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The Gang Violence Reduction Project

Executive Summary

Gang Member Interview Analysis
Time I - Time II

Introduction

This report describes the impact of the Gang Violence
Reduction Project on targeted youth (n=86) contacted or served by
the program, after almost a two year period. Time I or baseline
and Time II field interviews were conducted. The interval between
interviews was between a year and a year and half.

The primary purpose of the Gang Violence Reduction Project was
to decrease violent gang crime -- gang homicides, aggravated gang
batteries, and aggravated gang assaults among hardcore gang youth,
17 to 25 years of age in Little Village, a communlty southwest of
the downtown Chicago business center. The project was a test of a
collaborative approach between police, -adult probation, and
community youth workers (University of Chicago), and a 1local
community organization, Neighbors Against Gang Violence, using a
set of integrated strategies: suppression, social intervention,
provision of social opportunities, and community mobilization.

A field interview self-report instrument, self-esteem
lnventory (Coopersmlth), a Wlde-Range Achievement Test (WRAT) and

theories -- social disorganization, anomie, criminal opportunity,
differential association, and social control -- were included.
Project intervention measures, based on worker program tracking
data for each of the youth interviewed, were also analyzed. The
preliminary analysis examined change over time for the total sample
and the component Latin King and Two-Six samples. Bivariate,
correlational, and regression analyses were employed.

Dependent Variable: anges Criminal d _Gan Violent
Activities

" The key findlng was that gang youth in the program reported a
significantly lower level of violent behavior in which they
engaged, including homicides, drive~by shootings, batteries with
and without a weapon, robbery with and without a weapon, and
threats with and without a weapon, after approximately one to one
and a half years of program contact/service. The level of gang
violence declined very sharply for the Latin Kings, but less
significantly for the Two-Six. Much of the drop for the Two-Six
was accounted for by a 1lower 1level of non-violent crime.
Reductions in marijuana and cocaine use were also reported. The
drop in drug selling by both groups was questioned, however, based .
on responses to other questions in the interview as well as
aggregate police data on arrests.

Much of the gang fighting which occurred continued to take



place between the Latin Kings and the Two-Six in Little Village.
A considerable amount, by the Two-Six however, was occurring on the
southside and Cicero. Based on self-reports, the consequence of
the fighting at Time II produced more serious injury but fewer
homicides. Fighting between branches of the gang appeared to be
more serious for the Two-Six. Within gang fighting did not
generally result in serious injury. Data on the relative decline
of gang violence was confirmed by police aggregate data. Official
criminal justice Time II data on individual youth in the sample has
not yet been fully collected.

Community Disorganization

Respondents viewed community levels of gang and non-gang crime
as significantly reduced at Time II. The Latin Kings saw the
community crime situation as less pervasive than did the Two-Six.
However, drug dealing and gang fighting were viewed by respondents
from both gangs as high or higher than at Time I. Drive-by
shootings and gang intimidation, nevertheless, was seen as reduced.
Gang youth, especially the Latin Kings, were less fearful about
moving around the community alone or going to school.

Criminal elements appeared less dominant while legitimate
institutions seemed more active. While opportunities to engage in
drug dealing increased, opportunities to engage in property crime
seemed to decline for the Latin Kings but to increase for the Two-
Six. Agents of the criminal justice system, especially police,
were more often perceived as present in the community, but not
necessarily more effective. A variety of organizations, community
groups, block clubs, churches, alderman’s office, and neighborhood
watches, were viewed as more active and as providing more of a
variety of social services and opportunities at Time II than’
Time I. : .. -

Differential Gang Association

Gang members tended to gradually withdraw their commitments to
gang structure and processes over time. ‘This was especially true
for the Latin Kings, whose members were somewhat older than the
Two-Six. Family life, parental influence, and "retirement" or
"growing out of it" seemed key explanatory factors. Employment and
the influence of community youth workers were also important.
However, there was no clear or consistent evidence that respondents
seriously considered or at 1least verbally acknowledged the
possibility of leaving the gang -- only reducing gang activity.

A reduced commitment to gang life also seemed related to a
‘shift in status or position level. = Substantial proportions of
respondents had gone from leader or core to regular or peripheral
member positions. The Latin Kings experienced a greater shift to
reduced gang status than did the Two-Six. The factor that seemed
most important in the decision by respondents to make the final
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"break" from the gang was "family responsibilities."

Control: Patterns of Social Affiliatio

Age differences seemed to explaln the more significant
transition of the Latin King respondents, who were two years older
than the Two-Six, to more conventional or legltlmate adult
behaviors. Members of both gangs were in varying stages of
transition from famllles of origin to famllles of procreation.
More 6f the Latin Kings were living with spouses, girlfriends, and
children. More of the Two-Six had lived and continued to live in
two-parent households. Substantial proportions of the households
of respondents were also gang members at both time periods. The
percent was particularly high for Latin King respondents at
baseline (55.9%).

Not only age and residential pattern -- both gangs resided in
the Little Village community from 13 to 16 years on average -- but
the exposure to legitimate institutions, such as churches, youth
agencies, and other community organizations, may have affected
patterns of socialization and strong commitments to gang life.
Very few of the gang respondents at either Times I or II were .
members of or had substantial commitments to established social
institutions. only 7.4% of the Two-Six were members or -in
significant contact with any of these organizations. The pattern
of social isolation was even more marked for the Latin Kings.

Personal and Family Disorganization

The findings provide ample and consistent evidence of marginal
psychological status, as evidenced by self-esteem inventories.
While self-esteem improved slightly over the program period,
respondents continued to demonstrate poor, if not deteriorating,
relationship patterns with spouses, girlfriends, and parents,
especially mothers. The families of respondents experienced major
crises in the course of the program year or year and a half,
including deaths, family illness, drug abuse, arrests, a high level
of gang v1olence victimization, family and job-related problems;
58.8% of the respondent households indicated someone had been
arrested, and 37.7% indicated a gang violence victimization. The
relationship situation generally seemed to deteriorate more
substantially for the Two-Six compared to the Latin Kings.

Socio-economic Status and Anomie

It was clear that respondents had improved their socio-
economic and academic status between Time I and Time II. There was
an increase in high school graduates and attainment of GED
certificates at Time II. The respondents made employment progress.
Roughly one-third of the respondents were employed at Time I but
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almost half were employed at Time II. The respondents were
receiving more work-related income at Time II, although substantial
numbers, especially Two-Six, were still receiving financial support
from spouses and families. An important change was that a greater
proportion of respondents were receiving income from illegal
sources at Time II, almost double that at Time I. Illegal income
made up almost a third of the average monthly income for the Latin
Kings and 15% of the monthly funds for Two-Six; almost all of such
income was from drug sales.

Respondents were asked a series of questions about
occupatiocnal and income aspirations and realistic expectations.
While most gang members had relatively high ‘aspirations for
occupational and income success, few believed they would achieve
them. The gap or disjuncture was significantly greater for the
Two-Six than for the Latin Kings. The amount of disjunction
suggested according to anomie theory that the Two-Six were under
considerably more social, cultural, and probably psychological
strain predisposing them to deviancy. A

Project Intervention | o L T e T

Based on gang member respondents and worker reports, it was
clear that a great variety of services were provided by workers and
received by gang youth, including contacts with parents, spouses,
girl friends, and employers. The youth services were provided
mainly by community youth workers (94.3%) and police (45.7%),
compared to probation (11.4%) and NAGV (10%). Probation and NAGV
joined the Project at a later stage than did community youth
- workers and police. Also, only a relatively small number of youth
were on probation during the program period. o

Most youth received a variety of services, including
employment and educational referrals, crisis and family counseling,
and some recreation. Project workers rated the success of their
efforts not as highly as gang youth respondents did. Coordinated
or combined worker interventions, especially by police and
community youth workers, resulted in more contacts and services:
than was the case for non-coordinated services.

Quasi-Control Groups ‘

A limited analysis was conducted to determine whether
respondents whom workers reported serving but who said that they
did not receive services, in fact received effective services. The
evidence suggested that this group received a lower level of
services generally. Their pattern of violent crime was lower at
Time I and Time II but not as reduced as those who received more
services. This provided further indication that Project service
and contact patterns had important program effects. An additional
‘'group of individuals whom workers reportedly did not serve was
compared to those who did receive services. This analysis also
suggested that the intervention had an effect on violent and

4




criminal behavior; decreases in all criminal activities were
greater for the group whom workers reported serving. Those who
reportedly received no service actually experienced an increase in
violent crime levels at Time II.

In sum, the level of gang violence declined more for youth
when the worker and gang respondent agreed that worker contacts and
services were provided/received. Further, there was evidence
that community youth workers were targeting the more violent and
probably delinquent youth in the gangs, but further controlled
statistical analysis was required.

Correlation Analysis

The following variables are associated with the dependent
variable of violent crime at Time II. These include, in order of
greatest to least strongly correlated (also including the causal
theory for which the variable is possibly an indicator):
proportion of income at Time II from illegal activities (criminal
opportunity); respondents’ current thoughts about leaving the gang
(differential association); total violent crime at baseline
(socialization); aspiration-expectation disjunction (anomie);:;
proportion of income from legitimate work (legitimate opportunity):;
reduction in gang position or level of attachment (differential
association/social control); and the gang respondent’s report of
services received from Project workers.

Other variables which just missed statistical significance
when correlated with the violent crime variable at Time II were the
Coopersmith Self-Esteem score (social control/personal
disorganization) and whether the respondent’s household income was
at or above the median level of household income for the sample
(anomie/family disorganization).

Regression Models

A series of regression models were analyzed to account for a
variety of policy effects, e.g., project intervention, prior
criminal history, legitimate and criminal opportunities, and to
determine what predictive power these and other causal variables
might have. Various models were constructed. The most powerful
predictor by far was the availability of criminal opportunity,
i.e., proportion of income from illegal activities at Time II.
This variable was highly correlated to levels of either violent
crime or all crime (including property). While the causal direction
is unclear, it can be argued that an environment favorable to
illegal money making activity may also foster gang violence. It is
likely a system conducive to the production of illegal income had
developed in Little Vvillage. which depended greatly on the gang
youths’ capacity to commit violent crimes.

The two other sets of variables that consistently entered a
series of regression equations were prior history (at Time I) of
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total crime and some combination of service variables (Time II).
Also, there was evidence that anomie, as a function of a ‘gap
between occupational aspirations and expectations, was an important
predictor either of violent or total crime. All analyses indicated
that it was extremely difficult, if not impossible, to separate out
the effects of violent crime and non-violent or total crime
committed by gang youth.

Essentially, the various statistical analyses indicated that
the existence of criminal opportunities in the community,
especially drug dealing, the respondent’s prior history of violence
and crime generally were positively associated with and strongly
predictive of greater crime levels at times. Remarkably, the
Project’s services or worker contact pattern was also highly
important as an independent factor in predicting a significantly
lower level of violent and general crime by respondents at Time II,
or the end of the second year of the program. ) ' LT

In effect, the data indicate the Gang Violence Reduction
Project was substantially effective with targeted youth based on
interview responses from youth and workers--also generally
confirmed by aggregate level Chicago Police Department data for the
target programs over the same time period. Not yet available were
individual level data and Time II community level data to verify
the findings of the interview self-report and aggregate level
police data. ‘ : : '
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I. INTRODUCTION

Purposo and Scope of the Gang Violence Reduction Project

This paper describes the impact of the Gang Violence Reduction
Project (GVRP) on targeted youth serviced or contacted by the
program. Only a sample of program youth, 86 gang youth interviewed
at the beginning of the program and'approximately 1 year later are
included in the analysis. An additional 22 youth were interviewed
at Time I but not at Time II. A further group of 40 youth
comprised a second program cohort who were interviewed only at Time

II. These latter sets of youth are»not 1ncluded in the presentw
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analysis. Complete police and court hlstories én all youto w1ll be

systematically analyzed and integrated into the ana1y51s at a later

time.

| The present report is a substantive but preliminary analysis

of the results of the Time I and Time II interviews with special

attention to changes in behavior (including criminal behavior) of
gang youth, especially gang-related, which canwbe*attributed~to or -
associated with the effects of the Gang Vlolence Reductlon Program.

We attempt, with the aid of theoretlcal 1nsxghts, to explaln these
changes. The data clearly and consistently indicate positive
changes resulting from the Project, especially a lowering of gang-
related and general criminal behavior and also more conventional
adaptation to mainstream behaviors and relationships, sdch as
holding a job and establishing family households for many of the

youths in the sample.

Gang Violence Reduction Project. The primary purpose of the Gang



Violence Reduction Project to reduce serious gang-motivated
violence, especially gang homicides, aggravated gang batteries, and
aggravated gang assaults among hard-core youth, particularly those
17 to 25 years of age in Little Village, a community southwest of
the Loop or central business district of cChicago. Thé Project,
initiated in July 1992 as a four year demonstration and research
program, employed a basic strategy of coordination and
collaboration of effbrts managed by the 10th District Commander
under the aegis of the Research and Development Unit of the Chicago
Police Department.

The key components of the program were a unit of two part-time
Neighborhood Relations Officers and two full-time tactical
officers, a unit of two or three full-time Probation officers and
a full-time supervisor of the Cook County Adult Probation
Department, and a unit of three full-time community youth officers
and a supervisor from the School of Social Service Administration,
University of Chicago. A local neighborhood organization,
Neighbors Against Gang Violence (NAGV), was also established as an
independently funded organization working closely with the GVRP.
The Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority funded the
demonstration from the Federal Violence Reduction in Urban Area
Program. The cChicago Police Department, responsible for the
Project, subcontracted with the Cook County 'Adult Probation
Department and the University of Chicago. The Illinois Crime
Justice Authority also funded the evaluation component carried out

by the University of Chicago. Monies for both the demonstration



and research were obtained from the U.S. Justice Department.

The strategy of the program was to target 200 hardcore gang
youth over a four year period through a coordinated progfam of
highly interactive suppression, social intervention, proQision of
social opportunities, especially job and remedial education, and
community mobilization involving local residents and agencies. The
program and the strategy, sustained with remarkable results,
involved targeting selected youth, joint planning and integrated
field operations. Close and frequent formal and informal peetings .
and contacts among all workers of the Project and Neighbors Against
Gang Violence were developed. (See "The Gang Violence Reduction

Project: A Case Study of an Interagency and:Community Approach.")

Little Village. Little Village, including 10th District Beats
1013, 1024, 1031, 1032, 1033, and 1034, was selected because it was
a very high gang violence area that also contained sufficient
community aséets (included among these were chu;ches, youth
agencies, and active community quanizations) that would respond
positively - to Project effortsﬂ‘ Little = Village contains
approximately 61,000 individuals in the Project target area (almost
90 percent of the population is Mexican or Mexican-American, many
recently arrived from Mexico, other states, and communities). It
is a working class community; 48 percent of the residents
(individuals or families) own their own homes. Males outnumber
females by 113 to 100; males 17 to 25 yéars constitute 24 percent

of the population. The disproportionately large number of young




adult males is primarily due to the immigration of males seeking
jobs. Unemployment among males is relatively high at 11.3%. Over
50 percent of the population have 1less than a high school
education. While rates of delinquency crime are moderate compared
to other working class or low income areas of Chicago, Little
Village ranks very high in prevalence of serious gang violence (See

Table 1).

vailab ice Data. Aggregate level police data was available
to the Project evaluator to examine changes in levels of gang
violence for the two year pre~ and program periods in Little
Village and comparable high gang violence district. Using a
constructed in&ex of gang homicides? aggravated batteries, and
aggravated assaults, we found that the rate of increase of serious -
gang violence rose-37.1% in the Program area.compared to lafger
increases ranging from 54.6% to 166.0% in Pilsen, the most
comparable community, adjoining the Little Village area. Further,
in Little 'Village, gang homicides declined from 15 in the
preprogram period to 8, but increased in Pilsen from 7 to 11 over
the same period.

" Two major gangs, the Latin Kings and the Two-Six, were
targeted and served in Little Village. Tﬁese gangs wére distinct
from the gangs in Pilsen and there was no "spill over." The two
gangs accounted for 80.6% of the gang-related violence in Little
Village at the start, but at the end of the two year program

period, accounted for a considerably smaller increase, 15.3%. This



is also less than the increase for the other gangs in the area not
_served, 87.8%. The change in gang-violent crime included an
absolute reduction in numbers of Latin King offenders arrested for
serious gang violence for the program period (See Table 2). The
change for the Two-Six was not so positive, but still the increase

was less than for the other gangs not served in the target area.

Time I Justice Sgstem'Da;g. We do have available offense histories
of the youth interviewed at baseline, but we do not yet have Time
II data that could ﬁrovide information on changes in official
offense patterns as a result of or in association with program
efforts._ Individual gang youth participating in the research
signed consent forms to allow a search of their official police and
court records both at the juvenile and adﬁlt level. One hundred
and four of the 108 individuals initially interviewed consented to
evaluators searching thelr official records.

Justice System records 1nd1cated that the program youth who
" were interviewed were clearly hardcore. f the 82?1nd1v1duals with
" information in police records at baeeline (78.8%), the average
number of misdemeanor and felony charges in total was 8.35. On
average, individual youth were slighfly older than 15 when they
were first arrested by police (15.3). Almost 5% of the4samp1e
(4.9%) had at least one arrest for a homicide. Slightly more than
12% were charged by police with aggravated batteries, and 18.3%
were charged with aggravated assaults. Twenty-four percent had one

or more drug-related charges at baseline.




Juvenile and/or adults court records, also available for 74
people, indicated a pattern similar to the one found in police
records. Individuals with court records had been charged with 7.3
crimes on average, indicating a fairly extensive involvement with
the criminal court system. Almdst 11% (10.8%) of court cases
involved charges of homicide; 16.2% were related to charges of
aggravated battery; and 18.9% pertained to aggravated assault. An

additional 25.7% of all cases involved drug-related offenses.
II. YOUTH SURVEY (Time I and Time II Target Group Interviewed)

Methodology

Sampling. A total of 86 individuals were interviewed in the summer
and fall of 1993 (referred to as baseline or Time I) andvthen again .
during this same tiﬁe period in 1994 (Time II). This represents
79.6% of the 108 individuals who were interviewed at baseline.
Forty-five of these 86 individuals were Latin Kings (52.3%) and 41
(47.7%) were members of the Twofsix. This is a slightly different
ratio of gang representation than existed at baseline when 51 of
the 108 respondents were Latin Kings (47.2%)Vand 57 (52.8%) were
Two-Six. Clearly, a greater proportion of the Latin Kings were
interviewed twice compared to Two-Six. Among the Latin Kings,
88.2% of alllpeople interviewed at baseline were interviewed again.
For the Two-Six, the proportion was lower at 71.9%. The latter is
still a respectable proportion, given the nature of the sample and

the extreme difficulty of obtaining access to this population.
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Since possibly a sampling bias may account for some'differences
between gangs, particularly in respect to the Two-Six, énalysis was
conducted to compare those who were not interviewed again to the 86
who were on characteristics which might be expeéted to affect
outcomes. These included baseline scores on self-reports of
criminal behavior- (see discussion below); violent gang and non-gang
crime; drug use and drug selling activity; age; leadership
position; and employment status at the time of the first interview.
Table Al contains the results”df,this analysis. For a discussion

of sampling issues, see Appendix 1.

The Interview. Ihdividuals interviewed a second time were askéd
about a number of areas. These included questions about their
criminal behavior, particularly violent crimes and drug-related
activity; gang fighting; level of involvement in the gang and
reasons for changes'in status; vieys of crime and safety -in the
community; employment'and educational progress; sources of income;
income and occupational aspiratibns and ‘exééctétioﬁ; living
arrangements and quaiity of rélationshipsl with family and
significanﬁ others:; level of involvement in community
organizations; how free time was spent and.with whom and family
crises which may have occurred. These were similar to questions
asked at the baseline interview. However, there wére several areas
that were covered at baseline‘which were not asked about again or
they were asked about in a slightly different way.

First, questions about basic gang structure and operation were




left out since presumably these characteristics were relatively
enduring and would not be influenced by the intervention. Second,
questions related to early family involvement and influence were
omitted, since these would not have changed. However, items about
current or changed relationships with family members-or girlfriends
in the past year were asked. Several questions, open-ended at
baseline, were repeated, but lists of possible answérs based on the
open-ended responses were provided. Higher response rates at Time
II were achieved for these closed-ended questions, and some caution
must be exercised in comparing the results of these particular
questions to those at baseline, which were similar but posed in a
different format.

Finally, an additional section was added to the second
interview for the respondent to assess the worker activities and
the interventions provided. Information was also requested about
agencies and services used the past year, not related to the

project.

| Nature of the Report

The folloﬁing report focuseé on change in the first program cohort
sample, who were interviewed twice, then looks at changes within
each gang over the two time pgf}gds and f;hally, changes between

gangs within a given time period (Time I or Time II). In some

instances, the number of individuals involved is limited, so that

baseline results reported here may differ from those originally



reported in April of 1994.°

The report begins with a descriptive discussion of changes in
behavior among respondents, specifically in regard to their
criminal activity and violent behavio: ovef the program period. It
‘then goes on to identify explanatory variables and provide a
framework for understanding these changes. Several statistical and
theoretical models, with relevance to policy and practice, are
developed to explain changes in criminal behavior and gang patterns
probably attributable to program effects. Our analysis at this time
is still preliminary. Data from Time II‘reviewsfof police and
court records have not yet been fully acquired.- Théy-should help
validate and detail the changes ih behavior reported here. They
will be included in the later analyses.

In addition, because there were 16 individuals who, according
to worker reports, did not receive any services, it was possible to
create what can be seen as a "quasi-control" or no interventidn
group whose outcomes caﬁ be compared to those whom workers
reportedly served. Later analyses and reports inglu@ing all gang
youth in the program and/or interviewed at Time I and/or Time II

will be provided.

' In order to increase the sample size, the convention of
including, as negative responses, individuals who answered a screen
question as no and would have been otherwise excluded from the
analysis as not applicable was adopted. For example, individuals
who reported that they were not thinking about leaving the gang
were also included as answering no to further questions about the
reasons they might leave the gang. This prevented such individuals
from being totally excluded from the analysis and seemed a fair
compromise.




IXI. VFINDINGS

Introduction: Summary

This report describes the impact of the Gang Violence
Reduction ?roject on targeted youth servéd or céntacted by the
Program. A sample of youth (n=86) interviewed at both baseline and
Time II,.approximately a year later, are the focus of the report.
The findings on the 22 youth only interviewed at Time I and an
additional 40 youth (2nd year program cohort) only interviewed at
Time II are not included in.this analysis.

The primary purpose of the Gang Violence Reduction Project is
to decrease serious gang violence, especially gang homicide,

aggravated gang batteries, and aggravated gang assaults among hard-

core gang youth, 17 to 25 years of age from two gang

constellations, Latin Kings and Two-Six. The Project, initiated in
July 1992, was established as a four year demonstration and
research program. It attempts to coordinate a variety of
strategies, suppression, social intervention, provision of social
opportunities,and community mobilization through an innovative
program structure. The project was managed by the 10th District
Commander of the Chicago Police Department, with the aid and
involvement of the Cook County Adult Department of Probation, and
the School of Social Service Administration, University of Chicago.
An independent local community drganiiation, Neighbors Against Gang
Violence, was established to complement and supplement the efforts

of the Gang Violence Reduction Project (GVRP), with special
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interest in community mobilization and family interventions.

Little Village, the sif:e of the demonstration, is a recently
settléd mainly Mexican-American cbmmunity, with a fairly high level
of home ownership, family life, and active local community agencies
and organizatiohs. 'Little Village also ranks very high in
prevalence of serious gang violence. Available aggregate level
police data indicate Little Village has been associated with a
relative' reduction in gang-related homicides and a less than
average rise in acjgravated batteries and aggravated assaults
compare'd to coxﬂparable areas of 6 -other police districts and
.compared to gangs not served in the tafget 1oth District over a two
year program periéd.

The youth survey instrument was administered at Time I to 108
youth and at Time II, with minor modifications, to 86 of the samé
jmuth. The reinterview rate was 79.6%, with somewhat more of the
Two-Six dropping out, mainly becausg they were older youth,
somewhat' peripherai and less delihqu‘ent than the youth interviewed
twice. The Latin Kings in the sample wére signi_ficantly older than
the Two-Six and Time I and Time II. 7

Some questions were eliminated at. the Time II interview,
including questions about basic' gang structure and operation, and
basic famvily background. The Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT),
as well as dai:a on services to the youth interviewed were added at
Time II. Such data were mainly available from community youth
workers (University of Chicago) and the Pfoject police tactical

unit. The key variables discussed in the report include self-
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reported violent gang behavior and total criminal behavior,
perceptions of community crime and 1level of. community
disorganization related to the gang problem; differential group
association, especially the extent of the reduction in gang
affiliatidns by respondents; social cbntrol_or patterns of social
attachment; personal and family disorganization, including a self-
esteem inventory; socio-economic status and anomie; and the nature

and scope of Project intervention.

