, 3. 

Dedman, B. (2000). Secret Service findings overturn stereotypes. Chicago 
Sun-Times Exclusive Report, 8-10. Chicago, IL: Chicago Sun-times. 
Retrieved July, 2001 from www.suntimes.com/shoot. 

Donohue, E., Schiraldi, V., & Ziedenberg, J. (1999). School house hype: 
school shootings and the real risks kids face in America. 
Retrieved April, 2002, from http://cjcj.org/jpi/schoolhouse.html. 

Duckworth-Locke, S. (2000). Perceptions of administrators, counselors, 
teachers, and students concerning school safety and violence in selected 
secondary schools in North Louisiana. Ed.D. Dissertation, Louisiana Tech 
University, Ruston, Louisiana. 

Texas School Safety Center. (2000). Texas School Safety Center planning matmal 
for safe schools. San Marcus, TX: Southwest Texas State University. 

Dwyer, K., Osher, D., & Warger, C. (1998). Early warning, timely response: a 
guide to safe schools. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education. 
Retrieved July, 2001, from 
http://www.ed.gov/offices/OSERS/OSEP/earlvwrn.html. 

Education Reporter. (2000). Mosaic 2000 no work of art. Retrieved July, 2001 
from http://www.eagleforum.org/educate/2000/mar0Q/mosaic.html. 

120 

http://www.cnncom/2000/US/09/06/fl?i
http://CNNfyi.com
http://www.CNNfvi
http://www.suntimes.com/shoot
http://cjcj.org/jpi/schoolhouse.html
http://www.ed.gov/offices/OSERS/OSEP/earlvwrn.html
http://www.eagleforum.org/educate/2000/mar0Q/mosaic.html


Eysenbach, G., & Wyatt, J (in press). FaciHtating research (Chapter 6.3). In: McKenzie 
B: Internet and Medicine (3"'ed.), 211-225. Oxford, UK: Oxford Univershy 
Press. 

Fagaer, J , & Boss, S. (1999). Focused discussion...peaceful schools. By 
Request Series. Pacific Resources for Education and Learning, 55. Portland, 
OR: PREL Publications. Retrieved July, 2001 from http://www.prel.org. 

Family Education and Privacy Act, 20 USCS 1232(g) (4)(A), (4)(B)(ii), (4)(h)(2); 
1232(h)(1), 1999. 

Fey, P., Nelson, R. J., & Roberts, M. L. (2000). The perils of profiling. The School 
Administrator, 57, 12-16. 

Fink, A. (1995). How to measure survey reliability and validity, v. 7. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Frontline. (2000). Profiling school shooter. PBS Online & WGBH/FRONTLINE. 
Retrieved July, 2001 from 
http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontiine/shows/kinkel/profile/. 

Gall, M. D., Borg, W. R., & GaH, J. P. (1996). Educational Research (6"" ed.). 
Whhe Plains, NY: Longman Publishers. 

Gallup, G. Jr. (1999). One thkd of teenagers feel unsafe at school; one 
in six says that weapons are a big problem in their school. 
The Gallup Poll Monthly. Princeton, N.J: The Gallup Organization. 
Retrieved July, 2001 from http://www.gallup.ore. 

Gavin de Becker, Inc. (1999). A retrospective on 10 years of MOSAIC development. 
Gavin de Becker, Inc. Retrieved July 2001, from 
http://www.gdbinc.com/mosaic_retro.htm. 

George, D., & Mallery, P. (2001). SPSS for Windows: step by step. (3'"^ ed.) Needham 
Heights, MA: Allyn & Bacon. 

Glass, R. (2001). Reading, writing, & fear. Lubbock-Avalanche Journal. 
August 17, 2001. Section B, 1-2. 

Gwynne, R. (1997). Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs. Retrieved July 2001 from 
http://web.utk.edu/~gwn/nne/maslow.HTM. 

121 

http://www.prel.org
http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontiine/shows/kinkel/profile/
http://www.gallup.ore
http://www.gdbinc.com/mosaic_retro.htm
http://web.utk.edu/~gwn/nne/maslow.HTM


Heerboth, J P. (1999). School violence prevention programs in Southern Illinois high 
schools: factors related to principals' and counselors' perceptions of success 
(program evaluation, school change). Ed.D Dissertation. Saint Louis University, 
Saint Louis, MO. 