Changes in Criminal Activity

vi Crime. Respondents were asked about their involvement in
a series of 16 different crimes, eight of which can be specifically
classified as violent crimes.? Table 3 presents information on the
total number of violent crimes committed on average for the sample
as a whole (n=86) and for each gang both at baseline (Time I) and
Time II. Information about some of the specific crimes included on
the scale is also provided. Table 3 indicates that the average
number of violent incidents for the sample as a whole largely
decreased between the first and second interviews. Thus,
respondents report more than twice as many violent incidents at
Time I than at Time II, and the change across'time,periods for the

whole sample (n=86) is statistically significant (t=3.19, df=84, p

2 fThese include the following: robbery with and without a
weapon, threats to beat someone with or without a weapon, beating
someone with or without a weapon, homicides, and drive-by
shootings. Extreme scores or outliers were set to equal the highest
within range score. Only individuals missing on all 8 items in the
scale were eliminated from the analysis.
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< .01).
Further analysis indicates that the two gangs differ in terms
of the extent to which they have changed over the two time periods.
Indeed, most changes within the whole sample are mainly
attributable to changes among the Latin Kings. At baseline,
members of the Latin Kings interviewed twice reported that they had
each committed almost 40 (38.07) violent crimes on average in the
six months prior to the interview. By the second interview,
however, the average number of ihcidents dramatically decreased to
slighﬁly more than 11, a decrease of almost 27 violent crimes on
A average. This change is statistically significant (t=3.31, df=44,
p < .01). Among the Two-Six, the change from Time I to Time II is
huch smaller and not statistically significant; a decrease of 2.71
incidents on average. Since the Two-Six started off significantly
lower than the Latin Kings at baseline (13.97 violeht crimes), the
two gangs’ pattern of violent crime appears to be identical at Time
II. A éomparison of the Violence Difference Score for each gang
indic&tes significant differences exist between gangs with respect
to extent of changes which occurred (t=2.67, df=63.9, p £ .01).
Data in Table 3 also indicates that similar statistically
significant changes across time occurred for the whole sample in
most of the eight separate crimes included in the violence index.
The only areas in which significant reductions in the average
numbef of crimes committed at Time I compared to Time II did not

occur (although meaningful reductions did occur) were drive-by

shootings, homicides and robberies with weapons. In general, the
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average number of incidents in these particular most violent
categories were small at both baseline and Time II. Statistically
significant changes occurred, however, with respect to assaults
with weapons (t=2.06, df=77, p < .05):; assaults without weapons
(t=2.07, df=77, p < .05) threats with weapons (t=2.83, df=81, p <
.01), and threats without weapons (t=2.77, df=83, p < .01). A
significant change also occurred, even though the average number of
incidents is small, with respect to the average number of robberies
without weapons (t=2.44, df=83, p < .05).

The Latin Kings show significant decreases in all of the eight
crime categories, except for murders, which changed 1little, and
robberies with weapons. Among the Two-Six, reductions are far more
modest and none of the changes between time periods were
statistically significant. Further, there was even one small .
increase with respect to the average number of drive-by shootings.
This increase, although not statistically significant, ‘is
meaningful and consistent with aggregate police data and field
reports that Two-Six increased their participation in gang
motivated violent activities.

To some extent, these differences may be attributable to
regréssion or ceiling and age-related effects (as we shall see
later). The Two-Six scores were‘generally considerably lower, on
average, compared to the Latin Kings at Time I. The Two-Six
reported a significantly lower number of drive-by shootings at
baseline (t=2.62, df=59,p < .01); fewer assaults with weapons

(t=2.06, df=42, p < .05); and fewer threats with weapons (t=3.29,
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df=49.1, p £ .01). They also differed on the low side from the
Latin Kings, although not to a statistically significaﬁt degree,
Qith respect to murders, assaults without weapons, robberies with
weapons, and threats without weapons. The only category in which
~ they were not lower, but slightly higher than average, than the
Latin Kings at baseline was the category of robberies with weapons.
This self-report information is also somewhat consistent with

.Time I police and court data, which indicated the Two-Six were
relatively more involved in property crime and the Latin Kings
relatively more involved in 'Qiolent crime. No significant
differences exist.‘betﬁeén the"gaﬁgS”at’ Time II, and —averages-
(assaults without weapons, robberies with weapons, robberies
without weapons and threats without weapons) were higher for the

Two-Six than for the Latin Kings.

Total lCrimés (Violent and Non-Violent). Table 4 conﬁains
information on all crimes‘(violent and nonviolentjfcommitted at
baseline and Time II. Two measures aré‘uéé&.iiTﬁéififét'is an
average of total crimes committed, independent of category. The
second is a total count of the different types of crimes in which
respondents engaged, ranging from 0 to 16 since there are 16
possible crime categories. Individuals received a point if they
had committed any crimes in the category, regardless of the pumber
of times they committed the crime. . .

The data in Table 4 indicate a statistically significant

decrease (between Times I and II) in the total number of crimes
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committed for the entire sample (t=5.15, df=84, p < .00l1). Also,
both gangs significantly decreased across time periods: for the
Latin Kings, t=4.46, df=44, Pp < .001 and slightly less of a
decrease for the Two-Six, t=2.77, df=40, p 5 .01. Given the
smaller reduction in viélent crimes, the Two-Six experienced a
decrease primarily in éroperty-related crimes such as theft or
property damage. The Latin Kings, on the other hand, who compared
to the Two-Six underwent a significantly larger decrease between
time periods, pfobably reduced their incidents of both violent and
property crime. The Latin Kings were again higher scoring, on
average, in their total crimes at baseline. However, by Time II,
they reported fewer crimes than the Two-Six. The reduction for.ﬁhe
Latin Kings was more than two times greater than it was for the
Two-Six, and the differeﬂce between gangs, as noted, was .
statistically significant (t=2.12, df=76, p<.05).

A count of the number of different crimes committed at least
once out of the 16 possible crime categories also indicates that
statistically significant reductions occurred.in the whole sample
over the two time periods (t=4.60,df=84, p < .001). At baseline,r
the average respondent had committed as many as six different
crimes at least one time; by the time of tpe second interview, this
figure decreased to slightly more than threé and a half incidents.
The Latin Kings, again experiencing significant decreases in the
number of different criminal activities engaged in over the two
time periods (t=6.02, df=44, p < .001), committed more than seven

different crimes at least once at baseline compared to slightly
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more than thrge at Time II. Among the Two-Six, the decrease over
time was much smaller and not statistically significant; at
baseline, they reported committing slightly 1less than five
different crimes at least once and at Time II slightly more than
" four. Thus, the Latin Kings .experienced a reduction of
approximately four different crime categories on average while the
Two-Six decreased by only about one half. The difference betweén
gangs on this change score was statistically significant (t=3.66,

df=84, p < .001).

Drug Use. Data on drug use, contained in Table 5,.indicate that
for the whole sample, most uSage was. confined to marijuana and
cocaine at both Time I and Time II. According to the Time IT self-
reports, some reduction in use occurred, particularly among the
Latin Kings. Thus, at baseline, 91.1% of the Latin Kings were
using marijuana (n=45) compared to 62.2% at Time II. Among the
Two-Six, there was a slight increase from 73.2% at baseline to
-80.5% at Time II (n=41). Nonetheless, the two gangs, though
significantly different at baseline (x*=4.79, df=1, p < .05), were
not so at Time II. |

A similar pattern also existed with respect to cocaine usage,
but the chahges were much smaller. There was a slight increase in
usage for the whole sample from 33.7% to 34.9%. At baseline, 48.9%
of the Latin Kings reported using cocaine compared to 46.7% at time
II. Aﬁong the Two-Six, 17.1% were using at baseline compared to

21.9% at Time II. Despite this increase among the Two-Six,
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significant differences between the gangs existed both at baseline
x*=9.72, df=1, p < .01) and Time II (x*=5.77, df=1, p < .05).
Only a few members of the sample used crack at baseline (1.2%,v
n=86) and none reported using it at Time II. Similarly,
no sample members at Time I or Time II said that they had used
heroin. Fairly large proportions of each gﬁng reported using
"wickey stick" (PCP soaked marijuana cigarettes), at Time I (20.5%
of the Latin Kings and 21.9% of the Two-Six). There was a reduction
in use among the Latin Kings (to 9.1%) but there was né change
among the Two-Six. There was also an increase in use of acid from
11.8% at baseline to 23.5% of the sample at Time II. Aé the data

in the table indicate, increases occurred in both gangs.?

Drug Sales. Respondents were asked whether they had sold any of a .
number of different drugs in the past six months at both baseline
and Time II. Data on the proportion of members in each gang
involved in sales at both interviews are presented in Table 6. The
data indicate that reductions occurred for the whole sample and
within both gangs over the two time periods. As was the case with
drug use, few respondents sold anything other than marijuana and

cocaine. Thus, 45.1% of the sample reported selling marijuana at

3 changes in acid use might also be related to differences in
the way the question was asked at baseline and Time II. At
baseline, acid was mentioned when respondents were asked about
other drug use. Given the large number of respondents mentioning
this drug at baseline, a separate item asking about use of acid was
added at Time II. This separate category did not exist at Time I,
however, and it is possible that more respondents might have
reported acid use if a category had existed.
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Time I compared to 31.7% at Time II. Similarly, 30.1% of the

sample was selling coke, compared to 20.5% at Time II. No more
than 6% of the total sample at either time period was selling any

of the other drugs listed.

once again, the Latin Kings reported - somewhat large

reductions, especially for sales of marijuana and cocaine.
Approximately 51% of the Latin Kings were selling marijuana at Time
I compared to 36.6% at Time II. Similarly, 47 6% of-the Latin

Kings were selling cocaine at baseline compared to 2s. 2% at Time

II. Overall, there were no categories in which the Latin Kings dld |

not experience decreases in the proportion selling a’ given drug.

Among the Two-Six, this pattern was somewhat different. Like
the Latin Kings, they also reported reductions in reported sales of
marijuana, from 39.1% at Time I to 26.8% at Time II. However, they
showed a slight increase in cocaine sales. Small increases also
occurred in sales of wickey stick and acid.

These changes within- gangs and the slightly different pattern
of shifts are reflected in changes in significance levels between
the gangs within time periods. Thus,'a'significantiy greater
proporti’on of the Latin Kings were selling cocaine at Time I
compared to the Two-Six (x*=12.37, df=l, p < .001). By Time II,
the change among the Latin Kings was so great that the difference
between gangs was longer statistically significant. Changes in
self-reported drug selling behavior need to be interpreted very
cautiously, however. Reports from the workers as well as answers

to other items in 'tne- questionnaire contradict statements of
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reduced drug dealing, especially by the Latin Kings. Illegal income
from drug selling, and increased perceptions of neighborhood crime
related to drugs, and gang fighting over drugs were especially
noticeable among the Latin Kings. Forthcoming inférmation from
éfficial police and court records will better substantiatefthe
scope and nature of drug selling behavior since the intervention
began. Our speculation, at this time, is that while gang members
interviewed,  especially Latin Kings, were forthcoming and
reasonably honest in most of their reports on crime in oﬁher
categories, they may have been hesitant to describe drug selling
experiences because of recently developing drug business and iocal

crime organization connections.

Detention Information. Table 7 presents data on involvement with
the criminal justice system. The information indicates that
greater proportions of the sample, particularly the Two-six, had
been in adult detention of some kind (Cook County Jail or State
Correctional Facilities) in the six months prior to the interview
at Time II than at baséline. At baseline, only 4.9% of the Two-Six
(n=41) reported having been in adult detention while 43.9% had
adult detention experience at Time II. Among the Latin Kings, the
increase was less extreme but still somewhat large: from 28.9% to
44.4%. Significant differencés between éanqs‘existing at Time I
(x*=8.9, df=1, p < .0l1) disappeared by Time II when the two gangs

were virtually identical.

Few respondents were in juvenile detention at baseline or Time
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II. Similarly, only 7;1% of the sample were in a juvenile prison
at some point as reported at baseline while none of‘the sample were
_in this situation just prior to the second interview. These
reduction may have been due to.the aging of the samples, especially
among the Tﬁoesix: a sizable subgroup were just turning 17 Years at
baseline. Also, perhaps 'some of those formerly in juvenile
_ detention or prison were in adult detention at Time II. The data
in Table 7 indicate that the proportion on probation was reduced
slightly from 25.9% to 20.0% for the whole sample, but the shift
‘was larger for the Latin Kings than for the Two-Six, who actually
experienced a small increasé in this categbrf'évér_the two time
periods. | |

Also, looking ﬁiﬁhin time periods, a significantly greater
proportion of the Latin Kings were on parole at Time I compared to
the Two-Six (x*=5.56, df=1, Fisher’s Exact, p = .05), and even
though there was a reduction at Time II among the Latin Kings, the
difference betweenkgangs was still almost statistiéa}}y significant
at Time II (p=.056); none of the Two-Six-reébiﬁed_?hét_théy were on

parole at Time II.

Gang Fighting

Reasons ﬁg; Fighting Between Gangs. Respondents were asked about
fighting othér gangs in the three ﬁonth period before the interview
at baseline and at Time II. Almost all respondents indicated aﬁ
both time intervals that fighting occurred (96.1% at Time I and

94.9% at Time II, n=78), with virtually no differences between
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gangs. However, the reasons respondents gave for fighting
changed.* These data.are‘presented in Table 8. With the exception
of the proportion endorsing gang rivalry/retaiiation or "“other"
reasons, there were large changes in thé proportions mentioning the
vafious reasons over the two time periods. For example, only
slightly more than 8% of the sample reported that values or seeing
gaﬂg'fighting as a way of life accounted for the fighting at
baseline while 54.8% cited this reason at Time II. 'Similarly,
24.7% of the sample mentioned territorial or turf issues as a
factor at Time I compared to 68.5% at Time II, and slightly less
than 7% endorsed gang signs or colors as a motive at baseline
compared to 60.3% at Time II. 1Issues of personality conflict and
reputation or the need to impress women, as well as drug-related
reasons for gang fighting at Time I changed less dramatically.
Each gang followed similar patterns of increase, with a few
minor exceptions. Larger changes occurred over time within the
Latin Kings related to the proportion of those endorsing values or
a way of life, territory/turf issues, and gang signs and colors.
Smailer increases existed in relation to reputation or the need to
impress women and personality conflicts. Only a minor increase

occurred in the proportion endorsing gang rivalry or retaliation as

% Questions were asked slightly differently at Time II than
at baseline. At the first interview, respondents were asked if
their gang had been fighting with other gangs in the last three
“months and if so, why. Up to five responses could be given. These
responses were subsequently categorized for purposes of analysis.
At the second interview, individuals who reported that their gang
was fighting with other gangs were then asked to pick five reasons
for the fighting from the list developed from the categories
identified at baseline.

22



a mptivating factor. This reason was very important at baseline
and remained so at Time II for both the Latin Kings and the Two-
Six. Compared to the sample as a whole, the Latin Kings somewhat
increasingly mentioned drugs as-a reason for gang fights.

- Similar to the Latin Kings, the Two-Six displayed large
increases in the proportions endorsing values or way of life,
territory/turf issues, and gang_sigﬁs or colors as reasons for
fighting at the time of the second interview. In contrast to the
Latin Kings, however} they also showed a larger increase in
response to reputation or impressing women as motivating factors.
There was a decrease for those Two-Six mentioning gang
rivalry/retaliation between baseline and Time II, and a modest
increase related to drugs as a reason for fighting.

While the gangs are somewhat different at Time II in relation
to the proportions endorsing a given reason for fighting, none of
the differences are large enough to be statisticaily significant.
This is a change from Time I, when there were sidnificant
differences in the proportion endorsing gang signs or colors
(x*=5.51, df=1, Fisher’s Exact, p < .05) and endorsing gang
rivalry/retaliation as reasons for gang fighting (x*=8.13, daf=1,
P < ;01). At the same time, we nqte the relatively greater and
consistent number of Two-Six endorsing more reasons for gang
fighting at Time II than at Time i, Possibly the Two-Six were
‘entering peak gang fighting years, while the Latin Kings were aging
out. Furthermore, gang structures were different, with the Two-Six

more fragmented and iess responsive to gang leadership directives.
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cat t Between Gangs. vTablé 9 contains information
on the location of fighting between gangs at Time II.’ The
responses are not mutually exclusive across the different
locations. As the data indicate, 84.9% of the sample agreed that
fighting was occurring on Latin King Turf, while 90.4% reported
that it was occurring on Two-Six ferritory. The largest proporti§n
of respondents, however, said that fighting was occurring in
contested turf (94.4%). A higher proportion of the total sample
also said that fighting was occurring on the southside, (83.3%)
compared to the northside, 39.4%, while 62.9% agreed that fighting
was occurring outside the city. The Latin Kings were less likely
to mention Two-Six Turf compared to the Two-Six, and this
difference just missed attaining statistical significance (x*=4.10,
df=1, Fisher’s Exact, p = .056). They were also significantly less
likely to mention the southside (x?=4.01, df=1, p < .05),
suggesting that the Two-Six were perhaps fighting with gangs other

than the Latin Kings in this part of the city.

The Seriousness of Fighting with Other Gangs. A comparison between

responses at Time I and Time II with respect to the degree of
seriousness of fighting with other gangs was attempted. Because

items are not exactly-comparable‘, the changes should be viewed

> There was no comparable question on location at Time I.

6 At baseline, respondents were asked how serious the
fighting was between gangs. Answers were open-ended and coded in
several ways--first, to determine if a weapon was used and second,
what the results of the fighting were (i.e, hospitalization, death,
not serious injury, and so on). At Time II, respondents were asked
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with caution. The data are presented in Table 10. Preliminary
analysis indicates a large increase in the number of incidents
involving assault with a weapon between Times I and II. Among the
total sample was a threefold increase from 22.9% at baseline to
79.7% at Time II. Thé Latin Kings increased from 17.7% at Time I
to 76.5% at Time II; for the Two-Six, from 29.6% to 81.5%.

Despite an apparent increase in the use of weapons, there was
a decrease in the reported number of deaths. For the whole sample,
the decrease was from 68.3% to 25.4%. For the Latin Kings, this
drop was especially dramatic, from 80.0% at baseline to 25.7%; for
the TWo-Six, the change was from 53.6% to 25.0%. on the other
hand, there was a substantiai increase in the proportion of
respondents reporting that fighting resulted in very serioué
injury. As the data in Table 10 indicate, almost 8% of the total
sample said at baseline that fighting resulted in very serious
injury compared to 33.3% at Time 11.7 Fourteen percent of the
Latin Kings mentioned very serious injuries at Time I compafed to
37.1% at Time II: none of the Two-Six mentioned serious injuries at
baseline while 28.6% did so at Time II.

These findings are in keeping with aggregate police statistics

related to homicides and aggravated batteries for the district.

specifically whether or not fighting involved assault with a weapon
and, as a separate question, whether the fighting resulted in
death, very serious injury, serious injury, or not serious injury.
Respondents were required to select one answer from these choices.

7 Note that at baseline, the category used was
hospitalization. This was felt to be equivalent to very serious
injury, as was asked at Time II.
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Data indicate a drop in the rate of gang-related homicides in the
intervention district (District 10) from 15 in the two years prior
to the project to 8 in the two years since the project began, or a
46.7% decrease. On the other hand, there wés an increase in gang-
related aggravated batteries from 137 to 198 in the two-year period

since the intervention began.

Reasons for Figpting Between Gang Branches. Respondents were also

asked, at both interviews, whether their section fought with other
branches of the same gang in the last three months,® and the
reasons for this fighting. Compared to responses at baseline, more
respondents reported fighting between gang branches; 40.6% at
baseline compared to 57.8% at Time II (See Table 11). Thus, 47.3%
of the Latin Kings answered affirmatively at Time I compared to
52.6% at Time II (n=38), while 30.8% of the Two-Six said yes at
baseline compared to 65.4% at Time II (n=26). Respondents as a
whole were much more likely to endorse reasons such as status/power
(an increase from 8.3% at baseline to 61.1% at Time II), alcohoi
(an increase from 2.8% to 41.7%), personality conflicts (from 19.4%
to 52.8%), rivalry (from 5.6% to 33.3%) and gang violations (from

2.8% to 19.4%). Mention of drugs as a cause for fights between

8 At baseline, this question was "Has your gang been fighting
with other branches of the same gang in the last 3 months?" If
respondents answered in the affirmative, they were asked the
following open-ended questions: " Why all the fighting with the
gang?"; "Why did the fighting start?"; and "How serious is the
fighting?" Responses to these open-ended items were categorized
and analyzed at baseline. These categories were then used to
create a list of responses from which respondents at Time II
selected up to 5 reasons for current fighting.
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branches also increased, but the jump was particularly great for
the Latin Kings. At baseline, 5.3% of the Latin Kings mentioned
drugs as a factor, while 42.1% selected drugs as a reason at Time
II (n=19). Again, the increase in reasonsAgiven could have been
partially an artifact of a-chahge in the way questions were asked

(close-ended choices provided) at Time II.

Location of Fighting Between Gang Branches. The two'gangs differed
in respect to the location of branch fights. Not surprisingly
100.0% of the Latin Kings reported branch fighting .occurred on
 patin King Turf, and 100.% of the Two-Six said branch fights
occurred on Two-Six Turf. While none of the Latin Kings said that
they were having branch fights in Two-Six territory, a small
proportion of Two-Six (3.7%, n=27) agreed that fighting between
" branches was occurring in Latin King territory. As was true with
respect to the location of fights between gangs, the Two-Six were
significantly more likely to also report fighting on the southside
(i.e., south of the target area):; 59.3% of the Two-Six agreed that
fighting between branches took place on the southside compared to
5.3% of the Latin Kings (n=19; x*=13.96, df=1, Fisher'’s Exact, p
<.001). No Latin Kings reported branch fights on the northside of
the area. By and large, the Latin Kings on the northside would be
'considered a somewhat separate but closely aliéned part of the

Latin King "Nation."

Seriousness of Fights Between Branches. Respondents in both gangs
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said the fighting primarily ihvolved'assault without a weapon9
(84.1%, n=46). This was true somewhat more of the Latin Kings
(94.1%, n=17) compared to the Two-Six (77.8%, n=27). However, no
one at either baseline or Time II said that the incidents resulted
in death. In the majority of cases at T;me II, the responses were
not serious injury (75.8%, n=33) with slightly more Latin Kings

falling into this category than the Two-Six (81.3% versus 70.6%).

Fighting within Gangs. Based on a small group of answers at Time
I which indicated that fighting within each gang branch also
sometimes occurred, those interviewed again were asked specifically
about fighting within their own section. Twenty percent of all
requndents said that such activity was occurring (n=79), but while 7
a significant difference between the gangs exists with regard to
this variable. Thus, 15.4% of the Latin Kings (n=39) reported
fighting within their gang compared to 35.0% of the Two-Six (n=40,
x*=4.02, df=1, p < .05. In the majority of cases (89.5%, n=19),
those engaged in such fightihg reported that it involved assault
without a weapon and that it did not result in serious injury (90%,

n=20). No one reported that it resulted in death.

Summary: Changes in Criminal and Gang-Violent Activity
The effectiveness of the Gang Violence Reduction Program for

the purpose of this report was measured based on the extent to

9 There is no comparable data on weapons for baseline
interviews.
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which self-reported gang viglence by prdgrém.youths changed or was
reduced. Of special interest was change in the pattern of the
follo&ing self-reported offenses while the youth was in the
program: homicides, drive-by shootings, batferies with and without
a wéapon, robberies with and without a weapon, ahd threats with and
without a weapon. These measures were combinedAinto‘a violence
index, broader than the one used in the analysis of police and
court data, individually and at aggregate area léVels. The self-
report violence index did not distinguish between gang and non-gang

violence.®

The key finding was that gang youth in the program reported a
significantly lower level of violent crime in each of the eight
component violence measures at the Time II interview, after program
services or contact with Project staff had occurred for

apprbximately one year. The decreases were particularly marked for

the Latin Kings. 1In general, the level of gang violence was much. .-

higher for the Latin Kings at Time I, and.qith a sharp drop at Time
II, was essentially at the same level asVviélen£ c;1ﬁé‘Eé§6ftéd by
the Two-Six. There was eviaéﬂéerof a slight“increase in drive-by
shoqfings by Two-Six at Time II, based on self-reports. All other
indicators of gang violence by the Two-Six, however, declined.
Analysis of all crime--violent and property--indicated a

significant drop for Latin Kings and Two-Six. An average of

97¢ was assumed, based on the findings of the Time I survey,
in which almost all violent and non-violent crime was committed in
association with gang peers, that a broader based definition of
gang crime was appropriate. )
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different types of crime was computed for the two gangs. The types'
of crimes for both gahgs weré reduced, but to a much greater degree
for the Latin Kings. Much of the drop for the Two-Six was
accounted for by a decrease in non-violent crime. Drug use data,
especially of marijuana and cocaine, suggested a large decline for
the Latin Kings, but a slight increase for the Two-Six. Both gangs
increased their use of "wickey-stick," i.e., marijuana cigarettes
dipped in PCP. The data on drug sales was less reliable, wiﬁh some
questionable reports of a dfop in sale of marijuana and cocaine.

Respondent reports of involvement with the Justice Systeﬁ
suggested an aging out of contact with the juvenile justice system
"and to some extent the adult system. The important difference was
an increase in adult detentions for both gangs, but especially for
the Two-Six.

of interest was information on the e:;tent to which gang
fighting was still occurring in the community. The data indicated
that a high level of such activity was still occurring for both
gangs. Whether gang .member respondents were involved in such
activities, directly or indirectly, was not clear, however. There
was some evidence for increase in traditional gang fighting values
and norms associated with gang violence, but whether there was an
‘increase in actual gang violent conduct was not apparent based on
self-report data.

Between the gangs, most fighting tended to occur within the
Little Village area. A considerable amount, however, also took

place outside the area, particularly on the southside, i.e., south
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of the prograh area and in the western suburbs, especially Cicero.
The reported gang incidents appeared to be increasingly violent,
but resulted significantly less often in murders and moré often in
very serious injury. Also escalating were fights within respective
gangs, especiaily across the different branches, but this did not
result generally in serious iniury.

The self-reported behavioral data indicating the extent and
nature to'which violent crime (an& non-violent crime) decreased
during the program period was generally significant for both gangs,
but especially for tﬁé iatiﬁ Kiiés. Sope pogiﬁiyé”changes or
decreases occurred in‘self-reportéd drug use and property crime,
mainly for the Two-Six. Réports‘of a decrease in drug selling,
however, were questionable, based on field observations. In any
case, the self-report data strongly indicated that gang members
served by the program had indeed experienced an important, if not
statistically significant, decline in violent behavior. Reasons or
explanation for the deéline, éép;ciéil;nfﬂé di;ectréffééts—of_tﬁe_

program, have to be determined.

Explanatory Variables

In the remainder of this report, we attempt to accounﬁ for the
change in violence and criminal behavior of program youth,
partiéularly'the youth interviewed at baseline and at Time II. The
intent of an analysis is‘to determine whether, to what extent, and

how the Gang Violence Reduction Project contributed to the changes

described in the findings presented above. However, the causation,
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control, and remediation of gang crime, particularly of hard-core
late adolescents and early young adults, in an inner-city, 1low
income Latino community are complex matters. Not only the possible
effects of the Gang Violence Reduction Project but other factors
must also be examined to account for these changes. \

Our analysis and discussion, therefore, Are guided by théory
and data derived from other findings of thé'Gang Youth Interviews
bearing on community disorganization, anomie or alienation,
opportunity, socioeconomic status, socialization, differential
group association, and personal and family disorganizatioh. These
as well as specific variables derived from project worker efforts
and respondent perceptions of the program are examined for the
entire sample and particular gangs over time and within time

periods.

unity Diso i jon. Respondents were asked a seriesfof
questions about the scope and nature of crime in the community at
both the baseline and Time II interviews in an effort to address
issues of community disorganization. Perceptions of gang youth
regarding criminal justice agency efforts to deal with this problem

were solicited. Questions were asked about levels of community

gang and non-gang crime, including general gang activities, fear of

victimization, actions taken to avoid gang crime, and whether
adults used youth in the community for illegal activities, and if
so, the nature of these activities.

Table 12 presents data on the overall severity of gang and
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non-gang cfime in the community;11 A changé score, reflecting the

difference between ratings at baseline and Time II, was computed.

The data indicate significant declines in ratings or perceptions
between baseline and Time II for non-gang and gang-relatedrcrime
(for non-gang crime, t=9.30, df=81, p<.001, and for gang crinme,

t=5.97, df=83, p<.00l1l). Gang crime at both interview periods was'
seen as a more serious probleﬁ‘than non-gang crime. However, gang
as well as non-gang-related crime at Time II was pergeived as
significantly less serious than at baseline.

The Two-Six experienced a change in perceptions between time
periods on non-gang crime in the community generally, reflected by
a decrease of almost one full,point'in'the scale value; this change
was statistically significant (t=7.18, df=39, p<.001). There was
also a statistically significant reduction in evaluations of the
seriousness of Qanq crime across time periods as perceived by the
Two-Six (t=6.84, df=40, ps<.00l1l), but this change was slightly
smaller than the one for non-gang crime.

The Latin Kings also underwent significant reductions in their
views of the seriousness of non-gang and gang crime problems (for

non-gang crime, t=6.01, df=42, p<.00l1; for gang crime, t=2.58,

! The questions asked were "How serious a crime problem do
you think exists in your community (within the last 6 months) in
regard to each of the following gang and nongang-related crimes:
graffiti, breaking and entering, car theft, robbery, intimidation,
fights without a weapon, drive-by shooting, possession of a knife,
possession of a gun, drug selling and drug use. The options were
(1) "no problem", (2) "a small problem", (3) "a serious problem",
and (4) "a very serious problem. The scores were aggregated for
each item per individual by type, gang or nongang, and then divided
by the total number of items (12) in the scale.
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df=43, p<.05). However, the reductions were smaller for the Latin
Kings than for the Two-Six. Within time periods, there were
relatively small differences between the evaluation of the level of
gang and non-gang crime by the Two-Six and Latin Kings at baseline.
However, the Latin Kings perceived non-gang érimes as significantly
more serious compared to the Two-Six at Time IIV(T=2.66, df=81, p
<€ .01). The gangs were almost identical with respect to their
rating of gang-related crime at Time II.

Fear of Victimization - Respondents in the total sample were
less 1likely to report that they weré afraid to walk in the
community at Time II compared to their responses at baseline (43.4%
at-Time I versus 34.9% at Time II). However, this change was
primarily accounted for by the decrease in the number of Latin
Kings who expressed fear (38.1% at baseline, 23.8%, at Time II,
‘n=42)). Among ﬁhe Two-Six, the change was minimal (48.8% at
ﬁaseline and 46.3% at Time II, n=41)). Also, there were
significant differences between the gangs on this question at Time
ITI (x*=4.63, df=1, p < .05). In addition, the Latin Kings were
less likely to report that they were afraid because of specific
gang-related concerns at Time II compared to their responses at
baseline (30.9% at Time I versus 21.4% at Time II, n=42). Slightly
more of the Two-Six, hoﬁevef}Ahad this concern at the time of the
second interview than at baseline (41.5% at baseline compared to
43.9% at Time II, n=41). Again, significant differences existed
between the gangs at Time II (x*=4.63, df=1, p < .05). The L&tin

Kings consistently showed less fear about moving about in the
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community.

The respondent groups reduced their estimate of the likelihood
of someone in their families being a victim of crime in the
community at the time of the second iﬁterview compared'to their
rating at Time I (an average of 1.97 at baseline versus 2.19 at
Time II, n=73).'? While differences between ratings at Time I and
II were not statistically significant for the whole sample, they
‘were significant for the Two-Six (t=-2.34, df=38, p < .05) whose
average rating changed from 1.87 to 2.23 at Time II.

Seeing and Avoiding Gang-Related Crime - Table 13 provides
information on changes in the percent of respondents in the sample
aé a whole and in each gang who reported witnessing gang-related

crimes in the six months prior to the interview at baseline and

Time II. The data indicate a small increase ihvthe é}oport';h of
respondénts witnessingif%gptihg Qifhi; and between gangs at the
time of the second interview compared to responses at baseline.
Witnesses to drug selling activity remained constant over time. On
the other hand, there were small decreases'in the proportions of
the sample. witnessing gang intimidation and gang recruitment
activities. Larger reductions were in the proportion witnessing
drive~by -shootings. Overall, the sample experienced a small
decrease in the average number of total crimes‘witnessed across

time periods, but none of the changes was statistically

2 Ratings were based on responses to a question which asked
"What would you say is the likelihood that anvone in your family
will be a victim of crime in your community during the coming
year?" Responses were l=high, 2=moderate and 3=low.
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significant, except for the decrease in the average number of
crimes observed at Time II éompared to baseline for the Two-Six
(t=2.42, df=40, p < .05)‘.

Data on specific activities undertaken to avoid gang crime.is
presented‘in Table 14. Members of both gangs were less likely to
engage in avoidance measures of legitimate situations at Time II
compared to their responses at baseline. Thus, 41.5% of all
respondents reported at baseline that they turned down a job
because of concerns about gang crime while 31.7% reported doing so
at Time II (n=82). Similarly, 61.5% of the sample reported that
they went out with someone else so as not to be alone at the time
of the first interview, but by Time II, this percent had decreased
to 49.4% (n=83). In general, the number of items endorsed by the
total sample related to avoidant behaviors at Time II was lower
than the total at baseline (2.53 items at baseline compared to 2:.15
items at Time II) though the change was slightly greater among the
Latin Kings than the Two-Six..

As the data indicate, the Latin Kings, at the time of the
second interview, were often much less 1likely to engage in
avoidance or special protection measures on two items: going out
with someone else so as not to be alone or avoiding school,
compéred to their responses at baseline. Indeed, there were
sfatistically significant differences between the tﬁo gangs at Time
II on these two particular items (going out with someone, x*=6.37,
df=1, p < .01; avoiding school, x*=5.31, df=1, p < .05). The Two-

Six, more often, had changed less on specific measures or had
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increased slightly. A

Adults Using Gang Youth For Illegal Activities - There was
evidence that contextual opportunities, inducements, or temptations
for criminal behaviors decreased somewhat between baseline and Time
II. Table 15 contains information on adults’ use of gang youth for
illegal activity. Respondents were asked if in the past year
“adults in the community used gang youth for illegal or criminal
activities and if so, what activities. While the reduced sample
size suggests a need for caution in generalizing about the
findings, the data indicate that overall; based mainly on
opportunities or inducements available to the Two-Six, an increased
proportibn of the total sample agreed aﬁ Time II that adults use
gang youth for illegal activities. The most striking increase in
the types of activitiesAfor which respondents reported adults used
gang youth were related to both selling and using drugs. Among the
total sample, there was an increase in the proportion endorsing
this category from 3.5% at baseline to 36.8% at Time II. There
were also small increases for those endorsing gang crime and
firearm-related activities (e.g., holding guns, etc.). Apart from
these three categoriés, there were somewhat .slight decreéées
compared to reports at baseline in the proportions who mentioned
personal crime, property crime, protection related activities and
"other" illegal activities._ In contrast 'ﬁo drug-related
activities, the biggest decrease for the sample pertained to
. activities involving alcohol (drinking with minors, for example).

At baseline, almost 44% of the sample mentioned these activities,
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while no one endorsed this category at Time II.

Patterns of the two gangs over time were somewhat different
from whole sample trends. The Latin Kings experienced a reduction
in the proportion who believed that adults used gang youth for
illegal activities between the two Time periods. Further, there
were substantial decreases in the proportions stating ' that
inducements to personal crime, property crime and alcohol-related
activities existed at Time II compared to responses at Time I.
However, a larger proportion of Latin Kingvrespondents-mentioned
that adults used gang youths to distribute drugs at Time II.

Among the Two-Six, there was a large increase in the number
endorsing or saying yes to the screen question. Further, and in
contrast to the Latin Kings, the Two;six underwent incieases in the
proportions mentioning personal and property crime at Time II .:
compared to responses at Time I. As was the case with the Latin
Kings, more of the Two-Six mentioned drug-related activities at
Time iI than at baseline, and this increase was almost comparable
to that of the Latin Kings. There wefe slight increaseé in the
proportions mentioning firearms and gang crime as well. Finally,
the Two-sik experienced a reduction in the proportion mentionihg
alcohol-related activities, but the reduction was much more modest
than the change among the Latin Kings.

Perhaps as a result of the differential change patterns
between the gangs over time, some significant differences between
the gangs at baseline no longer existed at Time II. 1In effect, the

two gangs, which differed substantially in responses to these
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questions at baéeline, became more similar at Time II. Thus,
significant differehces relating to ﬁhe proportion endorsing the
screen question (x!=18.31, df=1, Fisher’s Exact, p < .001), as well
as those mentioning personal crime (x'=1§.46, df=1, p < .001),
property crime (x*=26.29, df=1, p < .001) and alcohol (x*=23.62,
df=1, p < .601) which existed at baseline were no longer apparent
at Time II.

The same pattern is evident among those respondents who agree
that these adults, whovuse gang youth in such activities, are
current or former gang members. Among the whole sample, there were
slight increases in the proportions agreeing with both these
Stafements across time periods. However, the number of Latin Kings
who endorsed these statements decreased, while Vthere was an
increase among the Two-Six. Thus, while significant differences
between the gangs were preéent at Time I, with the Latin Kings
significantly more likely to answer positively in both cases, the
decrease amohg members of the Latin Kings and increase amohg
members 6f the Two-Six resulted in almost identical proportions for
‘these items at Time II. |

Criminal Justice and Community Change that Might Account for
" Improvement in the Gang S8ituation - Several questions in both
interviews related to police, probation and community group
involvement in dealing with the gang problem. Total sample
responses at the second interview indiéate a perception of agency
and community change for the better.

Table 16 contains information about respondents’ evaluation of
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police effectiveness in dealing with the gang problem in comparison
to their evaluation at Time I. Responses were based on a three
point scale with 1l=better, 2=the same and 3=worse. The data
indicate gang respondents overall felt the police improved in the
majority of the nine performance activities. The exceptions were
in respect to arrests of those getting in trouble, speed of
response, effectiveness specifically with the gang problem, ahd
ability to solve community problems. -Generally, in these latter
categories, respondents saw the police as about equally effective
as they did at baseline or slightly worse. The gangs were similar
in most respects although there were,significant differences at the
.05 level with respect to the evaluation .of patrolling in cars,
arrests of known criminals, and speed of response. 1In ail cases,
the Latin Kings gave a lower evaluation of the effectiveness of .
police performance at Time II than did the Two-Six. |

Probation - Respondents were also esked whether they had knpwn
any probation officers in the past year who had dealt with the gang
problem, and if so, questions were asked about the activities of
these officers. At the time of the baseline interview, 22.4% of
all respondents (n=76) knew a probation officer dealing with the
gang. problem compared to‘ls.{ivat TigeH;I. There was little change
in the..general view abggt the kinds of ‘activities prebation
officers engaged in. Roughly 15% of all respondents agreed that
probation officers were doing a good job of supervision at both
interviey periods (14.5% at baseline; 15.8% at Time II). There was

a small decrease or no change in the proportion aware of officers
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who helped individuals obtain job training (13.3% at baseline
versus 8.0% at Time II) or get a job (12.0% at baseline compared to
1?.0% at Time II). The largest change occurred with respect to the
proportion who knew a probation officer who had violated a
. probationer; at baseline, 10.8% of the sdmple (n=74) knew an
officer who had done this compared to only 2.7% at Time II.

At béseline, the Latin Kings had limited awareness of
probation officers dealing with fhe gang problem (10.5% (n=38)).
The percenﬁage fell to 5.3% at Time II. More of the Two-Six knew
probatioh officers at both interview times (34.2% at baseline and
31.6% at Time IT, n=38). The difference between gangs at both time
periods was statistically significant (at baseline, x*=6.14, df=1,
p < .05; at Time II, x*=8.76, df=1, p.s .01). There was little
change over time within each gang in relation to the number who
felt probation officers did a good job of supervision, helped with
personal problems, helped with school problems, helped obtain job
training and jobs, or violated é probationer. In all cases,
smaller proportions of the Latin Kings answered affirmatively
compared to the Two-Six. This is not surprising given that fewer
members of the Latin Kings knew probation officers at either
interview. Roughly 15% to 25% of the Two-Six endorsed one of these
items‘at'both Time I and Time II comparéd to between 0% and 9% of
the Latin Kihgs. Relatively more Latin Kings had committed serious
crimes of violence, had relatively gfeater experience with the
prison system, and consequently were likely-to know more about

parole then probation.
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Resident/Community Involvement in the Gang Problem - Despite

methodological'limitations in interpreting some of the findings,
the gangs clearly saw community groups as more active in dealing
with the gang problem and involved in a broader range of pésitive
activities at Time II than at Time I. Respondents were asked about
the efforts of local residents or organizations to reduce gang
crime. Those answering affirmatively to the screen question ("In
the past year, have residents or organizatiohs done anyfhing to
help reduce gang crime?") were then asked to identify those
individuals or organizations involved in such activities from a

list of groups."

A further question about the types of activities
-was asked as an open-ended item.

Table 17 indicates that substantially more individuals in both
gangs responded positively to the screen question at Time II than
at baseline, particularly for the Latin Kings, although there was
a large increase among the Two-Six as well. Further, in all cases,
more individuals were likely to name a group at Time II compared to
Time I for both gangs (see Note 13 regarding a caution in

interpreting this finding). Large increases for both gangs are

particularly noticeable with respect to those mentioning church

3 ' Note that at the time of the baseline interview, the
question about the specific groups involved in such activities was
open-ended and the categories used at Time II were derived from
responses to this question. However, it is possible that changes
or the increase in the magnitude of responses are related to the
change in the way the question was asked since those being given a
list and asked to respond in a yes/no fashion to the list may have
endorsed more items than those who were simply asked to list
answers, as was the case at baseline. The question about
activities engaged in by those involved remained open-ended for
both interviews.
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groups, community groups, police, and the alderman.. In addition,
large increases among the Latin Kings in particular exist with
respect to neighborhood watch groups while the same is true for the
Two-Six with respect to block clubs. |

When asked to indicate specifically what groups were doing,
substanﬁially more respondents in both gangs meﬁtioned community
organizing and recreational activities compared to responses at
Time I (See Table 18). In addition, small but still larger
proportions of the sample mentioned jobs at Time II compared to
Time I. The Latin Kings in particular were somewhat more likely to
‘mention intervention/counéeling and community policing at Time IIV
compared to baseline while the Two-Si# changed little or not at all
in these categories. Further, none of the Two-Six mentioned
education/awareness-related activities at either interview while
increasing proportions of the Latin Kings did so. Differences
between the gangs at Time II in this category were statistically
significant (p < .05). ‘The Tﬁo-six were more likely to mention
clean-up activities at Time II compared to baseline while few of
the Latin Kings mentioned sﬁch activities at either interview.

summary: Community Disorganization - It is 1likely that
certain changes in the Little Village environment, social,
economic, and organizational, could explain or account for the
changes in gang youth behaviors and a quification of gang'crime
patterns, especially a reduction in gang violence. Many of these
changes in community environment--structural and process--probably

‘acted through the gang structure to change behavior. We examine
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these changes in gang structure and process in the next section.
In the present section, we are especially interested in the degree
to which gang youth, a year éfter Program exposure, were integrated
into the adult criminal structure and the extent to which criminal
justice agencies and community groups were active in their efforts
to deal with gang crime.

In general, the total sample viewed the levels of gang and
non-gang crime in)the Little Village community as significantly
reduced at Time II. The Latin Kings saw the community crime
situation as éomewhat léss peansiVe th#ﬁfaid £hémwa;Six'at Time
II. Drug dealing and gang fighting were perceived as still high if
not higher, but drive-by shootihgs and gang intimidation had been
reduced. Gang member respondents seemed §omewhat less fearful
about moving about alone in the community. Fewer of them turned
down a job or stopped attending school because of fear of gang
crime. | ‘

Access to the criminal structure_mainly through adults who
wanted to use gang youth for a variety of illegal activities were
somewhat less aVailable to the total sample, except for access to
‘drug selling opportunities. Personal and property crime
opportunities seemed to be increasing in the Two—sixvterritory but
reducing in the Latin King territory at Time II. The adults or
former gang members who involved gang youth in illegal activities
appeared generally to be less evident in the area of the Latin
Kings but were more evident in the area of the Two-Six.

Agents of the criminal justice system and community groups
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were perceived as doing a better job in a variety of ways at Time
II than they were at‘Time I. The police were more often viewed as
present (i.e.; walking the streets, patrolliné in cafs, arresting
criminals, arresting and harassing Qang members), but not as
effectively solving gang,or community problems compared to Time I.
In generél, there was a general perception that police as well. as
other community groups, including block clubs, churches, alderman’s
office, and neighborhood watch groups, were mofe involved or active
in trying to deal with the gang problem. The Little Village
community genérally seemed less conducive to gang crime and better

organized at Time II than at baseline.

Differential Group Association. In this section, we examine
measures of group association, particularly involvement in gangs,
i.e., their structure and process, including the fespondent’s level
of activity in the gang, his status in tﬁe gang, and his or her
plans to leavé the gang. The results smggested not only changes
in respondeht perceptions aboﬁt the community, but changes in gang
members’ involvement in the gang. By the time of the second
interview, gang participation seems to have diminished a little for
respondents. A slightly smaller percent of members of both gangs
were likely to indicate that they were active members compéred to
baseline (94.2% at baselihe versus 87.2% at Time II, n=86). ' More
members of both gangs described themselves as former gang members
at Time II (8.9% at Time I versus 13.3% for the Latin Kings and

2.4% versus 9.8% at Time II for the Two-Six). While none of the
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members of either gang identified themselves as non-gang members at
baseline, a small percent of the Latin Kings said that they were
not gang members at Time IT (2.2%, n%45).

Reduction in Gang Association - All individuals who reported
that they were currently active gang members were asked if they had
beeh active continually with their gang section in the pést year,
and if they were less active, why. A similar question was asked at
baseline, permitting comparison of the two time periods.' Table
19 contains information about the proportion of respondents who
were less active and the reasons.

As the data in the table indicate, a greater proportion of all
respondents reported being less active at Time II than at Time I
(11.5% at baseline compared to 35.9% at Time II). Not all
responses concerning reasons for reduced activity included at Time
II were also inclhded at baseline. However, where comparisons are
possible, the data indicate that a large proportion of the sample
said they were less active because they were working. We examine
this factor further in another section.  Also, an increased
proportion reported they were less active because they had retired

or grown out of gang involvement. The aging of the sample might

- % Individuals were asked, at baseline, if they had been a
member of their present gang section actively and continually.
Those who said no were asked to explain interruptions. From these
explanations, a series of categories were derived and these were
used to classify data at baseline. The same categories, as well as
some additional ones, were used at Time II. However, at the second
interview, respondents who said they were less active in the past
year were read the list of possible reasons and asked to indicate
if this was a reason or not. This may account for the higher
levels of endorsement at Time II in general.
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explain such changes. Few respondents at either interview
mentioned that they were less active because they were in school or
because they had moved out of the neighborhood.

While there is no comparable data from baseline, it is worth
noting that fairly large proportions of the sample'acknowledged the
influence of parents or spouses/girlfriends as factors in their
reduction of gang'activity. The influence of the community youth
worker also seemed to have been important, as waé.pressure from
police, more so than pressure from probation.

With few exceptions, the pattern of change for the whole
sample were reflected in each gang across time periods. Slightly
more Latin Kings mentioned school as a reasén for reduced activity
at Time I compared to Time II. Yet there was also an inbrease in

.the proportion of Two-Six mentioning this. More of the Two-Six
than Latin Kings reported that théy had retired or .grown out of.
gang activity at Time II, but the difference between gangs was not
" statistically significant. Significantly’more of the Two-Six than
Latin Kings acknbwledged the influence of the community worker in
their decreasea activity (x*=4.31, df=1, p <. 05). The Two-Six
were also slightly more likely to mention the influence of parents
and pressure from probation and police. As later analysis will
show, the Two-Six were more likely to be living with parents at
Time II.‘In addition, ‘police and probation officers reported more
contact with members of the Two-Six than with the Latin Kings.
Such differences may account for theAvariations reported here.

Finally, we note that individuals who réported- that they were
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former gang members or no longer active at the time of the second
interview were also asked about the reasons they left the gang.
Although the number of ihdividuals involved is Quiﬁe small (n=10),
the reasons cited most often were family respohsibilities (wife or
girlfriend 50%) followed by growing out of it (20%). Again, the
aging factor may have been particularly importaht: the Latin Kings
were older than the Two-Six by a little more than a.year. |

Changes in 8Status within the Gang - A second measure of
involvement in gang life was derived from responses to a question
about status or position in the gang at the time of each interview.
Respondents were given a choice of identifying themselves as
leader, core member (with the gang all the time), regular member
(not with the gang all the time), or peripheral member (don’t hang
out at all or minimally hang out).' In addition, a fifth category
was created in which individuals who said they were no longer
active or those who said they were former gang members in response
to the question about activity level discussed previously were
grouped terther for purposes of analysis, particularly for
examining movement or shifts from one status to another.

Table 20 compares sfatus or position at Time I and Time II and
includes some summary measures of position shifts. The data
indicate a smaller proportion of the sample were leaders and core

members at Time II than at Time I. Conversely, increases occurred

' At Time I, a fifth category of "associate" was included,
but this was felt to be similar to regular member and was dropped
at Time II. For purposes of comparison, the regular member
category at Time I included both those who said they were regular
members and associates. '

48



over tihe with respect to the proportions who said they were

. regular members. Slightly more than half (53%) of the sample were
less invol§ed or at a lower status at Time II compared to their
status at baseline, while iny 14.5%'reported greafer involvement.
In addition, almost 10% of the sample moved from positions of
leadership or core membersﬁip to peripheral positions or to non-
active status by Time II.