High QuaHty Learning Environments. (1999). Retrieved on February 18, 2002 from 
http://www.nhbsi.org/about/qualhy.htm. 

James, A. S. (1999). Identification of risk factors for aggression, fighting, behavior, and 
weapon-carrying among junior high school youth. Ed.D. Dissertation. 
University of Houston, Houston, TX. 

Johnson, R. S. (2000). Metal detector searches: an effective means to help keep weapons 
out of schools. Journal of Law and Education, 29, 197-203 

Juhnke, G. A., Charkow, W. B., Jordan, J., Curtis, R. C, Liles, R. G., Gmutza, B. M., et 
al. (1999). Assessing potentially violent students. Counseling and Student 
Services Clearinghouse, 71, 4. Greensboro, NC. 

Kemerer, F , & Walsh, J. (2000). The educator's guide to Texas school law. (j"" ed.) 
Austin, TX: University of Texas Press. 

Kingery, P., Mirzaee, E., Pruitt, B., & Hurley, R. (1990) Town and country violence. 
School Safety. ll.VzM 

Knapp, M. J. (1996). Violence prevention strategy use and perceived effectiveness in 
Kansas high schools: a survey of building administrators (principals). Ed.D. 
Dissertation, Kansas State Univershy, Manhattan, KS. 

Korum, D. (1997). The art of profiling: reading people right the first time. Richardson, 
TX: International Focus Press. 

LaFee, S. (2000). Profiling bad apples. The School Administrator. 57, 6-11 

Lord, M. (1999). The violent-kid profile. U.S. News & World Report. 
Fresno, CA. Retrieved July, 2001 from 
http://vywvyfreerepublic.com/forum/a381244a03bb.htm. 

Lumsden, L. (2000). Profiling students for violence. ERIC Digest, 139. 
Oregon: ERIC Clearinghouse on Educational Management. Retrieved 
July, 2001 from http://eric.uoregon.edu/publications/digests/digestl39.html. 

Marshall, E., & Hagmann, M. (2000). The shots heard 'round the worid. 
Science, 289, 570-574. 

122 

http://www.nhbsi.org/about/qualhy.htm
http://vywvyfreerepublic.com/forum/a381244a03bb.htm
http://eric.uoregon.edu/publications/digests/digestl39.html


Maslow, A. (1970). Motivation and personality New York: Harper & Row, 
Publishers, Inc. 

McKay, G. (10/27/1999). Can 'profiling' prevent school violence? 
Post-Gazett.com. Retrieved July, 2001 from 
http://w\vw.post-gazett.com/regionstate/19921027profile2.asp 

Merriam-Webster's Collegiate Dictionary. Retrieved January 6, 2002 from 
http://Avwwvourdictionary.com. 

Minnesota's Attorney General's Office. (2000). Safe schools. Retrieved 
July, 2001 from http://ag.state.mn.us/classroom/safeSchls OO.htm. 

Mogey, N. So you want to use a Likert scale? Retrieved January 12, 2002 from 
http://w\vw.icbl/hw.ac.uk/ltdi/ccokbook/info_likert_scale/. 

NASP. (2000). A pattern of success for every child. 1999-2000 Annual Report. 
Retrieved July 2001 from 
http://vyww.nasponline.org/pd£^ASPAnnRep_2001.pdf 

NASSP. (2000). Civil rights implications of zero tolerance programs. 
Retrieved July, 2001 from http://wvyw.nassp.org/news/05-02-01.html. 

NASSP. (2001). Sttident profiling. Retrieved July, 2001 from 
http://www.nassp.org/news/stu_profiling.html. 

NEAToday Online. (2000). Taking threats seriously. Washington, D.C.: National 
Education Association. Retrieved July, 2001 from 
http://www.nea.org/issues/safeschol/. 

NEAToday Online. (2001). After the shootings, the lawsuits. Washington, D C : 
National Education Association. Retrieved July, 2001 from 
http://www.nea.org/neatoday/0002/rights.html. 

New Jersey v. T.L.O. (1985). 1055 Ct. 731. 