The Latin Kings experienced a small increase between the two
interviews in the proportion who were in leadership positions, but'
there was a very large drop in the proportion ~identiinng.
themselves as core members (from 60.0% at baseline to 31.4% at Time
II). The number of regular members also increased substantially.

In sum, a total of 58.1% of the Latin Kings indicated 1less

involvement in the gang compared to the ia;sizﬁhbjindicé%édigrégié}
involvement between baseline and Time II.  Sixteen percent
specifiéally moved from leadership or core posiéions to peripheral
or non-active ones.

The pattern of change was slightly différent for the Two—six.
In contrast to the Latin Kings, a substantial proportion decreased
in leadership positions at Time II compared to Time I, but there
was only a smallAdecrease for core members. As was true of the
Latin Kings, thefe was an increase in the proportion of régular
members at Time II among the Two-Six, but it was not as great as
for the Latin Kings. Nonetheless, almost half of the Two-Six
underwent a change in status to being less involved at Time II.

Further; only 10.0% were more involved than they had been at Time
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I. However, slightly more than 42% of the Two-Six experienced no
change in status between the time of the two interviews compared to
23.3% of the Latin Kings. This difference between the gangs falls
just short of statistical significance (p=.061).

Other differences between the gangs within time periods
indicate that among those interviewed twice a significantly smaller
proportion of the Latin Kings identified themselves as leaders at
Time I compared to the proportion of Two-Six in this category
(x2=9.36, df=1, p < .01). Some of this might have been due to a
prohibition, especially by the Latin Kings, against discussing such-
matters and differential adherence within the gangs to this
prohibition. The data indicate that members of both gangs were
less likely to identify themselves as leaders or core members at
Time II compared to Time I, but the Latin Kings were significantly .
less likely to do so at Time II than were the Two-Six (x*=3.87,
df=1, p < .05).

Plans to Leave the Gang - Respondents at both intefviews were
asked if they thought they would ever leave the gang, the reasons
they would do so and if they were currently thinking about
leaving.'® Data in Table 21 indicate a shift in the proportion of
individuals thinking they would ever leave. Among the sample as a

whole, this shift was slight, from 65.1% at baseline to 68.2% at

16 Note that at baseline, respondents who thought they would
leave the gang were asked to list the reasons. These reasons were
then categorized and formed the basis for the choices with which
respondents were presented at Time II. At baseline, respondents
could give more than one reason. At Time II, they had to choose the
main reason from the list provided.
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Time II. Also, only slightly more respondents in the total sample
were currently thinking of leaving at Time II than at baseline, but
there were some noticeable changes in.ﬁhe reasons for leaving.

Twice as many individuals mentioned family responsibilities as
a reason at Time II compared to Time I, while half as many
mentioned getting married as a reason. Few reépondents mentioned
job responsibilities although, as noted above, it was apparently an
important factor in reducing gang activity. Only a small increase
in the proportion of the total sample mentioned retirement or
growing out of it as reasons for leaving. Again, this was viewed as
an important factor in reduction of gang activity. Apparently,
gang memﬁers made a distinction between leaving the gang and
reducing gang activity. The proportion mentioning personal goals
at Time I and Time IXI did not change.

Theré were somewhat different patterns of change within each
gang across time with regard to thoughts about 1leaving. of
particular interest was a decrease in the number of Two-Six who
thought they would ever leave the gang, while the Latin Kings
increased. However, significant differences between the gangs at
baseline (x*=3.96, df=1, p < .05) no longer existed at Time II.
A similar converse pattern of change was evident in relation to the
proportion currently thinking about leaving at Time I and Time II:;
thus, at baéeline, 31.4% of the Latin Kings were thinking of
leaving compared to 57.1% at Time II, while among the Two-Six,
51.6% were considering -leaving at the time of the first interview

compared to 35.5% at Time II.
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Differences between the gangs were also evident in the feasons
for leaving. The number of Latin Kings mentioning family
respohsibilities more than doubled across the two time periods, but
there was only a small increase in this category aﬁong the Two-Six.
Thus, while the two gangs were similar in this category at
baseiine, significant differences were present at Time II (x’=4.28,
df=1, p < .05). Similarly, both gangs experienced increases across
time.periods for those who said that they would leave because they
had grown out of gang activity or retired. However, at both
baseline and Time II, the Two-Six werersignificantly more likely to
give this answer (for baseline,. x*=9.52, df=1, Fisher’s Exact, p <
.01; for Time II, x*=4.04, df=1, p < .05). Fewer Latin Kings
mentioned marriage as a reason at Time II compared to their
responses at baseline, but there was no change in this response
among the Two-Six.

summary: Differential Gang Association - The youth’s relation
to the gané was viewed as extremely important in determining to
what extent he would adhere to values and behavio:s of criminal
conduct. The data indicated that gang members tended to withdraw
their commitments to gang life over time.  More gang members
considered themselves less active or even former gang members at
Time II than at baseline. Family life, parental influence and
"retirement" or "growing out of it" seemed to be key factors in the
reduction of commitment to gang structure and process. Employment
and the influence of community youth workers were also important.

A reduced commitment to gang life also seemed to be related to
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-a.shift in status level or position in the gang. Substantial
proportions.‘pf youth went from leader or core to regular or
_peripheral positions or at least to stated less involvement in
gangs by Time II. The Latin Kings experienced a greater status
shift toward reduced gang involvement than did the Two-Six. The
. data suggest, however, that reduced commitment or position in'the
gang was not quite equivalent to leaving or planning to leave the
gang, at least not for highly committed gang members, as most of
the interviewed youth were.

There was no clear or consistent evidence that gang youth
considered leaving the gang--only reducing gang activity. Certain
factors considered important in reducing commitment .were not
critical in the decision to leave the gang. Job, "retirement,"
“growing out of it," and even "getting married" were not as
important in the decision to make the final break as where "family
responsibilities."

Each gang seemed to have a different pattern of reduced
contact or termination from the gang. The Latin Kings, a more
cohesive and structured gang, seemed to be 1less exposed or
responsive than the Two-Six to influences of job, parents, police,
probation, community youth worker and rationalization in leaving
the gang. On the other hand, the Latin Kings seemed to be more
responsive to status shifts within the gang, from leader and core
to regular or peripheral member. These shifts seemed to account
for more of the decreased involvement in the gang than was the case

for the Two-Six.
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Social Control: Patterns of Social Attachment. In this section we

examine the changing patterns of social attachment of gang youth to
normative adolescent and young adult socialization structures or
institutions, household, family, children, friends, youth agencies.
The nature and extent of such socialization imply variable social
control mechanisms which compel or encourage youth toward either
legitimate or criminal patterns of socializatioh. The youths in
this study have deeply ingrained gang attachménts, yet other
institutional pulls in their environment serve to mitigate their
ties to gangs. Over time, these other, often legitimate sources of
social attachment, facilitate the reduction of gang activity and
even cessation of gang contact by youth.

Certain conditions (i.e., age, length of time resident is in
the community, and existence and ties to established institutions;-
such as churches, youth agencies and other community organizationé)'
structure these evolving conventional socialization patterns. 1In
this section, we emphasize the structural aspect of these
. attachments, and the degree to which they exist. 1In the following
section, we look more closely at the quality or psychologicgl
dynamics of the relationships to theée institutions, e. g.,
parents, family, girlfriends, over time. |

Age Differences - Age affects socialization. As noted
earlier, significant age differences existed between the two gangs
at the time of the second interview. Among the Two-Six, the
average age of respondents as measured at fhe first interview was

18.0 years (n=41) compared to an average of 20.2 for the Latin
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Kings (n=46; t=4.39, df=84, p < .001). This two year difference
among those interviewed twice is greater than the difference
between gangs which existed at baseline among the 108 who were
interviewed. Among this group, the avefage age for the Two-Six was
18.7 compared to 20.2 years for 'thé Latin Kings. While the
difference between gangs on age was statistically significant for
the baseline sample (t=3.15, df=106, p < .0l1), the Qap was somewhat
smaller compared ﬁo the difference in the sample of those
interviewéd twice. This suggests that age may be an even stronger
factor in explaining differences between the gangs for this sample
of individuals linterviewed twice than it was at baseline.
Regression analysiSVWhich controls for age, will attempﬁ‘to.cla:ify
this issue. - -
Residence - Most respondents in both gangs lived in Little
.Village at the baséline (ag.si-of the sample,rn=85) and second
interview periods (75.3%).v However, perhaps because of their older
age, on average, the Latin Kings had spent slightly more years in
Little Village than had Two-Six at Time II. For the Latin Kings,
the average length.éf-stay was 16.3 years (n=43) compared to 13.5
(n=41) for the Two-éix. on the other hand, among the group
interviewed twice, a greater proportion of the Two-Six were born in
the United States (92.7%, n=41) compared to the Latin Kings (82.2%,
n=45). This suggests that the families of the Latin Kings were
slightly more likely to be recent immigrants who moved to and
remaihed in Little Village once they*érrived in the United States.

organigational Involvement - A variety of established
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organizations in Little Village function as institutions of
legitimate socialization. A close relationship or affiliation of
gangs with these organizations would suggest a source of positive
socialization for them. ~ The degree to which respondents were
members of one of these organizations indicétes a certain coﬁtrol
on delinquent or criminal tendencies. We were especially
interested in the degree of isolation of gang members from these
institutions and the possible changes between baseline and Time II
interviews. Respondents were asked about involvement in youth
agencies, church groups and other organizations at both interviews.»

Few respondents at either time were members of any organized
group. However, by Time II there was slightly increased
involvement, primarily by the Two-Six. Thus, while none of the
Two-Six were members of any of these three organizations at
béseline, 7.4% reported they were members at Time II. This
increase still indicates only minimal change. The Létin Kings seem
to have experienced no change or to have undergone a further
decrease. Thus, for all three types of organizations, the total
number of gang respondents who were members, whether Latin Kings or
Two-Six, remained very low. Members of both gangs were highly
isolated from ‘existing neighborhood organizations.

L:I;w»ringf Arraxiééments - 'Respondents were asked a series of‘
questions ab‘but their living arrangeinents and the t_characteristics
of those with whom they lived at both baseline and Time II. For
the entire sample, the average number of individuals with whom the

respondent lived had diminished slightly between the first and
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second interviews, from 3.98 to 3.42 people. However, the Latin
Kings’ households decreased significantly from an average of 4.09
people at baseline to 3.27 at Time II (t=2.51; df=43, p < .05). 1In
large part, the change was related to é decrease in the number of
individuals over 14 living in the household (among the Latin Kings,
a decrease from 3.47 to 2.37;and among the Two-Six from_2.92 to
2.69). For the Latin Kings, this difference between the average
. number over 14 at Time I and Time II was statiétically significant
(t=3.85, df=37 P < .061). Further, there were statistically
significant " differences between the gangs on the change score
(t=3.69, df=77, p < .001).

The household composition changed, both for the sample as a
whole and for each gang, particularly among the Latin Kings. As
the data in Tables 22A through 22D indicate, none of the changes
for the entire sample were very large, although the decrease in the
proportion living with mothers or siblings at Time II compared to
Time I was more substantial. In general, respondents underwent
downward.shifts,across time in the pfoportions living with. their
families of origin (mothers, fathers, siblings) and upward trends
in the proportions iiving with their families of procreation
(children, girlfriends, spouses). There was also a small decrease
in the proportions living with friends at Time II compared to Time
I and a very small increase in the proportion liVing alone.

This pattern of change is more pronounced among the Latin
Kinés.'-Thus, 45.5% lived with fathers at baseline compared to

31.1% at Time II; 77.3% lived with their mothers at Time I compared
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to 61.4% at Time II; and 77.3% lived with siblings versus 59.1% at
the time of the second interview. | Oon the other hand, the
proportion of Latin Kings living with their children at Time II was
more than double the proportioh. at baseline. Increases also
occurred related to those living with spouses and girlfriehds at
Time II. -Among the Latin Kings, one fifth were in this arrangement
by the second interview. |

Changes were more modest and in somewhat different di;ections
among the Two-Six. For the Two-Six, a slightly larger proportion
lived with fathers at Time II and there was only a small drop in
the number of those living with mothers and siblings compared to
baseline reports. 1In contrast to the Latin Kings, none of the Two-
Six lived with‘girlfriends at either time interval and only 2.4%
lived with spouses at Time II; none reported 1living in this
situation at baseline. Similarly, the increase in the proportion
living with children at Time Ii was minimal, which suggests that
the shift from families of origin to families of procreation was
more limited among the Two-Six. Indeed, there was a slight
increase among the Two-Six in the proportion living in two parent
families at Time II. There was also a slight rise in the
proportion who lived with no parents across the two time periods.

Again, the different patterns of change between the two gangs
was probably related to the fact that the Two-Six at Time II were
younger, on average, than the Latin Kings. Indeed, as noted, the
difference between gangs related to age is statistically

significant, suggesting that patterns might have been more similar
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among_the gangs if age were contfolled.

gocial Characteristics of Household Residents - At both
interviews, respondents were asked about the employment status of
each individual over 14 in the household over 14. These data, as
well as'data about the proportions on probation, iﬁ gangs and in
jail, are presented in Table 22E. There was little change within
the sample as a whole related to the proportions employed at each
time period. Almost 72% of the Latin Kings lived with someone who
was employed at the time of both interviews, compared to 90% of the
Two-Six at baseline and 92.5% at Time II. These differences
between the gangs were statistically significant at both time
periods (p < .05), but the differences are more marked if we look
at the actual number of perSons employed in each household. Thus,
at Time I, the average number of individuals in the household,
excluding the respondent, who were employed among the Latin Kings
was 3.10; at Time II, this figure had dropped to 1.28 (See Table
22F). This decrease was statistically significant (t=6.30, df=38,
p:5 .001). Among the Two-Six, there was also a decrease in the
avérage number of employed in&ividuals living in the household, and
although the change was smaller compared to the Latin Kings, it was
statistically significant as well. At baseline, an avgrage of 2.85
individuals in the household were employed,comparedvto 1.80 at Time
II (t=5.03, df=39, p < .001).

There was a reduction in thé proportion of household members
on probation (from 27.6% to 13.8% among the Latin Kings and 24.4%

to 17.2% among the Two-Six), but in absolute numbers (Table 22F),
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the changes were minimal. Also, there was a substantial reduction
in the proportion of respondents living in the same household with
other gang members. At Time I, 55.9% of the Latin Kings lived with
at least one other gang member compared to 23.5% at Time II. The
reduction, in average numbers of gang members;- living in the
household from baseline to Time II was statistically significant
among the Latin Kings (See Table 22F). At baseline, an averageféf
0.61 individuals in the household were in gangs (excluding the
respondent); at Time II the average was 0.21 (t=2.37,df=27, p <
.05). For the Two-Six, the reduction in the proportion of Qané
members living in the household from Time I to Time II was smaller
than for the Latin Kings, but still fairly large (from 31.7% to
19.5%). Nonetheless, in absolute numbers, the decrease was not
statistically significant, from an average of 0.39 individuals at
baseline to 0.27 at Time II.

Priends - Respondents were asked about close friends and the
proportion of these who were gang members at both baseline and Time
II. Both gangs experienced a decrease in the number of close
friends betwéen the two interviews. Thus, at baseline, the average
number of friends for the whole sample was 7.35 while it was 5.26
at Time II (n=78). There was also a decrease in the proportion of
all friends who were gang members. Thus, 46.6% of the-sample
(n=73) said that all their friends were gang members at baseline
comparéd to 37.0% at Time II. Similarly, 8.2% reported that they
had no friends in gangs at the first interview compared to 11.0% at

the time of the second interview.
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Among the Latin Kings (n=37) 40.5% said that all their friends
were gang members at baseline compared to 27.0% at Time II.  For
the Two Six, the change was smaller, from 52.8% at Time I (n=36) to
47.2% at Time II. Twice as many of the Latin Kings were also
likely to say that none of their close friends were gang members at
Time II compared to their response at baseline (16.2% versus 8.1%
at baseline). Among the Two Six, there wes a slight decrease in
_the percent who said that none of their friends wefe gang members
at the time of the second interview (8.3% at beseline versus 5.6%
‘at Time II, n=36).

summary: Social cControl - Socialization structures and
patterns were examlned for gang youths between Time I and Time II.F
'Age differences between Latin Kings and Two-six seemed particularly
important in possibly explalnlng ‘the transition of Latin Kings to
more conventional or legitimate adult behaviors. Members of both
gangs had been long term residents in Little Village. While the
Latin Kings had a longer residence in the area, more of the Two-Six
were born in the United States. The families of the Latin Kings
were more likely to have been more recent immigrants than the
parents of the Two-Six.

Members of both ganés were in varying stages of transition
from families of origin to families of procreation. At Time I,
household characteristics were different for Latin Kings and Tﬁo-'
Six, and even more markedly so at Time II. Family households were
smaller in size, at least in terms of household members over 14

years of age. More of the respondents, especially Latin Kings,
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lived with spouses, girlfriends, and children at Time II. More
Two-Six continued fo liVe in two parent households. In contrast to
the Latin Kings, none of the Two-Six lived with girl friends and
onlf 2.4§.with spouses at Time II. However, at Time II, 11.4% of
the Kings lived with spouses and 20.5% with girl friends.

The social characteristics of household members (over 14
years) were different but their change patterns did not vary by
gang. Most households had atbleast one person who was employed,
and for the Two-Six, more household members other than the gang
members themselves were employed at both time periods. Substantial
proportions of the households, other than the respondents, were
also gang members at baseline, particularly_for the Latin Kings
(55.9%), but there was a fairly large reduction for both gangs at
Time II.

At Time II, respondents from both gangs experienced a decline
in the proportion of close friends who were gang members. Twice»as
many Latin Kings said that none of their close friends were gang
members (16.2% at Time II compared to 8.1% at Time I). The pattern
was somewhat reduced for the Two-Six (5.6% ét Time II compared to
8.3% at Time I). While the data suggest that the Two-Six were
coming from more cohesive, stable, less gang-oriented families, the
fact fhat the Latin Kings were older than the Two-Six also
indicated a more substantial transition by theﬁ to conventional
adult adaptations, such as marriage, girl friends, and non-gang
associates.

Not only age and residential pattern, but the nature of gang
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youth exposure to legitimate community institutions, such as
churches, youthlagencies, ahd other community organizations, may
have affected patterns of socialization for gang youths. Few of
the gang respondents at either Time I or Time Ii were members of or
“had substantial contact with these local institutions. The pattern

of social isolation was especially marked for the Latin Kings.

sonal and Famij Disorganization. In the following section, we
focus on the quality of relationship as it may throw light on
issues of personal and family disorganization, rather than the
social aspect of relationship. It is not simply the youth’s status
in the gang or whether he or she is living with a parent, spouse or
friend, but the quality or péycholdgiCal aspects 6f relrtionships
that is important as a precursor to problematlc or dev1ant;
behavior. How the youth regards or esteems himself or herself, how
he or she.gets along with spouses or girlfriends, how the youth
gets along with family members, especially fathers or mothers, and
how family crises affect him or her are characteristics of the
youth’s self or psychological environment which may be associated
with or predicr problematié gang behavior.
gelf-Esteem - The Coopersmith Self-Esteem Scale was
administered at both baseline and at the time of the second
interview. Scores for each gang and the sample as whole in both
time periods are presented in Table 23. The mean for the combined
_samble of Latin Kings and Two-Six was 60.9 at Time I and 68.00 at

Time II, an average increase of 7.05 points; this change in scores
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was statistically significant (t=3.37, df=74, p < .01) Both gangs
experienced a similar pattern of change. Among the Two-Six there
was an increase of 7.1 points, from 64.5 on average at baseline td '
71.6 at the second interview; the difference between the two scores
was statistically significant (t=2.44, df=37, p < .05). The Latin
Kings mean score at the first interview was significantly lower
compared to the Two-Six, an average of 57.4 (t=2.03, df=74, p<.05).
However, the increase between Time I and Time II for the Latin
Kings was almost identical to the change among the Two-Six, an
increasé of 7.0 points (t=-2.30, df=37, P £ .05). Thus, ﬁheir mean
at the second interview rose to 64.4.

Despite these shifts, the self-esﬁeem score remained low for
the sample; The combined sample at baseline fell into the lower
range of standardized scores or classification of low-self esteen;
at Time II, the sample had risen only.into the upper range of the
low self-esteem category.

Relations with Spouses and Girlfriends - Table 24 presents
informatioh on the relationship of respondents to
spouses/girlfriends. At baseline, the question about quality of
relationship was open-ended (i.e., "Generally, how do you get along
with your wife (girlfriend)?"). The responses were classified into
three categories: get along well, some problems, don’t get along.
These closed categories were then used directly at Time II.

As the data in the table indicate, the quality of
relationships shifted at Time II. Relationships seemed to be

worsening. Thus, while 70.8% of the sample reported that they got
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alohg well with girlfriends or spouses at baseline, only 47.9% gave
this response at Time II. The decrease was particularly great
among the Two-Six, from 81.3% to 43.7%. On the other hand, almost
twice as many respondents said they were having some problems at
Time II compared to Time I. As we would expect, this increase was
greater among the Two-Six. In addition, when we converted
responses to categorical scores, there was a larger deérease in the
overall rating of the relationship among the Two-Six compared to
ﬁhe Latin Kings. The difference between ratings at Time I and Time
II within the Two-Six as a group was statistically significant (t=-
3.0, df=15, p < .01) while this was not the case for the Latin
Kings.' |

Familial Relationships - A series of questions at both
baseline and Time II were intended to assess problems within
families of origin. Questions about the nature of relationships
between thé respondént and his p#rents were asked at both
interviews, whether they always got along, got along most of the

time, sometimes got along, or never got along with their father (or

7 1t is important to note that in another portion of the
interview which asked about how happy respondents were in various
areas of their lives, the Two Six were more likely to indicate that
they were happy with girlfriends or spouses at Time II compared to
the Latin Kings. Twenty percent of the Two Six who answered this
question at Time I and Time II (n=15) reported that they were happy
in this area compared to 9.4% (n=32) of the Latin Kings. ~The
discrepancy between findings in Table 29 and the results of this’
question may be related to differences in the focus of the
questions. One asks about overall happiness with the relationship
while the other asks for an evaluation of the degree of problems.
It is the latter question which we believe to be a more reliable
indicator of the quality of relationships. '
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step-father) and mother (or step-mother).'® These responses were
then ranked from 1 (always got along) to 4 (never got along), and
a rough relationship scale was derived.

Most respondents at baseline and Time II reported that they
always got along with their fathers although slightly more said so
at Time II (from 40.6% at baseline to 46.8%.at Timg II, n=64).
Also, there was a small increase in the proportion of the sample
who said they got along most of the time (from 25.0% to 28.1%) and
a élight decrease in the proportion who said they sometimes (28.1%
to 21.9%) or never got along'(6.3% to 3.1%).

Among the Latin Kings, 44.4% reported at baseline that they
always got along compared to 55.6% at Time II (n=27). Roughly 38%
of the Two-Six (n=37) were in this category at baseline and 40.5%
at Time II. ﬁhile-s.l% of the Two-~Six said they never got along at
Time I, none of the Two-Six gave this response at Time II. Among
the Latin Kings, there was an increase in the proportion of
respondents who said they never got along with their fathers (from
3.7% to 7.4%), but the overall percent remained small. Thus, the
overall scale score for the sample as a whole between intefviews
changed only slightly, from 2.0 at baseline to 1.81 at Time II,
reflecting improvements in paternal relations. Thelaverage ranking
for the Latin Kings at baseline was 1.85, while it improved to 1.74
at Time II. Amopg the Two-Six, the change was from 2.11 to 1.86.

Relations with mothers had worsened at Time II. At Time II,

8 At Time I, this question was asked in terms of lifetime
relations while at Time II it was asked about the past year. -
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fewer respondents said that they always got along with their
mothers. The proportion of respondents in this category for the
sample as whole went from 69.2% at baseline to 66.7% at Time II
(n=78). The‘Two-six decreased from 71.8% to 66.7%, n=39. There
"was no change at all over time in this category for the Latin
Kings, however (66.7% were in this category for both interviews,
n=39). Almost four percent of the sample (3.9%) reported that they ’
‘never got along with mothers at Time I, but the proportion was
slightly higher (7.7%) at Time II. Among the Two-Six, there was
actually a decrease in this category (form 2;6% at baseline to 0%
- at Time II). However, the proportion of Latin Kings in this
category-increased by slightly over 10% from baseline to Time II
(from 5.1% to 15.4%). Thus, the gangs were significantly different
in this category at Time II (x*=6.50, df=1, Fisher’s Exact, p <
.05). Overall scale scores worsened, increasing for the sample as
a whole (from 1.45 to 1.61) and for both gangs (indicating more
problems), but the average scores were still quite good. Among the
Latih Kings, scores changed from an average of 1.51 at baseline to
1.72 at Time II. Among the Two-Six, scores went from 1.38 on
average at Time I to 1.51, at the second interview.
Family Crises - Respondents were asked about crises occurring
in their families at both interview times. The findings need to be
viewed with some caution, since the question was open-ended at Time

I but closed at Time II.'” Table 25 presents this information.