New York Education Law. (1978). Sec. 3210(iXa). McKinney Supplement. 

Norell, J. (2001). Teaching a generation that liberty and freedom aren't 
in their future. Freedom, 2, 26-31. Fairfax, VA. Retrieved July, 2001 from 
http://www.nraHve.com. 

NSBA. (11/9/1999). Software screens potentially violent students. School Board 
News. Retrieved July 7, 2001 from http://www.nsbaorg/sbn/1999/l 10999-7.htm. 

123 

http://Post-Gazett.com
http://w/vw.post-gazett.com/regionstate/19921027profile2.asp
http://Avwwvourdictionary.com
http://ag.state.mn.us/classroom/safeSchls
http://w/vw.icbl/hw.ac.uk/ltdi/ccokbook/info_likert_scale/
http://vyww.nasponline.org/pd�%5eASPAnnRep_2001.pdf
http://wvyw.nassp.org/news/05-02-01.html
http://www.nassp.org/news/stu_profiling.html
http://www.nea.org/issues/safeschol/
http://www.nea.org/neatoday/0002/rights.html
http://www.nraHve.com
http://www.nsbaorg/sbn/1999/l


Nunley, C , Lee, T. J. (1999). Shootings spur summit for teachers. Ihe Tennesscan. 
Tennessee: A. Gannett Co. Inc. Retrieved July 2001 from 
http://www.tennessean.com/sii/99/08/04/safeschool04 shtml 

O'Toole, M. (1999). Criminal profiling: the FBI uses criminal investigation 
analysis to solve crimes. Corrections Today, 61, 44-46. Retrieved 
July, 2001 from http://FirstSearch oclc.org. 

O'Toole, M. (2000). The school shooter: a threat assessment perspective. 
Washington, DC: Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1-46. 

Petherick, W. (1999). Criminal profiling: how rt got started and how h is used. 
Retrieved July, 2001 from 
http://wvyw.crimelibrary.com/criminology/criminalprofiling2/. 

Poland, S. (2000). The non-hardware side of school safety. National 
Association of School Psychologists Communique, 28. Retrieved July, 2001 
from http://vyvyw.nasponline.org. 

Poland, S. (2001). Coping with crisis lessons learned. Texas Region 17 ESC 
Workshop Handout. 

Portner, J. (2000). All threats aren't equal, FBI cautions. Education Week, 
20, 1-20. 

Radcliffe, K. (1998). Eariy indicators of middle school violence: a predictive 
model. Ed.D. Dissertation. University of Missouri, Columbia, Missouri. 

Reddy, M., Borum, R., Berglund, J., Vosselkuil, B., Fein, R., & Modzeleski, W. (2001). 
Evaluating risk for targeted violence in schools: comparing risk assessment, 
threat assessment, and other approaches. Psychology in the Schools, 38, 157-172. 
New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc. 

Rubin, A., & Babbie, E. (1993). Research methods for social work. Pacific Grove, CA: 
Brooks/Cole Publishing Company. 

Ryan-Arrendondo, K., Renou^ K., Egyad, C , Doxey, M., Dobbins, M., Sanchez, 
S., et al. (2001). Threat of violence in schools: the Dallas Independent 
School Disttict's response. Psychology in the Schools, 38, 185-196. New York: 
John Wiley and Sons, Inc. 

Sahagun, L. (2000). Schools deploy programs to track potentially violent 
sttidents. A, 1. Los Angeles Times. Los Angeles, CA. 

124 

http://www.tennessean.com/sii/99/08/04/safeschool04
http://FirstSearch
http://oclc.org
http://wvyw.crimelibrary.com/criminology/criminalprofiling2/
http://vyvyw.nasponline.org


Singer, K (2001). Security measures. Curriculum Administrator, 37. Retrieved 
December 2001 from 
http://www.districtadministration.com/Issues/Apr01/story.asp?txtFilename^securi 
tv.html&txtThle=Securitv%20Measures. 

Skiba, R., & Peterson, R. (1999). The dark side of zero tolerance Phi Delta 
Kappan, 80, 372-378. 

Sleek, S. (1998). Experts scrambling on school shootings. APA Monitor, 29(8), 23-21. 