% At baseline, respondents were asked if there were any
serious illnesses, deaths, hospitalizations, divorces, or other
major crises in their families. If so, they were asked to describe
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Only a small proportion of the Two-Six answered this question at
Time I and Time II (n=10), so results must be viewed cautiously.

The data indicate, however, that a large portion of the sample
represented here experienced problems at baseline and especially
during the first year of the program; Almost 20% of the sample
experienced a death in their family at Time II compared to 11.3% at
Time I, i.e., over an interval of a year or yYear and a half.
Further, more than a third of both gangs reported family members
(including.themselves) who were victims of gang violence at Time
II. Drug abuse among family members also increased from roughly 2%
to 17%. The only area in which problems decreased for the whole
sample was with respect to physical abuse, and this was due to a
decrease among the Two-Six (again, the Two-Six sample was quite
Small). Among the Latin Kings, there was actually a small increase -
in the proportion of abuse incidents that occurred.

Table 25 also contains information about a few areas for which
there was no equivalent category at Time I. Of interest here is
that more‘of the Latin Kings interviewed at Time II reported family
crises related to job problems compared to the Two-Six. This
difference just misses being statistically significant (p=.053) and
is interesting given the fact that more of the Latin Kings were

employed compared to the Two-Six. Similarly, even though the Latin

these incidents. Incidents could have occurred in their childhood
or more recently. Answers were classified into a series of
response categories for purposés of analysis and reporting. These
same categories were used at Time II. At the second interview,
respondents were asked if any of the following major problems had
occurred in their household and were read a list of items derived
from the classification system used at baseline.
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Kings had higher individual income at Time II (discussed below),
they reported more income related family problems. Perhaps this is
related to the lower household income of the Latin Kings compared
to the Two-Six (to be discussed subsequently).

gsummary: Personal and Family Disorganization - The assessment
of the psychologiéal status of youth and changes over time of youth
in the project provided a mixed but generaily more bleak than
positive picture. The self-ésteem levels of these youth were quite
low at baseline and improved only slightly at Time II. There was
little difference between the two gangs, although the Two-Six
evidenced slightly higher scores. . The quality of
relationships generally deteriorated betweén program youth and
their spodseé or girlfriends. The quality of relationships, which
was higher of'more positive at Time I, deteriorated- more rapidly
for the Two-Six than for the Latin Kings. The " pattern of
relationships with fathers seemed better than with spouses or
girlfriends and indeed seemed to improve over time. Relationships
. with mothers seemed a little more problematic, especially at Time
II for the Latin Kings. The proportion of respondents from both
gangs indicating they "always got along" with their mothers
declined.

Possibly, the quality of interpersonal relationships was
‘affected by family crises. An attempt was made, therefore, to
assess the extent of .such family life crises ét baseline and at
Time II. The results for this analysis, especially bearing on the

Two-Six, have to be viewed cautiously since only ten Two-Six
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responded to these questions. However, clearly the combined gang
sample experienced a large number of family crises at Time I and
especially at Time II. Almost 20 percent of the sample experienced
a death in the family during the first year of their exposure to
the program, considerable family illness (37.7%), drug abuse
(17.0%), crime related problems (21.1%), extraordinarily high
levels of gang violence victimization (37.7%), and household arrest
(58.8%). Family income (29.4%) and job-related problems (21.2%)
‘were also present. In almost all cases, except in regard to family
job and income related problems, the Two-Six seemed to be doing
more poorly than the Latin Kings, especially at Time II.

L Overall, the level of personal self-esteem and quality of
relationships by gang youth with significant others was not high
and in a number of cases deteriorated during the first program
year. Generally, the level was higher for the Two-Six than for the

Latin Kings.

Socio-economic Status and Anomie. This section deals with social

and economic strain on individuals that can contribute to deviance
and criminal behavior. American society and culture demand that
each person achieve or seek high levels of education and income as
evidence of success. To the extent that the iﬁaividual‘aéhieves
less than some standard of success status, he or she may be subject
to ptessure and strain. Straih theofy‘suggeéts that if the gap
between aspirations for success and reality expectations in regard

to income or occupation is great, frustration may result. A
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relaﬁed set of theories takes into consideration the availability
of differential opportunities, especially illegitimate sourées of
income or criminal occupations, to mitigate such disjunction
between aspirations and expectations, with resultant commitment to
high levelé of ériminal,behavior. The fgllowing analysis examines
data on respondent écademic, income, and occupational level
- aspirations, expectations, and achievements.

Educational Achievement - There was evidence of improve.d
academic and employment achievement by respondents over the program
pefiod. The number of high school graduates increased by the time
of the second interview. Thus, while 16.7% of the sample had
graduated high school or earned their GED equivalents at baseline,
an additional 21.8% had done so by the time of the second
interview, more so for the Latin Kings, who had fewer high school
graduates than the Two-six at baseline (14.3% versus 19.4%). By
the time of the second interview, an additional 23.8% of the Latin
Kings (n=42) had graduated or earned a GED compared to an
additional 19.4% of the Two-Six (n=36). Priority Project efforts
were directed to getting youth back in school or special training
programs, as well as jobs.

While some of the academic improvement at Time II might be
ascribed to younger respondents’ remaining in and completing school
~in the year. between the two interviews, a certain percent is
probably attributable to those who had dropped out and subsequently
entered .and completed GED programs, perhaps as a .result of Prdject

workér‘effortSu Almost a third of the sample was enrolled in a GED
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or contihuing education program at the time of the second interview
(30.5%, n=65); and 11.3% (n=80) reported that they had received a
GED or more education after dropping out of high school. This was
true of slightly more of the Latin Kings compared to the Two-Six
(13.6%, n=44, versus 8.3%, n=36).

Results of the WRAT - Table 26 contains the standard and grade
level mean scores on the subscales of the Wide Range Achievement
Test (WRAT) for the total sample and each of the gangs. The test
was administered at Time II only, so there is no baseline
comparison data. However, the information enables us to place the
sample in the  context of a normative sample on academic
achievement. -

Standard scores, as noted, are bfoken down into age groups and
permit samples to be normed and rated according to the categories
of very superior, superior, high average, average, low average,
borderline and deficient (see Methodology section for cutoffs). The
low score for the total sample on Spelling was 48 while the highest
score was 113. The mean fof the total sample was 86.5. Both fhe
Latin Kings and Two-Six fell into the low-avérage classification
for spelling ability. The lowest standard score for Arithmetic
wés 47 and the highest was 115, while the mean fér the total sample
was 78.0. This puts both samples into the upper range of the
borderline classification for mathematical ability. As for
Reading, the lowest standard score was 55, the highest was_lis and
the mean for the combined sample was 93.4. Both the Latin Kings

and Two-Six fell into the lower range of the average rating for
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reading.

Grade scores indicate that the total samples scores on
Spelling fell into the mid 7th grade level (7.55) but the range of
scores was broad; from 1st grade to post high school. For
Arithmetic, there was a similar range (from 2nd grade to post high
school) with the average for the total sample falling in the upper
Sth grade (5.73). Reading scores were higher, for an average score
placing the total sample in the high 9th grade (9.79), but the
range of scores was similar to the range for math, from 2nd grade
to post high school. | |

Both standard and grade scores were not significantly
different between the gangs. Averages were quite similar for the
two groups in general, althohgh the Latin Kings’ average standard
scores on spelling and reading were slightly higher as were their
average grade level scores on all three subscales. The averages
indicated that both gangs fell generally in the low average oOr
borderline categories of academic achievement.

Employment - Roughly one third of those interviewed twice were
employed at baseline (30.6%, n=72); by the second interview, almost
half of the sample reported that they &ere currently employed
(47.2%, n=72). Increases occurred within both gahgs. Among the
Latin Kings (n=40), 35.0% were employed at baseline compared to
52.5% at Time II; for the Two-Six (n=32), 25.0% were employed at
Time I and 40.6% at Time II.

Income - Data on individual income also reflects increasing

employment. As the data in Table 27A indicate, a greater
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proportion of respondents in both gangs reported that they had
work-related income at Timé IT than at baseline. As employment
information would suggest, the Latin Kings wére somewhat more
likely to report income from work at Time' II and a greater
~proportion of their total income came from work related sources
than for the Two-Six, but the differences were not statistically
significant. '

Small percentages qf the sample at both interviews were
receiving income from public sources, such as public assistance or
unemployment compensation. More individuals reported-getting money
from friends at the second interview, but the number involved is
still quite‘ limitéd.

The majority of respondents at baseline reported getting
income from family and/or spouses and girlfriends. At the second
interview, however, while still feceiving a largé proportion of
income from family and/or spouses, fewer fespondents reported
income from this source, particularly among the Latin Kings.

Illegal Respondent Income - An important change between the
interviews is that greater proportions of respondents reported
receiving income from illegal sources at Time II compared to
baseline. The proportion of Latin Kings receiving such funds
across the time periods doubled; among the Two-Six the increase was
less dramatic. Further, illegal funds make up almost a third of
average monthly income among the Latin Kings and 15% of fhe income
received by the Two-Six. This difference between gangs at Time II

falls just short of statistical significance (p=.0695).
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While comparable data on the percentage of income accounted
for by illegal funds at baseline is not available, information
about the amount of illegal monthly income at Time I compared to
Timé II indicates that illegal income increased an average of
$684.00 per month among the Latin Kings and $17§ among the Two-Six
(see Table 27B). Because of the 1limited sample size, this
differencé between gangs in thé amount . of increase in illegal
income over time falls just short of statistical significance
(p=.077), but it suggests that thelLatin Kings are not only engaged
‘in more illegal money-making efforts but that they also make more
money at such activities compared to the Two-Six.

Respoﬁses from baseline interviews about illegal funds were
classified according to income from drug, sales and income from
other illegal activities. ‘At Time 1II, respondents were
specifically asked'ébppt money from drug selling and money from
"other" illegal funds. Analysis of these responses indicates that
all of the increase in illegal funds is the result of drug sales
among the Latin Kings; none of the Latin Kings interviewed at
baseline and Time II gave information about illegal income  from
sources other than drug sales. Among the Two-Six, almost all of
the increase is attributable to the drug sales, while an additional
3.7% of the Two-Six (n=27) report money from "other" illegal
activities at Time II.

Respondents from both gangs also reporﬁed comparabie increases
in legitimate money from work at the time of the second interview

compared to the first. For the Latin Kings, work income increased
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by $227 on average, from $323 at baseline to $551.22; for the Two-
Six, the increase was from $245 to $462, for an average increase of
$217.

Not surprisingly, total monthly income increased also for the
sample as whole by the second interview.?® 1Indeed, the change in
the average monthly income across time periods for the sample as a
whole was statistically significant (t=2.24, df=56, p < .05). As
the data in Table 27C indicate, however, the increase for the Latin
Kings was quite dramatic comparéd to the change for the Two-Six:;
average monthly income almost doubled between the two interviews?!
to a significant degree (t=2.60, df=32, p < .05). Median income
almost doubled among the Latin Kings, while it actually decreased

among the Two-Six.??

20 Because income questions were not strictly comparable,
comparisons need to be interpreted cautlously At baseline,
respondents were asked what their weekly income was from their job
and from other sources. If the respondent was not worklng, they
were asked what they did for money and what their weekly income
was. Responses to open ended items were coded into income source
categories. In many instances, individuals named a source but did
not indicate the amount of income involved or only reported income
from jobs and were not asked consistently about other sources.
This may have led to an underreporting of income at Time I. At the
time of the second interview, respondents were asked about their
monthly income from a list of specific sources, derived from the

categories used at Time I.

2! There was an outliér of $10,580 at Time II which was
recoded in the analysis to the closest value within range of $4000.
If this value was not recoded, the mean for the Latin Kings was
$200 more.

2 rThis decrease in median income across time perlods among
the Two Six, even though mean income increased slightly, was
probably due to the fact that the maximum value at Time II for the
Two Six was $5600 (n=1). While this amount is not an extreme
-outlier, the next closest value in range was $2000 which explains
why the median was so much less than the mean at Time II. If the
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Legal Household Income - Because reduced income may result in
family difficulties (and add to pressures for income), respondents
were also asked about family income, especially illegal income, at
baseline and Time II.® Income was grouped into intervals of
10,000 dollar increments with a lower range of 0 and an upper limit
of $60,000 or more.® In addition, a median income category was
identified for bbth time periods. At baseline, this category was
the one ranging from $20-30,000; at the time of the second
interview, the median category was between $10,001 and 20,000. In

"both cases, the sample was divided according to whether a

respondent’s category was at or above this median category versus
below. It is important to note in interpreting the results that,
as discussed ﬁreviously, most respondents, especially the Latin
Kings, were living with their families of origin at baseline while
more were living with families of procreation at Time II.

Data on household income analysis indicated similar

proportions of the sample falling into each group at both baseline

$5600 is recoded to the next within range value ($2000), there was
an actual decrease in the mean at Time II to $781.40. ‘

3 No distinction was made between legal and illegal income
at baseline, and it was assumed that reported household income
included legal sources only. At Time II, separate questions asked
about legal and illegal household income. Further, interviewers
tried to check to be sure individuals who reported illegal income
in the questions about individual respondent income were -also
reporting this in the household income section when asked about
illegal funds. In some cases, respondents reported that individual
illegal money was not going into the household, which accounts for
discrepancies.

% Tptervals were slightly different at baseline than Time II.
However, adjustments were made in the analysis to permit
comparisons of the percents above $10,000 and $20,000 respectively.
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and Time II. For the Latin Kings (n=40), 55.0% of the sample were
at or above the median category at Time I compared to 57.5% at Time
II. For the Two-Six (n=38), a greater proportion were at or above
the median income level at baseline (71.1%) compared to Time II
(63.2%). There was a downward drift of family income for the Two-
Six. However, in both time periods, the proportion of Two-Six at
or above the median income level was greater than that of Latin
Kings. As noted in the discussion of household composition, this
.difference may be related to the smaller number of employed
vindividuals in the households of the Latin Kings (see Table 22F).
The advantage of households among the Two-Six cdmpared to the
Latin Kings was also apparent when the sample was divided according
to the percent who had incomes greater than $10,000 and $20,000
respectively. Thus, at baseline, 80% of the Latin Kings (n=40) had
income greater than $10,000 compared to 97.1% of the Two-Six
(x*=5.01, df=1, Fisher’s Exact p < .05). However, at Time II, the
difference was no longer significant primarily due to a decrease
among the Two-Six, but the Latin Kings were still Aat‘ a
disadvantage; 77.5% of the Latin Kings had income greater than
$10,000 compared to 88.2% of the Two-Six.®
Illegal Household Income ~ Respondents were asked specifically

about illegal household income at Time II. Results indicated that

% If a cutoff of $20,000 or more is used instead, the Latin
Kings are still at a disadvantage, but there are no statistically
significant differences. Thus, at baseline, 57.5% of the Latin
Kings and 70.6% of the Two Six report household income of more than
$20,000. At Time II, 55.0% of the Latin Kings and 73.5% of the Two
Six are in this category.
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20.0% of all respondents (n=85) had some illegal income. However,
the Latin Kings were significantly more 1ikeiy to report such
income (31.1% of the Latin Kings (n=45) versus 7.5% of the Two-Six
(n=40); x*=7.38, df=1, p < .0l). Half of the Latin Kings
reportind illegal household income made less than $10,000 a year,
while half had illegal household income over $10,000. Given the
differences in the proportions and amount of illegal income
reported by the Latin Kings compared to the Two-Six at Time II (see
Tables 27A and 27B), these differences are not surprising and
suggest that respondents were fairly truthful in their reports

about the illegal income they were earning.?

Aspiration, Bxpectatioh, and Disjunctures - Respondents were
asked a series of questions about their occupational and income
aspirations at both interviews. They were also asked about the
likelihood of achieving their goals. In addition, individuals
interviewed at Time II were asked specifically about their actual
expectations with respect to occupation and income in the future.
By comparing responses to these questions to those reléting to

aspirations, a rudimentary measure of the gap between aspiration

% Interviewers specifically checked to be sure that
respondents who reported that they had monthly illegal income also
reported this income in questions about illegal household funds.
In some cases, respondents said that illegal money did not go into
the household. This may be why the proportion who reported illegal
household income is lower than the proportion who reported that
they had illegal income individually, particularly among the Two
- Six. Given that the households of the Two Six generally had
greater amounts of legal funds, it is possible that respondents
were indeed able to keep illegal income to themselves.
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and expectation or anomie was derived for individuals interviewed
at Time II.?

Occupational Aspirations - Responsés to questions about
occupational aspirétions at baseline and Time II were not totally
equivalent so a complete comparison of responses at both interviews
is not possible. Some common categories do exist and suggest a
shift over time (see Table 28A). As the data indicate, 20.2% of
the total sample at baseline hoped to be in some type of
professional or executive position in the hext ten years compared
to 26.2% at Time II. Slightly more of the Two-Six had this goal at
both interviews than the Latin Kings, although increases in'this
category across time periods were similar for the two gangs. At
Time II, many more individuals in both gangs (40.5%) wanted their
own business, compared to 10.7% at Time I. More individuals in
both gangs also aspired to managerial positions at the time of the
second interview. About 15% of all respondents aspired to a trade
labor/mechanical position at both"baseline and Time II. Finally,
at baseline, 8.3% of the sample felt that they would be unemployed
10 years from now, while no one at Time II gave this response.

Table 28B includes data on the degree to which individuals

believed they would meet their career aspirations at baseline and

.2 Attempts were made to derive a "gap" or disjunction measure
at basellne as well, but because aspirations and expectations were
asked about in the same question, it was not possible to determine
what the respondent hoped for and what he or she expected.
Responses were generally treated as "hopes" at baseline and not as
expectations. Therefore, comparable data on the difference between
the aspirations and expectations is not available from the baseline
interview.
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at the secbnd interview. The data indicéte that while slightly
more of the sample were very optimistic at Time II than at
basgline, more individuals in both gangs felt that they actually
had little chance to achieve their professional goals. For the
Latin Kings, the shift was slightly greater, from 4.8% at baseline
to 21.4% at Time II. The Two-Six changed from 0% at baseline to
12.5% at the time of the second interview. These differences
across time were statistically significant at the .05 level for
both gangs.

Occupational Aspiration-Expectation Disjuncture at Time II -
Tables 28C and 28D contain further iﬁfbrmation on the difference
' between aspiration and expectation based on Time II data only. As
noted, comparable information for baseline waé not available.
While 26.7% of those interviewed at Time II hoped to be in
4proféssional or exécutive positions ten years from now, only 11.2%
expected to actually be. Similarly, a smaller proportion of those
hoping to havé their own business at Time II thought they would
really have one (40.7% compared to 31.3%). ‘This difference was
largely due to responses among members -of the Two-Six: 36.6%
hoped to have their own business but only 18.4% thought they
actually would. Little difference between aspirations and
expectations existed for Latin Kings on this variable--44.4% hoped
to have their own business and 42.9% expected to dd so. In fact,
the differénce between the Latin Kings and Two-Six with respect to
expectations about business ownership was statistically significant

(.xz =5'.55, df=1' p _<_ ‘.05).
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While only 11.6% of the sample hoped to be in managerial
positions, 22.5% expected to be. As the data in Tables 28C and 28D
indicate, this pattern was almost identical for members of both
gangs. Approximately 17% of the members of both gangs aspired to
trade 1labor or mechanical jobs. For the Latin Kings, the
proportion who expected to be in such positions was similar at
16.7%. Among the Two-Six, the proportion who thought they actﬁally
would be in these types of jobs in the next ten years was almost
50% greater than those who hoped for such positions (28.9% versus
17.1%). Further, none of the Latin Kings expected to be working in
semi-skilled or unskilled positions in the future, while a small
proportion of the Two-Six had such expectations.

In order to further understand the‘ occupational
aspirations/expectations gap, occupational categories were ranked
from 1=professional to 8=unemployed or not working and individuals
were given two "scores" depending on their career aspiration and
expectation. The difference between these scores was used as a
rudimentary measure of disjuncture.?® Scores for the sample and
each gang are presented with the data in Tables 28C and 28D. Among
the Latin Kings, the average ranking for career aspirations at Time
II was 2.55 or somewhere between owning a business and being in a

management position. For the Two-Six, the rank was similar at

28 pgain, cautlon should be used in interpreting the findings
51nce ‘the categories may not necessarily be equivalent in their
distinctions. For example, while there may be little difference
between trade labor/mechanical p051t10ns and factory/semi-skilled
positions, more differences probably exist between managerial and
"clerical jobs. Nonetheless, the scale allows for some rough sense

of differences between types of aspirations and expectations. '
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2.36.

However, the two gangs differed in their ranking of
expectations. Thus, the'averaée rank for the Latin Kings was 2.90
‘and the average disjuncture score was 0.36. For the Two-Six, the
average rank for expectations. of 3.62 was lower, and the
disjuncture score between aspirations and expectations was 1.27, a
statistically significant difference (£=-4.35, df=36, p < .001).
Further, the difference in the expectation levels of the two gangs
was just short of statistical significance (p=.060), but the
difference in the disjuncture scores was statiétically significant
(t=-2.35 df=77,p < .05).

ome Aspi atioﬁs.- Questions about financial goals were
asked slightly differently®” at baseline than at Time II.
Therefore, not all responses were comparable.  However, some
comparisons are possible and these are presented in Table 28E.
Generally, income aspifations shifted upward for the sample as a
whole as well as for each gang. At baseline, 53.9% of the sample
hoped to make between $29,000 and 50,000 a year. This proportion
was slightly less at Time II (42.3%). The change was largely
attributable to a drop from 50% at baseline to 34.2% at Time II

" among the Two-Six. There was a smaller decrease among the Latin

2% At baseline, individuals were asked about the amount of
money they would like to make a year in an open-ended question.
Some individuals did not give an actual dollar figure. Responses
were assigned to income categories. At Time II, respondents were
specifically asked about the income they hoped (and then expected)
to make ten years from now in $10,000 intervals. For purposes of
comparison, these intervals were collapsed so that they were
equivalent to those used to code baseline responses.
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Kings (57.5% to 50.0%). At the same time, a much greater proportion
of those interviewed twice hoped to make more than $50,000 in ten
years at Time II bcompared to baseline. Both gangs increased
greatly in this category, for the Two-Six, an increase from 26.3%
to 65.8% and for the Latin Kings, from 10.0% to 42.5%. There were
significant differences, however, between the gangs at Time II
(x*=4.25, df=1, p<.05), further reflecting the greater aspirational
level of the Two-six;_

Income Disjuncture at Time II - As was done for occupational
aspirations and expectations, a comparison of income aspirations
and expectations was conducted for those interviewed at Time II
(presented in Tables 28F and 28G). The majority of respondents in
both gangs hoped to make more than $60,000 (40.0%); however, about
25% of the Latin Kings and 15% of the Two-Six mentioned levels less
than $40,000. As noted, the Two-Six generally had higher
aspirations related to income. A significantly greater proportion
of“TVoQSix aspired to more than'$60,0005 (51.2% versus 29.5%;
x*=4.15, df=1, p < .05), and their mean aspiration level for income
was significantly higher on average (5.97 versus 5.25 on a seven
point scale, with 0O=no income to 7=more than $60,000 a year;
t=-2.70, d£=83, p < .05).

On the other hand, the Latin Kings generally had higher income
expectations than the Two-Six. Roughly 42.8% of the Latin Kings as
opposed to 27.5% of the Two-Six fell into categories of $40,000 a
year or higher. The majority of all respondents as a group and in

both gangs_expected to make between $30 and $40,000, but more Two-
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Six expected to make lower sums of money. For example, 12.5% of
the Two-Six expected to make between $10,001 and $20,000 compared
to 4.8% of the Latin Kings.

As expected from these data, the Latin Kings had a higher
ranking an average for the salary they expected to make compared to
the Two-Six (4.31 versus 3.97; see Table 28G), but not to a
statistically significant degree. There was a statistically
significant difference between the two gangs with respect to the
gap between aspirational and expectational rank for income (See
Table 28F);. the average difference for the Latin Kings was 0.88,
while it was 2.03 for the Two-Six (t=-3.06, df=79, p < .01). 1In
addition, the difference between aspirafion and expectation level
for both gangs and the sample as a whole was significant at the
.001 level.

gummary: B8ociceconomic Status and Anomie - A variety of
analyses were conducted to establish the socio-economic status of
respondents at baseline and Time II. In addition efforts were made
to determine whether differences existed in certain dimenéibns of
income and occupational aspirations and'expectagions across and’
within time periods. Certain disjunctures between aspirations and
expectations could be intefpreted as indicators of anomie or
alienation that could provide pressure for deviance, includihg gang
crime. |

It was clear that between Time I and Time II members of both
gangs had, with some exceptipns; more or less,improved,their socio-

economic standing, using education, employment and income as
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indicators. There was an increase in high school graduates and
attainment of GED certificates at Time II. An additional 23.8% of
Latin Kings, for a total of 38.1%, had graduated or earned their
high school or equivalent certificates. An additional 19.4% of
Two-six, for a total of 38.8%, had earned their certificates. The
Wide Range Achievement ‘Test )(WRAT), administered at Time II
suggested some improvement, but scores indicated rather low
académic performance for both groups, with only slight differénce
between them.