Soper, B., Milford, G., & Rosenthal, G. (1995). Belief when evidence does not support 
theory. Psychology & Marketing, 12(5), 415-422. 

Spooncer, F. (1992). Behavioral studies for marketing and business. Leckhampton, 
UK: Stanley Thomes Publishers Ltd. (first published 1989). 

SPSS, Inc. SPSS techniques series: statistics on Likert scale surveys. Retrieved 
January 12, 2002 from http://www.uni.edu/its/us/document/statsspss2.html. 

Starr, L. (1998). Can uniforms save our schools? Education World. Retrieved 
July, 2001 from http://www.education-worid.eom/a admin/admin065.shtml. 

Sun-Times Report. (2000). Deadly lessons: school shooters teU why. Sun-Times, 
Retrieved July, 2001 from http://wvyw.suntimes.com/shoot. 

TEA. (2000). Attorney General's school violence prevention task force. 
Austin, CA: Office of The Attorney General, http://www.oag.state.tx.us. 

Teten, H. (1995). Offender profiling. The Encyclopedia of Police Science. 
New York, NY: Gariand. 

Thomerson, J. (2000). Who's responsible for school safety? State Legislatures 
26, 26-30. 

Tiggre, D. L. (1999). MOSAIC 2000: weeding out the troublemakers. Laissez 
Faire City Times, 3. Retrieved July, 2001 from 
http://www.zolatimes.com/V3.45/mosaic 2000.html. 

Tinker v. Des Moines Independent School District. (1969). 393 U.S. 503. 

Turvey, B. E. (1998). Deductive criminal profiling: comparing applied 
methodologies between inductive and deductive criminal profiling techniques. 
Knowledge Solutions Library, Electronic Publication, Retrieved July, 2001 
from URL: http://www.corpus-delicti com/Profiling law.html. 

125 

http://www.districtadministration.com/Issues/Apr01/story.asp?txtFilename%5esecuri
http://www.uni.edu/its/us/document/statsspss2.html
http://www.education-worid.eom/a
http://wvyw.suntimes.com/shoot
http://www.oag.state.tx.us
http://www.zolatimes.com/V3.45/mosaic
http://www.corpus-delicti


Turvey, B E (1999/ Criminal profiling: an introduction to behavioral evidence 
analysis. San Diego, CA: Academic Press. 

UCLA Academic Technology Service. (2001). SPSS FAQ. Retrieved April 2002 
from http://vyww.ats.ucla.edu/stat/spss/faq/alpha.html. 

Underwood, J. (1999). Keeping our schools safe. Retrieved July, 2001 from 
http //www.nsba.org/highlights/challenge/htm. 

Vosselkuil, B., Reddy, M., & Fein, R. (2000). Safe school imtiative: an interim 
report on the prevention of target violence in schools. Retrieved July 2001 
from http://www.ustreas.gov/usss/ntac/ntac_ssi_report.pdf 

Walker, H. M., & Eaton-Walker, J. (2000). Key questions about school safety: 
Critical Issues and Recommended Solutions. NASSP Bulletin, 84, 46-55. 

Weissman, D. (1999). Some thoughts on the Columbine shootings. Popular 
Music and Society, 23(3), 29-30. 

Wheaton College Catalogue. (1860). Retrieved February 17, 2002 from 
http://www.wheaton.edu/learnres/arcsc/exhibits/housing/housing.html 

Whitehead, B. (1999). Safe schools. Texas Region 17 ESC Conference Notes. 
Lubbock, TX. Obtained July 2001 from ESC 17. 

Wilson, R. M. (1971). A study of attitudes towards corporal punishment 
as an educational procedure from the earliest times to the present. Retrieved 
February 17, 2002 from http://www.socsci.kun.nl/ped/whp/histeduc/wilson/. 

Wira, C. (2000). Mom, I'm afraid someone might take a gun to school. 
Woman's Day, 63, 138. 

Wolfe, C. (1999). Has zero tolerance in schools gone too far? The Cincinnati 
Enquirer. Retrieved July, 2001 from 
http://www.enquirer.com/edhions/1999/05/22/loc_has_zero_tolerance.html. 