The respondents made employment progress in the course of ﬁhe
program. Roughly one third of the respondents were employed at Time
I but almost half were employed at Time II. More than'half of the
Latin Kings, the older group, were employed at Time II. Data also
indicated that youth were receiving more work-related income at
Time II, but that Substantial numbers (Latin Kings, 32.0% and Two-
six, 53.6%) were still receiving financial support from spouses Or
families. An important change also was that a greater proportion.
of respondents were receiving income from illegal sources at Time
II, almost double that at Time I. Illegal income made up almost a
thitd of average monthly income for the Latin Kings and slightiy
more than 15%’of monthly funds for the Two-Six; almost all of such
income was from drﬁg sales.

Respondents were asked a series of éuestions about
occupational and income aspirations and realistic expectation in 10
years. While most gang members had relatively high aspirations for

occupational and income success, few pelieved they would achieve
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them. The gap or disjuncture was Significantly greater for the
Two-Six than the Latin Kings. still, most of the youth, especially
the Latin Kings, expected to have either their own business or head
management positions. The decline was mainly.in.the category of
professional and executive job positions.
Income aspirations were quite high in the $50 to 60,000 range.
‘The level of income aspiration was higher for the Two-Six than the
Latin Kings. The most common income expectation, however, was only
in the $30 to 40,000 range. Ihcome'eXpectations were also higher
for the Latin Kings. The disjunction between‘income aepirations and
expectatlons was 51gn1f1cantly greater Eorwthe Two-$1x than _the
Latin Kings, suggestlng,raccordlng to.anomle theory, that the Two-
Six ° were under considerably more social, cultural, and
psychological strain pPredisposing to deviancy.
. On the other hand, responses from program youth indicated that
considerably more of the Latin Kings had developed. access to

illegitimate opportunltles and lncome through drug deallng than _the_

Two-Six. There was a larger growth 1n 1llegal 1ncome ror the Latln

Kings than.for the Two~-Six, and thls, at least in part could have
contributed to a higher level of expectation and less pessxmlsm

about future socio-economic achievement among the Latin Kings.

Project Intervention
Introduction. The Gang Violence Reduction Project was establlshed
pPrimarily to reduce the level of hard-core gang violence in Little

Village through a series of interventions guided by certain
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strategies, including social intervention, opportunities provision,
suppressioh, and community mobilization. Interagency coordination
i.e., close collaboration of police, probation, community youth
workers, and community agencies were also critical components of
the progran.

Of special inﬁerest, for purpose of the evaluation, was the
analysis of the effects of intervention during the first year of
the program. A variety of research means were used to determine
the nature and scope of such services and their impact. 1In the
following discussion we focus only on the re#ponses directly
obtained from the gang youth interviewed at Time II and mainly
program reports about these youth, especially those of community
youth workers and police, who had the most extensive and intensive
contacts with youth, and to a lesser extent, those of probation
officers and the local community organization, Neighbors Against
Gang Violence (NAGV) targeting these same interviewed youth.
Project'impact or actions related to Project services or contacts
are discussed in terms of bivariate relationships, but are included
in correlation analyses and regression models later in the

report.>°

32 more extensive discussion of the process and roles of
Project staff, especially coordination of project staff and
community efforts, is found in a companion report, The Gang
Violence Reduction Project. Case Study of an Interagency a
Community Approach. April 15, 1995. The present report does not
describe changes in patterns of delinquent or criminal behavior of
the youth interviewed between baseline and Time II, based on
criminal justice individual level records. The report also does
not describe changes in gang crime at the aggregate level for the
Little Village police beats where the Project was active. Further,
not included are the results of two community surveys, at baseline
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Respondents were asked a series of questions related to worker
intervention in the year prior to the Time II interview. In
addition, gang workers, police, probation and staff of Neighbors
Against Gang Violence provided information about their work with
gang youth. Respondent information is reviewed first, followed by

information from project workers.

Besgondent Evaluations of Worker Interventions. This first part of
the analysis focuses on contacts and servicés provided. by the
community youth workers. Later and more briefly in this.séction we
address the nature and affects of joint or coordinated contacts
across community youth workers, police, probation, and NAGV. Of
the 86 gang members interviewed_at Time II, roughly 59 individuals
or two thirds (68.6%) reported that they had contact with a
community youth worker from the Project in the past year. The two
gangs were very similar in response to this question, with only
slightly more Two-Six reporting contact comparedito'the Latin Kings
(70.7% versus 66.7%) .

Data on the duration and ‘nature of the ‘interaction with
workers is presented in Table 29. Réspondents report an average of

11.8 months of service with an average frequency of 5.85 contacts

and at Time II, to measure community experiences relevant to
changes in gang crime and program impact. These analyses will be
integrated into a comprehensive report to be developed at the end
of 1995, :

3" of note is that 21 individuals who reported that they had
no contact were served by community youth workers according to data
collected from project staff. This service discrepancy will be
examined shortly.
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per month, lasting 2.25 hours each. Little difference existed
between the two gangs on these measures. The Latin Kings reported
6.1 contacts per month for an average of 2.0 hours each, while the
Two-Six averaged 5.5 contacts for an average of 2.5 hours each.
The workers were similar with respect to the duration of their
intervention efforts, based on gang member reports.

Table 29 also has information about where interactions
occurred and whether -the community youth worker was involved, to
some extent, with other individuals important to the respondent,
such as parents, spouses and employers. Again, there were few
differences between the gangs. The majority of community youth
worker interactions occurred on the street, possibly as group
contacts, although workers alsoc went to resﬁondents' homes fairly
regularly; two thirds of the sample reported that they met with
workers at their homes. About oné fifth of the sample met the
worker "somewhere else" as well (i.e., restaurants, gyms, parks,
court, jail).

According to the data in Table 29, almost half of all
respondents reporting worker contact reported that workers met with
their parents at 1least once. Similarly, among those with
girlfriends, slightly less than 43% said that workers met with them
as well. Among the small number of individuals with spouses,
almost half(&f the Latin Kings report that the worker met with
their husbands or wives. For the Two-Six, there was no cdntact
with spouses, but the number of respondents involved is quite

- small. Even though more of the Latin Kings were employed at Time
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II, the Two-Six were more likely to report that workers had contact
with employers. However, for both gangs, the proportions involved
were small.

.Almgst 58% of those reporting worker contact said that the
worker got them involved in some type of activity (seé Table 30),
with more of the Two-Six endorsing this item (67.9% of the Two-Six
versus 48.3% of the Latin Kings). Activities that were mentioned
included sports (75.8%), Jjob-related or job-training activities
(15.2%), youth programs such as Latino Youthv (6.1%) and
recreational/social events (6.1%). Of interest is that slightly
more of the Latin Kings were involved in job-related activities
compared to the Two-Six (21.4% versus 10.5%). The Two-Six were
more involved in sports (84.2% versus 64.3%) and youth programs
(15.3% versus 7.1%).

According to the data in Table 31, almost 61% of those with
worker contact said that they received some type of help with a
problem. The proportion was slightly higher amohg the Latin Kings,
but the difference was minimal (63.0% versus 58.6%). Among the 16
Latin Kings who received help, the majqrity_said that they received
some type of counseling (50%) or help with an employment problem
(43.7%). A smaller proportion received help rélated to a justice
system issue (12.5%). Sixteen individuals in the TWO-Six also
obtained help. The majority (25.0%) received assistance related to
a gang issue, specifically,their desire to leave the gang.
Smaller proportions received help with employment (18.7%)[

counseling (18.7%), school problems (18.7%), and justice system
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assistance (12.5%). In addition, a small proportion of the Two-Six
(6.2%) but none of the Latin Kings received help related to a
substance abuse problem.

Evaluation of Worker Efforts - Respondents were asked to rate
the worker in terms of the quality of his efforts, availability,
honesty, ability in providing things to do, his effectiveness with
‘others in the group and his relationships with other workers.%
Scales ranged from l=very good to 4=very poor. The average ratings
are presented in Table 32. There are no significant differences
between the gangs on the variables assessing effort, availability,
honesty and ability in providing things to do. Significant
differences exist, however, on the general effectiveness rating,
with the Two-Six ranking the worker less satisfactorily compared.to
the Latin Kings (t=-3.06, df=50, p < .01).3¥ Two-Six respondents
‘also rated their workers less well, on average, with respect, to
availability and honesty, but these differences ﬁere not

statistically significant, and the average for both gangs still

32 pata on the variable assessing the worker‘’s relationship
with other workers is not reported here because so few respondents
answered this question (n=28). The data indicate significant
differences between gangs on this variable. The average score for
the Latin Kings on this measure is 1.36 (n=14) or a rating between
very good and good versus 1.90 (n=10) or a rating closer to good
for the Two Six (t=-2.49, df=22, p < .05).

3 Individuals were specifically asked how effective they
thought the worker was with the rest of the fellows (girls) in tpe
group. It is unclear exactly how respondents interpreted this
term.
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fell between very good and good.* The Two-Six did rate their
workers more favorably in "ability at providing things to do."
Both gangs were similar with respect to their views about worker
efforts; the average rating was highly favorable.

Ageney Contacts - All members of the sample were asked about.
contact with eight daifferent agencies in the program year between
" baseline and Time II interviews. For those respondents reporting
'Project worker contact, an additional question about whether a
Project worker referred them to an agency was asked (see Table 33).
Table 34 has this information for those respondents who reportedly
nad no involvement with Projectfﬁorkersf

Among those claiming to have received project services, there
were no significant differences between gangs. The Two-Six had an
-average of slightly more overall contacts with agencies. The Latin
Kings reported slightly more contact with five agencies
(employment, substance abuse treatment, family planning, youth and

"other" agencies), and the Two-Six reported more contact with three

agencies (counseling, job training, and GED programs) Employment‘
and training organizations, including GED programs, were clearly
the most frequently contacted agencies or programs. Few
respondents in either gang became involved with substance abuse or
family planning agenc1es, whether contact with those agencies was
initiated by Project workers or otherwise. Slightly larger

proportions of the Latin Kings were involved with youth agencies

¥%The honesty'variable may'have specxal importance as evidenced
in further analysis in the section on correlation and regression
analysis.
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and, as noted, a fair number of the Two-Six were in contaét with
counseling agencies. Nonetheless, the average number of social
agencies with which respondents had contact in the program year was
quite small, only slightly more than one.

Note that the number of individuals referred to thevdifferent
agencies is quite small, with no significant difference between the

gangs. In regard to employment agencies, 62.5% (n=8) of the Latin

Kings compared to 37.5% (n=8) of the Two-Six were referred by

Project workers. Similarly, 50% of the Latin Kings (n=4) were
referred to a job training program cohpared to 20.0% (h=5) of the
Two-Six. Eighty percent (n=5) of the Latin Kings involved with GED
programs were referred by workers as were 66.7% (n=12) of the Two-
Six.

Table 34 presents information on agency involvement by
respondents who said they had no project worker contact. These
data, suggest that Project workers may have facilitated agency

interactions.?

Although the number of respondents involved was
small, the data indicate that fewer respondents not served by
project workers had contacts with agencies compared to those who
said they had project workers. The average number of agencies with
which these so-called non-project served respondents were in

contact was smaller by almost half, and the average number of

agencies was particularly reduced among the Two-Six (from 1.24 in

3% It is also possible, of course, that those who became
involved with project workers were more likely to use programs and
services in the first place so that the difference may be due to a
selection bias and not worker efforts.
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Table 33 to 0.22 in Table 34). Indeed, among those reporting no
worker involvement, there is a significant difference between gangs
in the average number of agencies with which respondents had
contact in the past year; the Latin Kings had a significantly
greater average compared to the Two-Six (t=2.33, df=17, p < .05).
However, the numbers were very small for both géngs. The situation
of so-called no worker contacts reported by certain respondents is

discussed below.

Worker Reports of Activities. Table 35 presents‘information on
wofker efforts as reported by Project workers rather than by gang
member respondents. The data indicate that interviewed gang
members had contact with at least one and probably two workers,
since the intervention began in August of 1992.3% Based on worker
_ reports, almost all gang members received services from at least
one of the community youth workers. In addition, almost half
(45.7%) of the gang member sample had some involvement with the
police. Based on worker reports, 40% of the targéted“gang youth
received services from both police and gang workers. Smaller
percentages had involvement with Probation and Neighbors Against
cang Violence (NAGV), which may be related to the fact that these

agencies became involved in service provision at a later date in

36 aAs noted, gang member respondents were also asked whether
they had contact with workers in the past year. Of the 70
individuals reported on here, only 70% (n=49) indicated that they
had worker contact. Thus, 30% of those who workers reported
serving did not themselves report any worker involvement. It is
possible that contacts did occur, but might have been more
peripheral.
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the Project.

The average number of contacts per month reported by'Project
workers was slightly more than 12 which is more than gang member
respondents sta‘ted. The discrepancy may be due to several factors.
First, the number reported here takes into account all four types
of Project workers contactiné in}liv’ia\ials whilé the number reported
by gang member respondents includes contacts with community youth
workers only. As a rulé, the gang member was not as likely to
report contacts, often arrests, by the police members of the Gang
Violence Reduction Project. Second, youth may not perceive contact
as occurring when workers may in fact be doing their job. The
youth may perceive the gang worker as "hanging out" with him and
his friends or addressing his attention primarily to others in the
group in the street setting rather than him.

A total of 78.6% of the sample received a referral -or
assistance related to a school or work problem from one of the four
Project service providers based on worker reports. Table 35
indicates that these referrals were provided primarily by the
community youth workers (22.6%) or by police (18.8%). More than
90% received some type of "counseling" or advice with a somewhat
larger proportion of .the Two-Six falling ’into this category
compared to the Latin Kings. On average.,.. workers did not ascribe
a great deal of success to their counseling effofts. However, they
were somewhat more positive about their success with family
interventions particularly for the Latin Kings. Workers for both

gangs reported family involvement in almost two thirds of all
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cases; this is in keeping with reports of respondents.

Efforts Reported by Community Youth Workers - Table 36
presents community youth worker perceptions of their efforts.
Almost all of the 70 individuals identified were contacted by
community youth workers, with soxﬁewhat more of the Latin Kings
contacted. On the other hand, there were more frequent contacts
with Two-Six. This latter difference was just short of statistical
significance (p=.06)% Workers serving the Two-Six reported a.
~ slightly lower proportion of referrals for jobs than did workers
with the Latin Kings. Workers a].so reported somewhat' similar
percentages of youthAreferrals for s_cr{oel prel':'lreil;_', wifﬁ-%;lo-six
workers slightly more active. The Lathlngs’workersrated f:heir
school and job related activities as more successful than did the
Two~-Six workers. = In agreement with gang member respondents,
workers stated they served all of the Two-Six with some type of
"counseling" while workers serving the Latin Kings provided
“counseling” to a only a slightly smaller proportion of
individuals.. The’rwo-sik workers hag”een:teet with families in
fewer cases than was true for ’wo-rkerr's‘ serv1ng the LatJ.n 'Kiﬂqs.
Again, es indicated above in Table 35, community youth workers were
slightly more positive about their family interventions than they

were about counseling activities with gang youth.

37 The figures reported in the Tables are based on the total
for all workers. If contacts with more than one worker are
averaged instead, there is'a statistically significant difference
between the gangs. The average number of contacts for the Latin
Kings drops to 7.3 compared to 12.6 for the Two-Six (t=-3.46,
df=64, p < .001). ‘ .
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Combined 8ervices - Table 37 compares the 40% of the sample
who received a combination of police and commﬁnity youth worker
services with those gang youth who did not receive services from
these providers. This part Sf the anélysis was an attempt to test
the value of cross-agency type services. Not surprisingly, those
who received services from béth»police and gang youth workers had
more than twice the number of project contacts than did youth not
receiving coordinated service; this difference was statistically
significant (t=-5.81, df=68, p < .00l1). Also, significantly more

workers were involved per contact (t=-8.32, df=38, p <

.001). -
Those youth provided with coordinated services from police
and community youth workers were likely to receive more assistance
related to school or job problems compared to those not provided
combined worker services. Also, family members were more likely to
have been contacted and this difference was statistically
significant (x*=5.59, df=1, p<.05). Further, more YOuth receiving
a coordinated service pattern obtained crisis counseling services
than did individuals who were not getting such coordinated
services. This difference fell just short of statistical
significance (Fisher’s Exact, p = .073). On the other hand, for
both those receiving combined (usually coprdinated) services and
those not, ratings by workers ofﬂthe_success of advice/crisis
counseling activity and family invoivement were in the "somewhat"

cétegory on average.

Summary: E;oject Intervention. Evaluation of Project

3
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effectiveness involved the use of both-gang respondent and Project
worker estimates. Of the 86 gang members interviewed, only 59 (or
about two thirds) indicated they had been contacted or had received
services by Project workers. On the other hand, Project workers
said they had contacted 70 of the youth interviewed. There was
some apparent contradiction in these reports.

However, in the first program .year, gang member respondents

reported an average of 11.8 months of se:viqg' contact and
approximately 5.8 contacts per month. Project workers, however,
reported slightly more than 12 contacts'per month with‘the total
sample.v To a large extent,bthé'discrepandy can,be exﬁlained by
the fact that certain youth were not always aware they were
receiving services, which were often provided in a street group
context. Also gang youth did not ordinarily report services or
contacts provided by police, but'mainly those provided . by the
community youth workers.
Again, the discrepancf can also be accduhted for by the'fact that
worker reports were obtaihea froﬁ policé; probépidh, community
~youth workers, and NAGV staff, whereas gang7member respondents only
reported community youth'workér contacts.

A great variety of services were provided by workers and
received by gang youth, including contacts with parents, spouses,
- girlfriends, employers, an& others. ‘However,'most contacts were
with youth on the street (96.5%) or with parents in their homes
(44.6%). Most youths were provided and received employment and

educational referrals, crisis and family counseling. on the
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average, youth respondents rated the quality of service as good or
very good. However, the Latin Kings rated their workers’
effectiveness significantly higher compared to the average rating
of the Two-Six. |

By and large, most of the Project contacts and services
provided to youth were by community youth workers (94.3%) and
police (45.7%) compared to probation (11.4%) and NAGV (10%). These
differences may be dué‘ﬁo theiféct thaﬁ Probation and NAGV joined
the Project efforts at a later stage. Also, only a relatively
small number of youth were on probation. In general Project
workers rated the success of their efforts less optimistically than
did thelgang youth -who received these services. Project staff
rated contacts with parents or other family members as more
effective than céntacts with the gang youth themselves.

An effort was also made to compare the exteht, type, and
success of services provided by multiple or coordinated worker
efforts compared to contacts and services by individual workers.
Operationally, coordination meant mainly services provided by a
combination of police and community youth workers. It was likely
that the youth receiving such combined services were core gang
members and those most tafqeted by the Project. 1In all cases, such
combined efforts resulted in significahtlyghore workers getﬁing
involved with the youfh who were 'conﬁaéted and more frequent
‘interactions. More of these youth received coun;eling, family-
related services and referrals pertaining to school programs or

jobs. However, workers did -not generally view the results of
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coordinated services as more successful than non-coordinated or

combined services.

Quasi~-Control Groups: Yéuth Claiming Services Not Received; and
Youths Whose Workers Claimed Services Not Provided

In this sectioh, we repdrt briefly on youth who were
interviewed at baseline and Time II (n=86) who are in one of two
groups: (a) those whom workers‘rgport serving but who say they
received no service (n=21); and (b) thoée whom workers say they did
not serve (n=16). In 6hr'view the critical respondent group for a
comparison of "treatment" vs. "nd treatmeﬁt"réffeétsris néﬁ the (a)
éroup, youth who stated theyfrééei&éd ﬁo services, since in fact,
they probably did réceive some limited worker service (from one or
more of the differént kinds of workers), but for whatever reason
did not recognize this, but rather the (b)-group, i.e., the group .
of respondents to whom workers say they’did not provide services.
Nevértheless, we will examine the‘contaCtiand §e;vice‘patterns for7
both types of "non-served" youth;“ | - :

Table 38 is ihtended to clarify-the (a) -issue.  .The table
compares service and worker contact patterns for those youth who
said they received and those who said they did not receive services
even -though workers reported that they provided servicé. The
resdlts, based on worker reports, suggest that those who repbrted
no worker contacts may indeed have received fewer services in some
areas. In most cases, all youth were served, but the group which

claimed no contact received less extensive and fewer services.
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Based on worker program tracking records, these youth were in
contact with significantly fewer Project service providers (t=2.90,
df=68, p < .01) and fewer workers (t=2.52, df=68, p < .01).
Respondents reporting no worker interaction also had éignificantly
fewer contacts with those workers they did see (t=4.39, df=61, p <
.001) compared to individuals reporting contact. Finally, they
were significantly less likely to receive services from the police
alone (x’=5.80, df=1, p < .05) or from the polige and gang workers
together (x*=8.27, df=1l, p £ .01).

While there were no other statistically sigﬂifiéant
differences, those reporting no contact were consistently less
likely to receive referrals for jobs or school, and contacts with
family members were more limited. The groups did not differ
greatly in relation to counseling services received or with respect
to workers evaiuations of the success of their intefventions.‘ It
was quite clear that the "no service" group received services but
it was apparently a nontargeted group.

ABased on self-report data, if was possible to compare the
average number of violent crimes at Time I and Time II for those
respondents who said they had no worker contact and those who
reported contact. 'It is clear from Table 39 that the greater
worker efforts were dirgcted toward_the gaﬁg youth who exhibited
greater violence at Time I. Those ﬁﬂb'fepdrted wdrkef contact
repbrted significantly greater numbers of violent crimes at
basé;ine compared to those who reported no contact (t=1.99,

df=65.5, p =.05). Further, while both groups experienced a sharp
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drop in violent crimes at Time II, the group reporting service
decreased more. Indeed, the change over time for this group was
statistically significant (t=3.14, df=48, p < .01) while the change

between interviews for those claiming no service was not.

Gang Members Not Served, According to Workers.®® As

- noted' above, workers provided information on service to 70

33  Because 10 of these 16 respondents said that they had

received service from project workers, even though project staff
did not report that they had provided service, further analysis was
conducted looking specifically at the individuals for whom there
was congruence between worker and self-reports of non service. One
of these individuals was a Latin King. The other 5 were Two Six.
The analysis therefore focused on these 5 individuals only compared
to the other 36 members of the Two Six for whom there were worker
reports of service. The findings indicate that significant
differences existed between those who did not receive service and
those who did with respect to their levels of violent crime at Time
I (for the non-served group, the average was 3.20, compared to 15.5
- for those who workers served, t=-2.27, df=23.5, p < .05). There
were also differences between the groups with respect to total
number of crimes (violent and nonviolent) at baseline. The average
number of crimes for the no service group was 29.0 compared to 57.6
for those members of the Two Six who received service. This
relationship just failed to attain statistical significance (t=-
1.90, df=20.6, p < .071). '
' The groups also continued to differ at Time II, even though
the no service group increased slightly with respect to the average
number of violent crimes and the service group decreased. Thus the
average number of violent crimes for the no service group was 4.2
at Time II compared to 12.3 for the service group (t=-1.9521,
df=23, p < .063). Changes in violent crime over time periods were
not statistically significant within or across groups.

The results were slightly different with respect to all crime.
The change was greater among individuals receiving services. Both
groups experienced decreases in the average number of violent
crimes committed at Time II. The average for the group which did
not receive service was 10.0 while the service group had-an average
of 31.6 at Time II (t=-2.23, df=17.1, p < .05). Further, the
change between Time I and Time II for the service group was
statistically significant (t=2.54, df=35, p < .05) while this was
not the case for individuals who did not receive services (t=1.41,
N=5). .
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individuals. However, 86 individuals were interviewed at both
baseline and Time II. There were therefore 16 individuals who had
apparently not received any or perhaps only peripheral services,
based on worker records. This, in somé sense, provides us with a
possible "no treatment" group and. we examined some of the outcome
measures provided by the ihterviews for this group in comparison to
members of the sample who did receive services according to worker
reports. Because 15 of these 16 individuals were members of the
Two-Six, the analysis focused on. comparisons of this gang only.%
Data on specific outcome measures are presented in Table 40.