Wyatt, J. C. (2000). When to use web-based surveys [editorial]. Journal of the 
American Medical Jnformatics Association, 7, 426-429. 

126 

http://vyww.ats.ucla.edu/stat/spss/faq/alpha.html
http://www.nsba.org/highlights/challenge/htm
http://www.ustreas.gov/usss/ntac/ntac_ssi_report.pdf
http://www.wheaton.edu/learnres/arcsc/exhibits/housing/housing.html
http://www.socsci.kun.nl/ped/whp/histeduc/wilson/
http://www.enquirer.com/edhions/1999/05/22/loc_has_zero_tolerance.html


APPENDIX A 
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Claim for Exemption 
from Review 

by the Human Subjects Committee 

Office Use Only 
Proposal # 

Approval: 

Letter 

Notice! 
The mailing or distribution of surveys or the collection of data may begin ONLY after this form has 
recaved committee approval (ALLOW 10 DAYS FOR PROCESSING) and has been properly fded inth 
the Secretary for the Committee for Protection of Human Subjects. It also must have signatures of the 
Principal Investigator(s), Faculty Sponsor, and Department Chairperson. The Committee may, upon 
review of this claim, deny the request for an exemption. To inquire about approval status, please call the 
Office of Research Services, 2-3884, and ask for Ally son Smith. 

1. Nanie(s) of Principal Investigator(s): Juli D'Ann Ratheal 
2. DepartmentrEducational Psychology and Leadership Phone: 806-780-0105 

Faculty Sponsor; Dr. Brent Cejda Phone: 806-742-1997 
x273 
2. Title of Project or Proposal:Secondary Administrators' Perception of Behavioral Profiling of 
Students 
3. Description of Project or Proposal (attached additional information as needed): 

a. Briefly describe the population of human subjects involved (e.g.. University students, 
community members, athletes, homemakers, school children, etc.) You MUSTUtdicate if 
thispatticipiOion is VOLUNTARY OR NOT. 

Region 17 secondary principals and superintendents. Voluntar, 

b. Briefly describe your research procedures and techniques of data collection (e.g.. 
interview, questionnaire, test administration, observation of pubUc behavior, etc.) 

Self-report inventory, survey. 

c. Briefly describe the objectives of your research (e.g.. what l^iwtheses you are testing.) 
To determine administrators' perceptions of behavior profiling. 

4. a. How wiU you recruit subjects? (You MUST subrmt verbatim copies of all letters, 
notices, advertisements, etc. with an outline of all oral presentations to be used.) 

Direct person-to-person solicitation 13 
Telephone solicitation U 
Newspaper solicitation I—1 
Letters of solicitation U 
Notices of solicitation Li 
Other (explain) 
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b. List ;ill criteria for including subjects. 
(1) Attendance at Region 17 Aniinistrativc Law Conference on October 24, 2001. 
(2) Secondary principals, assistant principals, and superintendents within Region 17. 

c. List all criteria for excluding subjects. 
Participation Umited to Region 17 secondary administrators and superintendents. 

5. Describe subject benefits and costs: 

a. Indicate what, if any, benefits may accrue to each of the following: (Payment to research 
subjects for participation in studies is considered a benefit.) 

1) The human subjects involved: 
To facilitate school safety. 

2) Individuals who are not subjects, but who may have similar problems: 
To facilitate school safety 

3) Society in general: 
To facilitate school safety 

b. State type, amount, method of disbursement, schedule of payment to be offered, and the 
effect of withdrawal from participation in the study, if any: 

N/A 

c. Estimated costs to each subject due only to the research participation: 

1) Time (i.e., total time commitment for the duration of the project) 
Thirty minutes. 

2) Money 
N/A 

3) Is repeated testing required? Explain: No. 

6. BASIS OF CLAIM FOR EXEMPTION - Federal regulations and/or University policy require that 
in order for research to be exempt fi-om review at least one of the following blocks (A-E) must be 
checked. 