The data in this table indicate that it is likely many, if not
most of the youth who workers reported they did not serve may have
been deliberately omitted because they had less potential at Time
I for gang crime. Because they could have been similar in many
respects to other gang members served, however, they conceivably
could be regarded as a comparison or a "quasi-control" group. At
Time I, this non-targeted or no treatment group reported fewer
violent crimes (by approximately 34%). However, at Time II, this
same group reported almost two-times as many violent crimes

compared to the Two-Six who workers said they did serve. Further,

3% The decision to compare this no service or no intervention
group using Two-Six only instead of the whole sample was related to
the fact that the Two-Six generally did less well on the outcome
measures compared to the Latin Kings (i.e., changes in violent and
criminal activity, increases in employment). Since most of this no
intervention group were Two-Six (all but 1 individual), it is
possible that the difference between gangs on outcomes was due to
the presence of this no intervention subgroup among the Two-Six.
Comparing them to the rest of the total sample would not clarify
this issue. ‘
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while there is no significant difference between the time periods
with respect to the change in total violent and nonviolent crimés
for the not served group, the decrease for those receiving worker
services across time periodé was statistically significant (t=2.86,
df=25, p < .01). In addition, again looking at the total number of
- all crimes committed, there was a greater decrease, almost 3 times
as great, among those who received some kind of service compared to
- those in the no treatment or ho intervention group. While the
results should be viewed with caution, they suggest that the
intervention did indeed have a strong impact on the reduction of
both criminal and violent activity. ~ Such impact is further

indicated in the regression analysis described below.

Summary of Control Group Analysis. Two "quasi-control" groups were
established in the analysis: those youth who said they received no
service from workers to whom workers said they provided service;
and those youth whom workers said they did noﬁ serve. In the first
analysis, youﬁh who_said they received no service, in fact did
receive serVices, but such services were limited. Based on self-
report data, there was a sharp drop in violent crime for both of
these groups at Time II. |

In the second "quasi-control" group analysis of the "no
service“ group, the findings revealed that this group was less
vioient and delinqugnt at baseline but became more violent and
delinquent at Time II, while the opposite was true of the group

whom workers said they served. . It was evident from both of these
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"quasi-control™ groups that youth who were served benefitted from
the program. Youth who workers said they did not serve did not
exhibit a sharp decline in violence, although they were not as

seriously delinquent as the targeted group.

Correlations and Regression Analysis
Correlations. More focused analysis of the effectiveness of the
Gang Violence Reduction Project ﬁas conducted in an attempt to
identify key variables which mith be related to the outcomes of
reduced criminal behavior at Time II, particularly with respect to
the decrease in violent criminal behavior. Variables which were
utilized were selected for several reasons. First, they
represented key theoretical concepts (e.g, anomie or the
disjuncture between aspiration and expectation; differential
association, i.e., levels of association or identification with
particular gang culture; community level disbrganization and social
control or personal/family disorganization) or they were critical
control variables such as age. Second, there was variance in the
sample on the measure based on the organization of the Project and
its targeting efforts, often indicated by significant differences
between the two gangs on the variable. The third criterion was
that a large enough proportion of the,sémple be included, i.e.,
enough people had to respond to the questioﬁ of interest.
Using these criteria, we seiected variables (which are listed
in Table 41A). Their correlation coefficients related to each of

three different outcome variables are presented in Tables 41B, 41C,
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and 41D. The outcome measures of interest are: 1) the total number
of violent crimes committed at Time II (Table 41B); 2) the total
number of all crimes; including violent crimes, committed at Time
II (Table 41C); and 3) the change in violent crimeslbetween Time I
and Time II (Table 41D).

viqlence at Time II - Table 41B contains information about the
key variables and their relation to violent crime at Time II. We
did not differentiate gang motivated and non-gang motivated
violence generally in this analysis, since respondents indicated
that all or almost all of the violence (and crime generally) was
committed in association with gang peers. As we would expect,
violence at Time I is significantly correlated to violence at Time
II, but, there are a number of other significant relationships,
most notably. related to indicators of group association or
involvement with the gang and socio-economic status. Thus, those
- who reduced their level of involvement with the gang as well as
thdse who were thinkingraboutfleaving the gang at the‘time of the
§econd interview had lower scores on violent crime at Time II. Of
- note is that these two variables (gang étatus_reduétion or lower
position in the gang and thbughts about leaving the gang) are not
themselves highly correlated (r=.19, p=0.13, N=67) suggesting that
they may be measuring different aspects of group-related attachment
associated with violent activity.

While employment status at Time II was not itself felated to
violent activity, the amount of income from work was significantly

related; - individuals whose work  income comprised a smaller
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proportion of their total income had significanﬁly higher scores on
total violence at Time II than those who were getting more of their
total income from Qork money. The opposite was true with respect to
illegal funds; the greater the amount of illegal funds as a
proportion of total income, the higher the number of total violent
incidents at Time II. As noted earlier, most of this illegal
income was reportedly from drug sales, suggesting that legitimate
and especially illegal opportunities do not necessarily serve as a
substitute for violence. Rather it is possible that illegal income
may be a cause of or- a response to violent activity. One
explanation may be that an illegal income and opportunity culture
exists which is conducive to and at least partially dependent on
gang violence. In- other words, from a theoretical perspective,
violence and criminal gang cultures or subcultures are not
independent but interdependent and variable.

A significant relationship also existed with respect to the
gap between occupational aspirations and expectations. As we would
expect from theoretical arguments about the role of anomie in gang
violence, those who had a larger gap between their aspirations and
expectations also had reported higher levels of violence at Time
II. On the other hand, the disjuncture related to income was not
related to violent crime.

None of thé variables representing commﬁnity disorganization
or socialization and types of social control, including the age of
the respondent at the time of the first interview were

significantly associated with total violent crime at Time II.
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Again, we observe that the age range of the sample at Time I was
quite limited,'froh about 16 or 17 yéars to 24 or 25 years. 1In
additibn, affiliation with the Two-Six or Latin Kings was not
differentiallykassociated to a significant degree with violence.
This 1last finding is not surprising since previous analysis
indicates little difference between the gangs in total violence at
Time II (See Table 3), although the difference was significant at
Time I. The Latin Kings were than a much more violent gang.

Two other variables, the Coopersmith self-esteem score at
baseline, and whether or not the respondent was at or above the
median household income range had borderline relationships (p <
.10) to violence. Thus, those who scored higher on the Coopersnmith
at Time I and individuals whose household income was less than the
median range reported higher rates of violent crime at Time II.
These findings suggest that violent activity may serve as a means.
of attaining social status and personal esteem for those who have
limited opportunities to make a mark in the world by other means.
However, poverty or low income alone is an insufficient explanation
of high levels of gang crime.

- Finally, the data related to workef intervention variables
generally indicate few significant relationships apart from a
statistically significant relationship between respondent’s reports
of service received and total violence at Time II. In this case,
the direction of the relationship indicates that those who received
services had higher violence scores at Time II. Given the high

correlation between violence at Time I and Time II, it is likely
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that this relationship is present because those who were targeﬁed
for service had high levels of violence at baseline as well.
Indeed, further analysis reveals that there is a borderline
relationship between reports by respondents of worker contact and
violence at Time I (r=0.19, p=.07).

Total Crime at Time II - Table 41C contains information about
the relationships between the key variables and total crime at Time
II. As the data indicate, there are many similarities between_the
results for total crime and total violent crime at the time,df the
second interview. However, there is at least one important
difference. Specifically, age at the time of the first interview,
which was not significantly related to total violent crime at Time

II is highly significantly related to total crime; individuals who

were younger reported higher rates of crime across all 16 crime
categories at Time II. This finding suggests that younger
respondents may be more involved in property crimes even though
they are not, apparently more likely to be involved in violent
crime.*0

As was the case for total violent crime at Time II, there are
signifiéant relationships in similar directions between total crime
at Time II and baseline gang involvement 1level, thoughts about

leaving the gang, the proportion of total income accounted for by

work and by illegal means, and the gap between occupational

0 1t is also possible that the relationship between violence
and age is suppressed by other variables. Regression analysis, in
which age serves as a control variable, will explore this
possibility. '
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aspirations and expectations. Again, as in the §revious table, the
strongest relationship is between violent total crime and illegal
income.

Some slight differences exist when all crime at Time II is the
focus rather than all violent crime. Thus, the relationship
between respondent‘reports of service and all crime is borderline
(p=.08) and again indicates that higher crime séores at Time II are
associated with receipt of service. Reasons fof this are probably
similar to those for the relationship between this variable and
total violence--more problematic individuals, that is, those who
commit more crimes, are targeted for service ﬁore than those who
are less delinquent. Coopersmith scores at Time I also attain
statistical significance in relation to total crimes, but no
significant association occurs between median household income and
total crime. |

| Chaﬁga in violent Crime from Baseline to Time II - Table 41D
contains the correlation results between tﬁi’vdff&biéswof interést'
and the violent criperchaqge score. In contrast to.the=results
reported f6r>tota1 crime and totalrviolent Crimé;”féQVQariables
predict the change over time, apart from total violent crime at
baseline, gang affiliation, whether or not individuals received
services and whether those services were coordinated sérvices
'(i.e., from police.and gang workers together).

Perhaps expectédly, total violence at Time I is an important
predictor (it explains almost all the variance in the violence

score) since scores at baseline set the ceiling in some respects
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for the degree to which change is possible. Individuals whose
scores are higher at Time I have more roém to change compared to
individuals who report lower rates of violence.*' Thus, where one
begins is an important determinant of the degree of change.
Surprisingly, though, few other variables of interest are related
to the change score.

One additional explanation may be that other variables are
indirectly related through their relationship to gang affiliation,
so it is not possible to see these relationships because of the
association between gang and change scores. In other words,
differential gang membership is serving ‘as a proxy for other
variables which might be associated to change scores.

Further analysis of the relationships between particular gang
membership and some of the other variables of interest indicates
that there were indeed several significant correlations with gang.
The results show that younger age was associated with membership in
the Two-Six (r=-0.43, p < .001), as was a larger occupationai and
income aspiration/expectation gap (for the occupational gap, r=-
0.26, p < .05; for the income gap, r=0.33, p < .01). As expected,
living with either or both parents was asspciated with membership
in the Two-Six (r¥0.26,.p sv,oé) while li§ihérwith girlfriends or
spouses.was associated with membership iﬁ the Latin Kings (r=-0.38,

p < .001). A greater proportion of gang to non-gang friendships

41 of course, it is possible that individuals who are low at
baseline could increase, but either way, where individuals start is
an important determinant in where they end up. Further, because
the average direction of change was downward, it appears that the
critical issue here is how high a respondent was at Time I.
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was also related to hembership in the Two-Six (r=0.25, p £ .05) as
were higher scores on the Coopersmith at Time I (r=0.22, p < .05).
The Two-Six were less likely to be among those served, based on
respondent reports (r=-0.44, p < .001), and had a'lower likelihood
of receiving referrals related to jobs or school problems (r=-0.25,
p < .05). Finally, individuals who tended to rate the police as
more effective were more likely to be Two-Six (r=-0.24, p < .05) as
were those who saw the gang crime problem as more serious at Time
II (r=0.23, p < .05). Since differential gang characteristics will
be controlled, fegression analysis, will help to further clarify
whether some of these variables are also related to changes in gang
violencekover time.

Also important, the change score is significantly related to
reports of workers providing service as well as‘to receipt of
coordinated services. Both variables were associated with greater
reductions of violence between the two,timejperiods. A very
poéitivé finding, this again Suggests that the inte;vgptiqn may be
having an impact, parﬁiculéfly.-When services “combine efforts
between criminél justiée an& social service workers. However, the
exact mechanisms involved are not élear,sSince-there is no relation
betweeﬁ>measures of service intensity, such as months of contgct or
frequency of interaétion each month, and changé scores.
Nonetheless, a signifiéant and positive corfelatioh between
referrals for jobs and/or school prbblems and change indicates that
those who received such referrals experienced greéter decreases in

violence. Again, neither the‘worker effectiveness variable nor the
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ratihg of the quality of the intefvention were significantly
correlated to change scores. One interesting finding, however,
indicates that individuals who more often rated the worker highly
in terms of honesty also had greater reductions in their violence
‘scores at Time II (r=-0.27, p < .05, n=56). None of the other
items on the scale were~significantly associated with change scores
even though the items were all correlated with each other at the

.05 level or less.

Regression Models. We are primarily interested in the relevance of
the Gang Violence Reduction Project and certain theoretical
variables for the development of effective public policy.
Predictors of Total Violence at Time II - In order to better
identify the critical components predictive of total violence (and
total crime) and its control at Time II, a series of regression
analyses was undertaken. Table 42A contains the variables which
are in the first model, including total violence at the time of the
first gang survey or baseline interview, membership in the Two-Six
or Lafin’Kings, age at the time of the first interview, proportibn
of total income derived from illegalvactivity, and whether the
respondent reported contact with project workers. The findings
suggest that those who received a greater proportion of their
income from illegal income as well as those who report that théy

received services from Project staff had higher levels of violent

“Ttems included in the scale were the rating of worker effort,
availability, and ability at providing things for respondents to
do.
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crime at Time II. Further, those who were more violent at Time I
were somewhat more likely to be violent at Time II. Neither age
nor particular gang affiliation were signifiqantly related to
violent crime at Time II. Together these variables, accounting for
almost 33% of the variance in this model, predicting violent gang
crime at Time II.

As noted in the discussion of correlations between variables,
_these data suggest that access to illegal ihcome, particularly
income from drug sales (the primary source of illegal funds for the
sample at Time II), does not relate to decreases in violence, as
traditional delinquent subcultural and differential opportunity
theory (Cloward and Ohlin 1960) might suggest. Rather, the
relationship between violent gang crime and property-based illegal
crime, based on'drug-dgaling, may‘bé indepehdent dimensions of the
same factor, which predicts both total and violent gang crime for
the sample, i.e., for Latino gang youth, age 17-25 years in Little
village. Possibly, violence is highly functional to the production
of illegal income, and indeed the reverse may be more important.
An ecdnomy based on illegal income may require for its perpetuation
" high level of gang violence. Conversely, an economically driven
'drug dealing culture may be strongly predictive of high levels of
‘gang violgnce, at least under certain community circumstances,
e.g., the transition'of a conflict or gang violence subculture to
a drug economy. Traditional differential opportunity theory may

' need to be modified to consider that gang violence and drug dealing
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may be closely related, but in variable terms.*3

Information about services is not simple to inﬁerpret because
of the direction of the relationship. As noted, it is likely thatv
those who were targeted for service at baseline were more violent
individuals and individuals who were more violent at Timé>I, as the
equation indicates, were also more violent at Time II. However; if
violence levels at Time I were the critical issue, we would expect
violence at Time I to attain significance and the service variable
to drop out. This is not the case; in fact, total violence at
baseline is the more borderline variable in the analysis. Part of
the explanation may reside, as explained above, in the transitional
nature of the gang respondents as well as the changing character of
the gang in this stage of déveiopment frdm emphasis on mainly
violence to drug involvement and related violent activity.“

On the other hand, the significant variable in this model is

3 Also of note is that, when accounting for the proportion
of income from employment rather than illegal means, the overall
adjusted R square for the model is lower at 0.178. The proportion
of all income accounted for by employment is significantly related
to violence at Time II, i.e., those who have a greater proportion
of their income accounted for by employment income commit fewer
violent crimes (beta=-12.08, t=-2.31, p < .05, N=71). This
suggests that legitimate opportunities may indeed take the place of
gang violence as a means of obtaining status, but receipt of
illegal income appears to be a better predictor of violence,
overall.

4  Note that analysis in which the same variables presented
in Table 43a are included, with the exception of the total violence
at baseline variable, is almost as predictive as the model in which
the baseline measure is included. In this model, the adjusted R
square=0.31. The variable measuring respondent’s reports of
service is significant in this model (beta=10.95, t=-2.493, p <
.05), as is the illegal income variable (beta=29.344, t=5.09, p <
.001). Age attains borderline status (beta=-1.63, t=-1.741,
p=.086). Gang affiliation remains non-significant.
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the one based on respondent reports of service.and not on worker
reports. In an alternative model, when the worker's reports of
service is included instead, it fails to attain statistical
significance (beta=-7.55, t=-1.30, p = .20). However, level of
violent crime at baseline does attain significahce in this
alternative model (beta=0.104, t=2.277, p < .05), suggesting that
such levels explain the reiationship between worker’s reports of
intervention and violence at Time II even if they do not account
for reports from respondent’s that they were served.

When both variables are included in the equation (only a weak
relationship exists between worker reports of service and
respondent reports of being served (r=0.063, n=86, p=.5651); énly
the respondent’s report variable is statistically significant
- (b=9.515, t=2.15, p < .05). Further, when an interaction term
combining the two variables is used, respondent’s reports of
service remains statistically significant (beta=19.25, t=2.044,

p < .05), while neither the interaction term nor the variable
measuring service receipt on the basis of worker reports attains
statistical significance.

In addition to those in the Téble 42A model, several other
variables were examined. These models were rejected in the end
because the number of individuals missing from the analysis
sometimes exéeeded 20. Thus, it was possible that outcomes were
related to some bias in thé individuals remaining in the analysis.
However, because several models included important variables, they

are discussed here, with the caution that findings may not be
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generalizéble to all respondents.

The variable which measures drops in involvement or gang
position level, and the one assessing thoughts about quitting the
gang were included separately in a model with the same variables as
the final Table 42A model. The change in status variable did not
attain statistical significance, (beta=-0.305, t=-0.064, p=.95,
n=71) but the variable examining plans to leave wﬁs statistically
significant (beta=10.540, t=2.199, p < .05, n=62), suggesting that
those currently thinking about leaving are committing more violent
crimes at Time II. Perhaps this is why they are thinking about
retiring.

Finally, fhe variable assessing the gap in occupational
aspirations and expectations was included in a further variation of
the Table 42A model. Those who had bigger aspiration/expectation
gaps committed a significantly greater number of violent crimes at
Time II (beta=-9.82, t=-2.152, p < .05, N=65). Also significant in
this model was the proportion of all income accounted for by
illegal income (b=23.34, t=3.71, p < .001) and the variable
reflecting the respondent’s report of service receipt (beta=9.82,
t=-2.15, p < .05). None of the other three variables in the model
(total violent crime at baseline, gang affiliation, or age at the
time of the baseline interview) were statistically significant. The
adjusted r? was 0.3395.

Total Crimes at Time II - Table 42B contains the second major
model, which predicts all crimes at Time II. Because of the close

association of the respondents with other gang members in the
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committing of all reported crimes, the total crime variable at Time
II was considered an appropriate dependent variable. The variables
included in this equation account for slightly more than 45 percent
of the variance in crimes committed at Time iI (adjusted r*=0.452).
Variables which remain significant in the equations are total
crimes at baseline (b=0.114, t=2.89, p < .01), the propoftion of
the respondent’s income accounted for by illegal income (b=45.83,
t=4.98, p < .001), respondent’s reports of service (b=39.88,
t=2.70, p £ .01), and a term combihing whether the respondent
reports that he or she received service and whether workers reporﬁ
‘that they provided service (b=-37.62, t=-2.28, p < .05). Finally,
a borderline relationship exists between age and total crimes at
Time II (b=-2.52, t=-1.69, p=.097).

The resuits of this model are slightly different than the one
predicting total violent crime at Time II, particularly in relation
. to the service-related variables. As was the case with total
crimé, the variable related to respondent reports of service
attains significance while the variable reflecting worker reports
of service is not significantly related to total crime. However,
the interaction term, which basically corrects for discrepancies
between worker and respondent reports of service, retains
significance. The beta coefficient'indicates that total crime is
significantly lower among(individﬁals who say they réceiyed,service
and for whom workers also report service. Respondents whose
reports are discrepant with those of workers (either they claim

they received services and the workers do not or they claim they
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received no service buﬁ workers say they served themf or
respondents whose reports of no service are in accord with workers
are more likely to have higher total crime scofes at Time II.

The results are difficult to interpret, especially since the
worker reports of service variable is not significant when it is in
the equation alone (b=-12.38, t=-1.348, p=0.18), while the
respondent report of service variable is significant with.and
without the inclusion of the interaction term. Clearly, the data
suggest that again there is something unique about the gang member
reporting service which is independent, to some extent, of whether
they actually received service, in relation to crime levels. There
must be some positive benefit to respondent’s perception of having
received a service whether he received it or not (at least based on
worker reports). Perhaps those who said they received service and
who got served received something extra, which is then critical in
the reduction of crime.®

‘A further difference about this model compared to the model in

Table 42A is that total crime at Time I remains an important

45  As noted, neither the interaction term nor the worker
reports of service variables were significant in the equation
predicting violent crime specifically at Time II, suggestlng that
there are some different dynamics involved with violent crime.

In addition, because the intensity of the service package
might be a critical factor, an equation was run, in which the
variable measuring whether or not the respondent received services
from both police and gang workers versus those who did not, was
substituted for worker and respondent reports of service. This
variable failed to attain statistical 51gn1ficance in the model
(beta=2.69, t=0.364, p=0.72), and the overall variance explalned
was lower (adjusted R square=0.394). When the service interaction
term was added into the model with the police/gang variable in it,
it also failed to attain statistical significance (beta=-6.36, t=-
0.78, p=0.437).
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{
predictive variable even when the service variables are included in
ﬁhe équation. This suggests that it has an influence independent
of its relationship to services or to other variables, such as age,
which might account for differences in total crime at Time I.
Indeed, age assumes borderline significance in this equation when
total criﬁe at Time I is added to the equation. When the total
crime variable is excluded from the model, the relation between age
and total crime at Time II is significant (beta=-3.46, t=-2.251,
p‘g .05), such that those who were younger at the time of the first
interview had higher levels of all crime at Time II.

As was the case with predictors of violent crime at Time II,
the propoftion of total income accounted for by illegal income
remains the most important predictivervarigp;e of total crime at
Time II. The proportion bf income aCcOuﬁﬁed for by work income,
when it is substituted for illegal income, is also predictive of
total crime at Time II (b=-26.08, =-3.22, p < .0l1), but the
proportion of variance accounted for is 1lower (adjusted

r:=0.348) .4

% In order to see the extent to which illegal income might
be the result of mainly property crimes, an equation was run in
which the dependent variable was all crimes that are not violent in
nature (i.e, the other 8 crimes in the self-report section, which
include crimes such as car theft, and burglary). In this equation,
which also included gang affiliation, age at the time of the first
interview and the worker reports of service, the illegal income
variable failed to attain statistical significance (beta=22.72,
t=1.36, p=0.18, n=74). This suggests that income from criminal
activity is not the result of property crime, nor are those who
receive more illegal income from activities such as drug-sales more
likely to commit property crimes. Rather, it seems, as in the
analysis of violent crime at Time II, that illegal income is
critical to the concept of violent crime and vice versa, at least
for the present sample.
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Several other variables, significantly correlated with total
crime and important in terms of violent crime also increased the
overall variance explained, but the sample size in this model
dropped to a problematic level. Thus, when the variable measuring
the gap between occupational aspirations and expectations was added
to the model, the adjustéd r increased to 0.527, but the sample
size dropped to 67. Note that those who had larger "gaps" reported
higher leveIS'Of'Crime at Time II to a significant degree (beta=-
6.21, t=-3.31, p < .01). The fwo service variables remained
statistically significant (respondent reports of service and the
interaction term) as did the variables measuring proportions of
illegal income and total crime at Time I. Age at the time of the
first interview was no 1longer even close to statisticaliy
significant (beta=-1.466, t=-0.778, p=0.44), but this might have
been an artifact of the drop in the sample size. 4

The variables measuring drops in gang involvement or lowered
position and current thoughts about leﬁving the gang were also fit
into the model. Neither variable attained statistical significance
(for the change in status or position, beta=3.51, t=0.454, p=0.65,
n=71; for thoughts of leavihg, beta=5.86, t=0.797, p=0.43, n=62).
This suggests that, after controlling for other factors, changes in
association levels ;re noﬁ‘éé ihéb;ﬁéntdfdulevéls of crime in

general even though they may be important in terms of violent

“’Note that analysis of age differences for those still in the
sample and those who dropped out of the analysis indicates no
significant differences. Among missing cases, the average age at
the time of the first interview was 19.1, which was the same age as
those respondents still included in the sample.
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crime.

In both the models predicting violent crime at Time II and
total crime at Time II, variables accounting for variance were in
the following order of importance related to vériance explained:
proportion of total income derived from illegal activity, total
crime at baseline, and the service variable, especially as
experienced and perceived by the gang respondent. From _a
theoretical perspective, the strongest conditions conducive to
criminal, including gang violent, behavior were access to criminal
opportunities, differential association or prior socialjzation to
crime, whi at the same time, the strongest variable cont 0lli
or minimizing criminal, including gang violent, behavior, was
highly targeted social intervention, particularly as manifested in
the Gang Violence Reduction Project.

Furthermore, we note that in those models with increased
variance and smaller n’s, these theoretically relevant variables
remain, but occupational differences . (i.e., the .aspiration-
expectation gap or .anomie’” variable),- powééfuiiy féhﬁéés the
equation. 1In all cases, access to illegal income or opportunities

is the most powerfully related variable to gang violence.*®

48 Even though the illegal income variable can be seen as
emerging strongly in the regression analysis, it is not clear, as
noted in the text, that it is predictive of gang violence.. Rather,
the two may be highly correlated such that involvement in gang
violence may increase access to illegal money-making opportunities
and vice versa. Thus, because the causal ordering .of the two.
variables is ambiguous, the regression analysis was rerun; deleting
the illegal income variable from the model for .total violent crime
and total crime at Time II. In addition, the occupational
aspiration/expectation gap variable was included in each model.
This variable was added because it was a strong predictor and
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because once the illegal income variable was omitted, the number of
missing cases decreased, even when the occupatlonal "gap" variable
was included.