^ A. The research will be conducted only in established or commonly accepted educational 
settings (like classrooms) AND it involves normal educational practices such as research 
on regular and special educational instructional strategies, or research on the 
effectiveness of, or the comparison among, instructional techniques, curricula or 
classroom management methods. 

n B.It will be conducted using only questionnaire or interview survey methods AND the subjects are 
elected or appointed public officials or candidates for public office. 
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n C. It is limited to the collection and study of existing data, documents, records, pathological or 
diagnostic specimens which are available to the public. 

13 D. It is limited to the collection and study of data obtained using only the following 
techniques AND the data or information obtained will be recorded in such a manner that 
subjects cannot be identified, directly or indirectly, through identifiers linked with the 
subjects: 

Check the apphcable technique(s): 

n Tlie data will be obtained through the use of educational tests (cognitive, 

diagnostic, aptitude, achievement, etc.. or 

• Data will be obtained by observing the public behavior of subjects, or 

S Data will be obtained using survey or interview procedures, or 

D Data will be obtained from existing documents, records, pathological or 

diagnostic specimens. 

D E. It is hmited to the collection and study of data obtained by: 

• Observing the public behavior of the participants, or 

[ 3 Using survey or interview procedures, AND: 
BOTH OF THE FOLLOWING BOXES MUST BE CHECKED IF THIS BASIS FOR EXEMPTION 
IS CLAIMED: 

^ i) The information collected about the subjects behavior does not involve 
sensitive subjects such as illegal or immoral conduct, drug or alcohol 
use, sexual behavior, mental illness, or other possibly personally 
embarrassing subjects AND, 

^ ii) The information collected about subjects, if it became known to 
outsiders, could not reasonably be expected to place the subject at risk 
of civil or criminal liabiUty, or be damaging to the subjects social or 
financial standing or employability. 

7 STATEMENT OF RISK: 

The undersigned certify that they believe that the conduct of the above described 
research creates no risk of physical or emotional harm, or social or legal 
embarrassment to any participating human subject 
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Signature of Principal Investigator(s) Date 

FACULTY SPONSOR (if a student is the principal investigator) 

Signature of Faculty Sponsor Date 

RECOMMENDATION OF DEPARTMENT CHAIRPERSON: 

I recommend that the above described research project be exempt from review. 

Signature of Chairperson Date 
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TEXAS T E C H UNIVERSITY 

Offli c- of Research Services 

Box 41035 
Lubbock, TX 79409-103 
C806) 742-3884 
FAX C806) 742-3892 

Novemljer 16. 2001 

Dr. Brent Cejda 
Ms. Juli D'Ann Ratheal 
Ed Psychology & Leadership 
MS 1071 

RE: Project 01242 Secondary Administrator's Perception of Behavioral Profiling of 
Students 

Dear Dr. Cejda: 

The Texas Tech University Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects has approved 
your proposal referenced above. The approval is effective fiom November 1, 2001 through 
October 31, 2002. You will be reminded of the pending expiration one month prior to October 
31, 2002 so that you may request an extension if you wish. 

The best of luck on your project. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Richard P. McGlynn, Chair 
Human Subjects Use Committee 

An EEO / Affirmative Action Institution 
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CONSENT FORM 

By returning the completed survey instrument to Juli.Ratheal@ttu edu I give my consent 

to participate in a research project investigating administrative use and attitude towards 

behavior profiling of potentially violent students. The initial explanation of the purposes 

of this study will be brief, but will be explained more fully later if I desire. 1 understand 

that I will be asked to answer a three-part questionnaire which will take approximately 10 

minutes. 

I understand that the person in charge of this project is Juli D'Ann Ratheal, a graduate 

student of Texas Tech University. Permission to conduct this research has been granted 

by the Chair of the Educational Psychology and Leadership Division in the College of 

Education at Texas Tech University. I understand that the confidentiality of my answers 

will be protected since I will be identified only in terms of gender, race, degree, years of 

experience, position, and association with a particular district size. I understand I may 

discontinue my participation at any time. 

I understand there is no physical or mental injury associated with the research. I also 

understand that the information will not be passed on to anyone with my name listed as a 

participant without my written consent, but that the numerical data may be published for 

the group. 
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PILOT STUDY CONSENT FORM 

By returning the completed survey instrument to Juli.Ratheal@ttu.edii I give my consent 

to participate in a pilot research project investigating administrative use and attitude 

towards behavior profiling of potentially violent students. The initial explanation of the 

purposes of this study will be brief, but will be explained more fully later if I desire. I 

understand that I will be asked to answer a three-part questionnaire which will take 

approximately 10 minutes. 

I understand that the person in charge of this project is Juli D'Ann Ratheal, a graduate 

student of Texas Tech University. Permission to conduct this research has been granted 

by the Chair of the Educational Psychology and Leadership Division in the College of 

Education at Texas Tech University. I understand that the confidentiality of my answers 

will be protected since I will be identified only in terms of gender, race, degree, years of 

experience, position, and association with a particular district size. I understand I may 

discontinue my participation at any time. 

I understand there is no physical or mental injury associated with the research. I also 

understand that the information will not be passed on to anyone with my name listed as a 

participant without my written consent, but that the numerical data may be published for 

the group. 
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Behavior Profiling of Students Survey 
(BPSS) 

Behavior profiling is defined as a process in which checklists of behavior and personal 
characteristics associated with youth who have perpetrated violence are used to determine 
a student's potential for future violence. Administrators have been cautioned against the 
of profiling. The distinction between profiling and behavior profiling is that behavior 
profiling goes beyond individual characteristics and takes into consideration the entire 
picture which is also referred to as threat assessment. 

There are a number of prominent agencies and associations including the Texas 
Education Agency, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the National Association of 
Secondary School Principals, and the National Association of School Psychologists who 
have developed checklists of warning signs. The intended purpose of these checklists is 
to provide administrators threat assessment tools in order to provide school safety. 

This survey is designed to measure the use of behavior profiling and administrative 
attitudes associated with student profiling as a method of providing school safety. 

Part L Please circle the most accurate response. 

a. Does your campus use behavior profiling (threat assessment) of students as a method 
of providing school safety? 

Yes No 

b. If not, do you believe your campus should use behavior profiling (threat assessment) 
of students as a method of providing school safety? 

Yes No 

Part n. Beside each of the following statements, please indicate whether you: 

Strongly Agree 5 
Agree 4 
Undecided 3 
Disagree 2 
Strongly Disagree 1 
No Opinion 0 
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a Behavior profiling is one way to 
improve school safety. 

b. Misidentification has little effect on 
school atmosphere or learning 

c. Behavior profiling provides the 
opportunity to identify early warning 
signs of potentially violent students 
and to provide assistance for those 
students. 

d. Behavior profiling is rarely used 
as a method of identify ing potentially 
violent students. 

e. Inaccurate behavior profiling runs the 
risk of endangering students' civil 
rights, if students are viewed more 
"different" than "normal". 

f Current behavior profiling techniques 
offer effective specificity. 

g. Misidentification can result in an 
overly fearful school atmosphere 
not conducive to learning. 

h. Behavior profiling has limited 
effect on school safety. 

i. Inaccurate behavior profiling runs the 
risk of stereotyping/stigmatizing 
students. 

j . Behavior profiling is a widely used 
method for the identification of 
potentially violent students. 

k. Current behavior profiling techniques 
lack effective specificity. 

SA 

5 

A 

4 

U 

3 

D 

2 

SD 

1 

NO 

0 
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1. There is limited risk that behavior 
profiling may endanger students' 

civil rights. 

m. The benefits associated with behavior 
profiling as a method of identifying 
potentially violent students outweigh 
the risks 

n. Behavior profiling techniques should 
be used by administrators to identify 
potentially violent students. 

o. Behavior profiling runs the risk of 
misidentifying early warning signs of 
nonviolent students. 

0 

p. There is limited risk that behavior 
profiling may stereotype/stigmatize 
students. 

q. The risks associated with behavior 
profiling as a method of identifying 
potentially violent students 
outweigh the benefits. 

r. Administrators should refi-ain from 
using behavior profiling as a means 
of identifying potentially violent 
students. 

Comments: 
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Part ILL. Participant demographic information. 

a. Gender: Female 

b. Ethnic Background: 

c. Highest Degree: 

Male 

Asian 

Black 

Hispanic 

White 

Other 

Bachelor's 

Master's 

Master's +30 
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Doctorate 

Other 

d. Years of Administrative Experience: 

e. Current Position: Middle School Principal 

High School Principal 

Middle School/High School Principal 

Superintendent 

f District Size: lA 

2A 

3A 

4A 

5A 
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Behavior Profiling of Students Pilot Survey 
(BPSPS) 

Beha\>ior profiling is defined as a process in which checklists of behavior and personal 
characteristics associated with youth who have perpetrated violence are used to determine 
a student's potential for future violence. Administrators have been cautioned against the 
use of profiling. The distinction hetss/een profiling and behavior profiling is that behavior 
profiling goes beyond individual characteristics and takes into consideration the entire 
picture which is also referred to as threat assessment. 

There are a number of prominent agencies and associations including the Texas 
Education Agency, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the National Association of 
Secondary School Principals, and the National Association of School Psychologists who 
have developed checklists of warning signs. The intended purpose of these checkhsts is 
to provide administrators threat assessment tools in order to provide school safety. 

This survey is designed to measure the use of behavior profiling and administrative 
attitudes associated with student profiling as a method of providing school safety. 

Part L Please circle the most accurate response. 

a. Does your campus use behavior profiling (threat assessment) of students as a method 
of providing school safety? 

Yes No 

b. If not, do you believe your campus should use behavior profiling (threat assessment) 
of students as a method of providing school safety? 

Yes No 

Part n. Beside each of the following statements, please indicate whether you: 

Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
No Opinion 

5 
4 
3 
2 
1 
0 
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SA A U D SD NO 

a Behavior profiling is one way to 5 4 3 2 1 0 
improve school safety. 

b. Misidentification has little effect on 5 4 3 2 1 0 
school atmosphere or learning 

c. Behavior profiling provides the 5 4 3 2 1 0 
opportunity to identify early warning 
signs of potenfially violent students 
and to provide assistance for those 
students. 

d. Behavior profiling is rarely used 5 4 3 2 1 0 
as a method of identifying potentially 
violent students. 

e. Inaccurate behavior profiling runs the 5 4 3 2 1 0 
risk of endangering students' civil 
rights, if students are viewed more 
"different" than "normal". 

f Current behavior profiling techniques 5 4 3 2 1 0 
offer effective specificity. 

g. Misidentification can result in an 5 4 3 2 1 0 
overly fearful school atmosphere 
not conducive to learning. 

h. Behavior profiling has limited 5 4 3 2 1 0 
effect on school safety. 

i. Inaccurate behavior profiling runs the 5 4 3 2 1 0 
risk of stereotyping/stigmatizing 
students. 

j . Behavior profiling is a widely used 5 4 3 2 1 0 
method for the identification of 
potentially violent students. 

k. Current behavior profiling techniques 5 4 3 2 1 0 
lack effective specificity. 
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1. There is limited risk that behavior 
profiling may endanger students' 

civil rights. 

m. The benefits associated with behavior 
profiling as a method of identifying 
potentially violent students outweigh 
the risks 

n. Behavior profiling techniques should 
be used by administrators to identify 
potentially violent students. 

o. Behavior profiling runs the risk of 
misidentifying early warning signs of 
nonviolent students. 

p. There is limited risk that behavior 
profiling may stereotype/stigmatize 
students. 

q. The risks associated with behavior 
profiling as a method of identifying 
potentially violent students 
outweigh the benefits. 

r. Administrators should refi-ain from 
using behavior profiling as a means 
of identifying potentially violent 
students. 

Comments: 
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Part m . Participant demographic information. 

a. Gender: Female 

b. Ethnic Background: 

c. Highest Degree: 

Male 

Asian 

Black 

Hispanic 

White 

Other 

Bachelor's 

Master's 

Master's +30 
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Doctorate 

Other 

d. Years of Administrative Experience: 

e. Current Position: Middle School Principal 

High School Principal 

Middle School/High School Principal 

Superintendent 

f District Size: lA 

2A 

3A 

4A 

5A 

Part IV. Pilot Study 

a. How long did it take you to complete the survey? _ 

b. Were there any questions you felt were confusing? 
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c. Were there any questions you felt were not appropriate for this study? 

d. Do you have any suggestions for additional questions relevant to this study? 
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