Results for the model predlctlng total violent crime at Time
ITI indicate that about 18% of the variance in violent crime

(adjusted R square=0.183) is explained by the model which includes
violence at baseline, gang affiliation, age at baseline interview,
respondent reports of service receipt and the occupational
aspiration/expectation gap variable. Only two variables attain
statistical significance; total violence at Time I (beta=0.1366,
t=2.724, p=.0081, N=79) and the occupatlonal "gap" variable (beta=-
3. 484"t—-2 587, p=0. 0117) :

Further analy51s u51ng the occupational "gap" variable and the
worker reports of service rather than respondent reports (there is
some bias related to missing cases for the respondent report
variable), as well as an interaction term combining these two
variables, indicates that there is an improvement in the predictive
power of the model (adjusted R square=0.222). Variables attaining
statistical significance include total violence at baseline
(beta=0.1561, t=3.250, p=0.0018) and the occupational "“gap"
variable (beta=-9.910, t=-2.686, p=0.0090). In addition, the term
combining worker reports of service and the "gap" variable achieves
borderline significance (beta=7.073, t=1.775, p=.0801), indicating
that those with smaller occupational aspiration/expectation gaps
who received service, according to workers, reported less violence
at Time II.

Prediction is better for the model using total violence at
Time II. In a model similar to the one presented in Table 43b in
which the occupational "gap" variable is substituted for the
111eqa1 income varlable, approximately 30% of the variance in total
crime at Time II 1is explained (adjusted R square=0.308).
Significant variables in the model include total crime at Time I
(beta=0.170, t=3.997, p=.0002) and the occupational "gap" variable
(beta=-6.678, t=-3.110, p=.0027). In addition, the respondent
reports of service variable and the variable combining worker and
respondent reports of service attain borderline significance (for
respondent reports, beta=33.221, t=1.863, p=.0666 and for the
interaction term, beta=-33.083, t=-1.696, p=.0942).

Additional analysis using the variable of worker reports of
service and a measure combining this variable and the occupational
"gap" +variable, as well as total crime at baseline, gang
affiliation, age at the time of the baseline interview and the
occupational "gap" measure, indicates that slightly more of the
variance in total crime at Time II is explained (adjusted R
square=0.354). In this case, total crime at baseline, the
occupational "gap" variable and the interaction of worker reports
of service and the "gap" variable are all statistically significant
at the .01 level or greater. Coefficients indicate that those who

committed more crimes at baseline (beta=0.185, t=4.607, p=.0001),
those with larger occupational aspiration/expectation gaps (beta=-
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The Change in Violence Levels From Time I to Time II - Table
42C contains the final model of the variables which'predict the
~ change in vioience from Time I to Time II. Because few variables
were related to the change score in the correlational analysis,-
especially with respect to those variables associated with overall
crime and violence levels at Time II, a somewhat different model
'was attempted. As the results indicare, only slightly more than
11% of the variance in change scores is explained by the variables
which were included. One of the two variables to attain statistical
significance was whether respondehts rated the worker’s honesty as
very good or not (beta=23.36, t=2.29,'p < .05), such that those who
rated the worker's‘honesty as very good experienced aisignificantly
larger decrease 1n v1olence levels. In effect p051t1ve relatlons
(the respondent’s perceptlon of the worker s honesty or 1ntegr1ty)
suggest a larger decrease in violence between the two time periods.
Further, gang affiliation was statistically.significant (beta=-
'24.53, t=-2.206, p < .05), indicating that membership in the Latin
Kings was more strongly associa;ed with decreases in violence.

One important difference in this model from those described in
Tables 42A and 42B, apart from the inclusion of different
variables, is that the,variable:measdring-total violent crime at
'baseiine was excluded because it accounted for so much of the
change score. Also, this was done in an attempt to identify other

variables which were strongly associated with changes in violence

21.546, t=-3. 737, p=.0004) and those with larger "gaps" who did not
receive service according to worker reports (beta=17.424, t=2.797,
p=0. 0066) reported more crimes at Time IT.
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levels. Indeed, when added to the equation, neither the worker
honesty nor gang affiliation variables are significant. Only the
variable accounting for violence at Time I attains significance
(beta=0.85, t=16.68, p < .001), explaining 81% of the variance in’
change scores (adjusted r=0.81).

These results suggest that even the effect of gang affiliationv
and worker characteristics are somehow related to chénge through
their association to violence at Time I. Indeed, as the data in.
Table 3 indicated, the Latin Kings were more involved in violent
crime at Time I. Probably they had highgr change scores because
they had more room to change. Further, the honesty variable and
violence at Time I are positively correlated (r=0.32460, p=.003,
n=83), suggesting that individuals with higher violence scores at
baseline rated worker’s honesty as very good more often than those
with lower violence scores. Most importantly though, these results
indicate that any interpretation of findings when the violence at
Time I variable is excluded must be viewed cautiously since
effects are probably mediated by the inclusion of the violence
variable. Further analysis is needed to identify the exact path of
change. With this in mind, however, someé other findings are
important to note.

Because the assessment of worker honesty was so closely
correlated with other measures of worker behavior; such as effort,
availability and ability at providing things for respondents to do,
these three variables were included in place of the honesty

variable in three separate equations. None of the three attained
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statistical significance, suggesting that despite the correlations
between variables, something about worker honesty or integrity in
particular is 'important. In addition, the same three service
variables (respondent reports of service, worker reports and the
interaction term) were added separately and together to the model
and none of the three attained statistical significance, while the
honesty variable remained significant or attained borderline
status. The coordinated service variable (i.e., service provided
by both police -and gang workers) was also included yet failed to
attain significance (beta=10;79. t=0.965, p=0.338). These findings
'suggest that the actual amount of service is less Critical to
decreases in violent crime than the way in which service is
provided.

Finally, some of the other variables which predicted violent
and total crime at Time II were included in the equation. None of
the fpllbwing variables attained statistical significance: the
occupational aspifation/expectation gap (beta=2.25, t=0.754}
p=0.45); the change in gang involvement level or reduced»position
(beta=-14.208, t=-1.473, p=0.1449); the variable assessing plans to
leave the gang (beta=8.955, t-0.744, p=-.45); and the proportion of

total income from illegal means (beta=4.11, t=0.284, p=0.778).

Summary of Cérrelatiohal and Regression Analysis. Correlation and
regression analyses focused on variables which could be used to
assess the effectiveness of the Gang Violence Reduction Project.

The variables, furthermore, représented key theoretical concepts
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with implications for public policy. Ideas from anomie, social
control, differential opportunity (criminal opportunity), and
differential association were employed.

Three sets of correlations were conducted, each with a
different dependent or outcome measure which indicated change in
the gang crime situation based on ijndividual self-reported and
interview data. The dependent ‘variables were v1olent crime at Time
II (in almost all cases, gang youths committed thelr violent crime
with gang peers) ; all crime (property or violent) at Time II; and
change in violent crime between Time I and Time II. When the
dependent variables of violent crime at Time II and total crime
were considered, a number of correlations were statistically
signifiéant. Fewer variables were correlated with the change
score.

The following variables were most closely associated with the
dependent variable of violent crime at Time II, 1isted in order of
greatest to least strongly correlated: Proportion of income at
time II from illegél activities (criminal opportunity);
respondent’s current thoughts about leaving the gang (differential
association); total violent crime at paseline (socialization):
occupation aspiration-expectation disjunction,(anomie): proportion
of income from work at Time II (legitimate opportunity) ; reduction
in gang position or level of attachment (differential
association/social control); and the gang respondent’s report of
services received from Project workers. Other variables which just

missed statistical significance when correlated with the violent
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crime variable at Time II were the Coopersmith Self-Esteem score
(p=.09; social'control/personal disorganization), and whether the
respondent’s household income was at or above the median level of
household income for the sample (p=.1o: anomie/family
disorganization).

When using all crime (violent and property) as the dependent
Variable, the same variables with some minor changes in strength of
association and ordéring was evident in the correlation analysis.
The substitution of total crime for total violent crime at baseline
had the same effect. The only additional variable strongly
correlated with the all crime variable at Time II was age. The
younger the age of the respondent, the more likely he or she was to
report high 'levels of all types of crime .at Time II. The age
variable was not significantly correlated when using only violent
crime as a dependent variable.

Thus, we find that access to criminal opportunities, early
histories of crime (whether violent or a comblnatlon of violent and
non-violent), and the size of the aspiration-expectation gap for
the future are most highly correlated to the outcome measures of
violent and total crime at Time II such that they are related to
increased 1levels of crime. Differential association i.e.,
considerations of leav1ng the gang or reducing contact with the
gang and services received by the Project are negatively
correlated; these latter variables mitiéate or reduce the number of
crimes in which tha respondent is involved.

The extent to which violent crime was reduced at Time II was
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the dependent variable in the third set of analyses. Far fewer
variables were significantly correlated. The highest correlation
coefficient by far (.9) was total violent crime at baseline. A

ceiling effect suggested that the higher the violence level at Time
I, the greater the decrease at Time II. The gang varlable, Latin
King, was strongly associated with reductions in gang violence at
Time II, and the coordinated Pr?jéct service variable was also
somewhat signifiéantly correlated, in such a way as to suggest that
service by both police and gang workers is associated with a
greater decrease in violent crime. Surprisingly, the propqrtion of
total income derived from illegal activity no longer was
significantly correlated with the difference score on violent crime
petween Time I and Time II.

A series of regression analyses were next conducted to account
for a variety of policy effects, e.g., project intervention, prior‘
criminal history, legitimate job and criminal opportunities, and to
determine what predictive power these and other causal variable
might have. Three key models were constructed, using the same
three dependent variables as in the correlational analysis.
Similar predictive or independent variables entered the equation,
whether the dependent variable was total v1olent crime or all crime
at Time II. The most powerful predictive variable by far was the
availabilitf of criminal opportunities, ife., proportion of income
from illegal activities at Time IT. Totai crime and the service
variables also entered the equation at a significant level of

probability,‘especially when all crime at Time II was used as the
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dependent variable. In addition, there was evidence that anomle at
least in relation to a gap between occupational aspirations and
expectations, is an important predictor of violent and total crime.
In a third, fairly weak regression model, with difference in
violent crime between Time I and Time II as the dependent variable,
we deliberately did not enter any other crime variables. Only
the gang affiliation and a service delivery variable--the honesty
or integrity of the worker were statistically significant. The
relatlonshlps were such that membershlp in the Two-Six was
associated w1th less of a reduction in violent crime between Time
I and II, but a- key service dellvery characteristic or variable,

worker honesty, predicted a greater difference, i.e., a larger

reduction in violent gang crime over the course of the Project.

Essentially, these statistical analyses indicated that the

level of violent and general crime by the respondents at Time IX.

In effect, the data suggest that the Project was substantially
effective with targeted youth, based on interview responses from
youth and workers. Official aggregate or area level data, already
availeble, confirmed the reduction of the level of gang violence
for the Latin Kings over the same time period. Time II criminal

justice system individual level data and Time II community level
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data to verify the interview self-report and aégregate level police

data are still being collected, and have not yet been analyzed.
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Appéndix A

Sampling Issues. The data presented in Table Al indicate that
among the two gangs the Two-Six make up a significantly greater
proportion of those interviewed only at baseline compared to the
Latin Kings (x*=4.41, df=1, p_< .05). Almost three quarters of
this subgroup were Two-Six. In addition to this difference, those
interviewed at baseline only (mainly Two-Six) were significantly
older, on average, compared to those who were interviewed twice
(t=2.18, df=106, p < .05). Apart from this differerice, the
baseline only group is no more likely to have been employed at Time
I (which might have made it more difficult for them to find time
for a second interview). They were not more likely to report that
they were in leadership positions (which might have made them more
likely to refuse interviews). They report somewhat more total
crimes at baseline compared to those interviewed twice, suggesting
that they may be more delinquent, but they are almost identical to
the group interviewed twice on the average number of violent
incidents at baseline. Though quite similar with respect to drug
selling activity, at baseline, they are somewhat less likely to be
using marijuana, but slightly.more likely to be using cocaine than
those interviewed twice. , ‘

Because the majority of the baseline only group were Two-Six,
the same analysis of differences at baseline and Time II was
repeated for the Two-Six only to determine if the group that was
not re-interviewed was different enough from those who were to
raise concerns about observed differences among the Two-Six. The
results of this analysis are in Table A2. ' : S

As the data indicate, there are several statistically
significant differences. Similar to the findings in Table 3, the
baseline only group is significantly older on average (t=2.80,
df=20.2, p < .01). Indeed, the 16 individuals who were not
reinterviewed were more than two years older than the group of Two-
Six who were reinterviewed. Changes in the sample at Time I might
therefore be explained as resulting from an aging out process,
(particularly for the Two-Six). At Time II, the average age of the
Latin Kings who were interviewed was _20.2,. more than- two years
greater than the average for the Two-Six interviewed . The
difference between gangs on this variable at Time II was
statistically significant (t=4.39, df=84, p < .001).

Other significant differences exist between those Two-Six
interviewed only at baseline and those interviewed twice, but these
are not meaningful for purposes of the analysis. Those interviewed
only at baseline were less involved in violent or serious gang

! Note that there was little difference among those Latin
Kings who were and were not interviewed twice with respect to age.
The six individuals who were interviewed at baseline only had a
mean age of 20.7 compared to the mean of 20.2 for those interviewed
twice.
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activity. They averaged slightly more than four violent incidents
compared to the average of 14 for those interviewed twice. They
were much less likely to be in leadership positions in the gang as
well. Further, they reported engaging in fewer criminal behaviors
in general.z They were slightly less likely to be employed at
baseline. Compared to those interviewed twice, they were somewhat
less likely to report that they were engaged in selling marijuana
or cocaine at baseline. This helps to rule out the possibility
that the baseline-only %Fogp was not interviewed again because they
did not need the money.” : -

These findings suggest that those who were interviewed only at
baseline among the Two-Six were more peripheral members of the gang
who should not have been included initially in the sample. -Our
concern about this issue at baseline may have been warranted.
Indeed, the Two-Six gang worker did not know several of these
individuals. The findings indicate that this group, which was not
reinterviewed, was not more extreme in terms of violence or strong
gang attachment. From a programmatic point of view, the findings
provide further evidence that project workers targeted hard-core
and not peripheral or non-violence prone gang youth.

Self-Report Information. As in the first interview, = each
respondent was asked whether he or she had been involved in one of
16 criminal activities during the previous six months.  If

involvement had occurred, additional questions were asked about the
number of times the activity occurred, the number of people who

were with the respondent at the event, whether the group involved ;
included gang members, nongang members or both, whether the

respondent was arrested for the crime and, if so, the number of
times. v :

The 16 criminal activities again included writing nongang
graffiti; gang graffiti; destroying property (worth $300 or less):

2 A concern was that this group was primarily from a branch
known to be served less rigorously by the gang worker serving the
Two Six. Analysis indicates that 31.2% of the baseline only group
was from this branch compared to 9.8% of those interviewed twice,
but the groups did not differ significantly in this regard
(x*=3.99, df=1, Fisher’s Exact=0.10). -

3 possibly those interviewed once were making more money from
work or drug sales if engaged in these activities. However,
further analysis does not totally support this conclusion. The
average monthly income from drug sales reported by those
interviewed only at baseline was approximately $77.00, while those
interviewed twice reported a baseline average of $300.00 a month
from drug sales. On the other hand, those interviewed only at
baseline made about a hundred dollars more, on average, each month
in work income. Their average work income was $320.00 compared to
a total of $268.30 for those interviewed twice. This difference
was not statistically significant, however.
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breaking and entering to commit theft; store theft; stealing a car
for joyriding purposes; breaking into a car and stealing parts;
robbery (by force or threat of force) without a weapon; robbery
with a weapon (gun or knife): gang-motivated intimidation; threat
to attack a person without a weapon; threat with a dangerous
weapon; battery without a gun, knife or dangerous weapon; battery
with a gun, knife, or dangerous weapon; drivé<by shooting; and
homicide. At both interviews, the respondent was asked the same
questions about their use and sale of marijuana, cocaine, crack,
heroin, "happy stick" (marijuana soaked in PCP), and other drugs.
At baseline, respondents were also asked about their use and sale
of pills. Since few respondents were using or selling pills,
however, this specific item was dropped at Time II. Use and sales
of acid were substituted since more respondents mentioned this drug
under the "other" category at baseline.
. The respondent was also asked if he or she had ever been in
juvenile detention, on probation, parole, served time in a juvenile
correctional institution or in an adult correctional institution,
and, if so, how many times.

Because our primary concern was with gang violence, a "total
violence" index was developed based on the number of times the
respondent had robbed someone without and with a weapon, threatened
someone without and with a weapon, beat someone without and with a
weapon, taken part in a drive-by shooting, and -participated in a
homicide in the six months prior to the .interview. -

Respondents did not always provide complete information in the
--self-report section of the questionnaire. In some instances,
respondents gave information about arrests or the number of people
involved in an activity but did not indicate the. number of times
they committed the crime. We interpreted these data
conservatively. When significant information was missing, the case
was dropped for particular analyses. If there was information on
some crimes but not others, available information sometimes was
used to derive a total. We were likely to undercount some crimes.
In addition, outliers or extreme scores were adjusted to equal the
highest within range value. In this way, the weight of extreme
scores was taken into account but averages were not overly inflated
by their inclusion.

Coopersmith Self-Esteem Scale. To assess changes in self-esteem

over time, the Coopersmith Self Esteem Inventory was administered
both at baseline and Time II. Respondents were asked to answer a
series of statements, such as "I’m a lot of fun to be with", "My
family usually considers my feelings", and "Most people are better
liked than I am," with responses "like me" or "unlike me."
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .79 for standardized variables
showed. this scale’s reliability for our sample.* T h e

4 Note that the scale was self administered at-baseline. At
Time II, interviewers initially read the scale to some respondents
(n=51) until it was discovered that this was different from the
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Coopersmith Inventory ranges the mean scores as follows: high
self-esteem (88-100), good self-esteem (72-87), low self-esteem
(56-71), and poor self-esteem (0-55).

Wide Range Achievement Test. The Wide Range Achievement Test-
Version 3 (WRAT-3), administered at Time II to measure academic
achievement, expands on the educational information gathered at
Time I. The results of the WRAT-3 provides a more reliable picture
of ability and achievement in the language arts and mathematics.
, The WRAT, administered at the conclusion of the Individual
Gang Member Survey, took approximately 15 to 30 minutes to
complete. Since the instrument was given after the Coopersmith
Self-Esteem Inventory and the Individual Gang Member Survey, a
fatigue factor may have been present in some cases. '

8coring - The WRAT was scored using two different methods--
first, scores are standardized by breaking then down into 32 age
groups, each with a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15.
Standardized scores are classified as follows: very superior (130
and up), superior (120 to 129), high average (110-119), average (90
to 109), low average (80 to 89), borderline (70-79), and deficient
(69 and below) as compared to the normative sample. Second, grade
scores are compared to a normative sample of individuals from a
given grade level for two purposes: to determine if our sample
scored higher or lower than this average score and to evaluate
their grade level against general age-related population norms.

Tracking Information. 1In addition to collecting information from -

respondents about worker efforts, project workers provided tracking
information on their activities with each program youth, including
the number of months of service; referrals related to school -and
employment; the success of referrals; and evaluations of :.the
increase or decrease in each gang member’s gang-related activity
and violence. All project staff, including gang workers, police
and probation officers and NAGV staff, completed tracking forms on
individuals to whom they provided service. Tracking data was
provided for a total of 70 of the 86 individuals interviewed twice.

procedure at Time I. The remaining 25 individuals who completed
the Coopersmith took it themselves. Alpha coefficients for each
group were computed separately to see if the difference in
procedures affected the reliability at Time II. The coefficients
were very similar: 0.75 for those who took the test themselves at
‘Time II and 0.81 for those who had the test read to them. There
were also no significant differences between the groups on scores

at Time II.
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Table 1

Community Characteristics and Problems

Census 1989:

Little Village

(Based on Gang Violence Reduction Project Boundaries)

—
——

—

|

Census Characteristics

Little Village Total

Little Village Percent

Population 60,829
Households 14,287
Males 32,211 52.9%
Females 28,684 47.1%
Gender Ratio 113 Males to 100 Females
 Mexican 52,781 86.8%
White 3,269 5.4%
Black 1,479 2.4%
Home Ownership 5,525 48.4%
Total Household Units 15,57
Housing Units Built 1939 8,339 53.5%
or Earlier )
Mean Household Income 822,976
Mean Family Income $23,445
Per Capita Income $6,480
Married Couples With Own 7,089 , 49.6X
Children Under 18
Male Unesployment 2,051 11.3%
Males 17-25 Yea%‘s of Age | 5,471 24.03!
Education: Less Than 9th Grade © 15,199 53.0%
Education: 9t‘h>to 12th Grade 5,367 | 18..7.1
Education: College 1,929 6.T%




Table 2

Total for Combined nomicides, Aggravated Batteries
& Aggravated Assaults by Gang,

‘Pre-Program Versus Program Period
District 10

2 Yeers Prior To Project 1st And 2nd Project Years'
August 1990 - July 1992 August 1992 - July 1994
Tuo-Six 52 ™ N + 51.9%
“ Latin Kings 105 102 - 2.9%
Other Latino 18 32 + T7.8%
Other Black 23 ' 45 + 95.7X
Total 198 258 ' +30.3% '
e o — e

§
1
Sased on Chicago Police Department aggregated data for beats 1013, "1024, 1031, 1032, 1033, 1034.



Latin Kings

p——

Table 3

Self-Report Data Of Violent Crimes'

Average # of Violent
Incidents
Time 1

.38.07*

Average s of Violent
Incidents
Time 11

11,18

Average Difference Between
Time ! and Time 11

26.89**88
(45) -
{
Two-Six 13.97 11.27 2.M

1) :
| {
| 26.58 1.22 15.3688
i

Gang Average # Driveby Average # Driveby Average Change Setween Time

Shootings at Time I | Shootings at Time II

1 & Tiee 11 on Drivebys

Latin Kings
(45)

For difference between gangs within time periods:
*ps .05
**p < .01

For difference between time periods within gangs:
#p s .01 :

Includes the following 8 crimes: Robbery with and without 8 weapon; Threats to best someone with or
without s weapon; Beating someone with or without a weapon; Homicides; and Driveby. shootings committed in the
6 months prior to the interview. MNote that extreme high scores or outliers were set to equal the highest,
within range score. Only individuals missing on all 8 items in the scale were eliminated from the snalysis.



Table 4
Total Crimes Violent and NonViolent

Gang Type Avg. # of Total Avg. # of Total Difference in Avg. #
Crimes Crimes of Total Crimes
Time | Time 11 Time 1 - Time 11
| 1
Latin Kings 78.6 ~19.3 - 59.3*888
(45) N
Two-Six 54.1 28.9 - -25.288
“1N
Total 66.9 23.9 - 43.0888
(86)

For difference between gangs within time periods:
*ps .05 :

For difference between time periods within gangs:
#ps . N
#88p < .001



Table 4
Total Crimes Violent and NonViolent, cont.

e =
Gang Type Avg. # of Total Avg. # of Total Difference in Avyg. #
Different Crimes Different Crimes of Total Different

Time 1 Time 11 Crimes

Time I - Time 11

IT__————_————

Latin Kings 7.24¢ 3.09 - 4./ 15v"*48g
(45) -
Tuwo-Six 4.78 4.24 ’ - 0.54
41)
Total 6.07 3.64 : - 2.34888
(86)

For difference between gangs within time periods:
* ps< .05 .
*eep < 001

For difference between time periods within gangs:
##8p < .001



, Table 5§
Drug Use at Baseline and Time II

% Ever Using | X Ever Using | % Ever Using | X Ever Using X Ever Using X Ever
Mari jusna Mari juana Cocaine Cocaine Crack Using Crack
Ti’ne 1 Time 11 Time 1 Time I1 Time I - Time 11

Latin Kings

Two-Six 73.2% 80.5% v 17.1% 21.9% 2.4% 0x
(1) (3] 1)
Total 82.6% 70.9% 3. 34.9% 1.2% 0X

(86) (86) (86)

e e S

% Ever Using %X Ever Using | % Ever Using X Ever Using X Ever Using X Ever
Heroin Heroin Wickey Wickey Pills Using Pills
Time 1 - Time 11 Time I Time 11 Time | Time 11

Latin Kings

fFor difference between gangs within time periods:

.05
.01

1A lA

* P
*p



Drug Use at Baseline and Time II, cont.

Table S

X Ever Using Acid

' % Ever Using Other

X Ever Using Other

X Ever Using Acid Time 11 Drugs Drugs
Tisee 1 Time 1 Time 11
Latin Kings 11.46% 18.2% 0x 0x
(44) .
Two-Six 12.2% 29.3% ox K3
(41)

1

There was no direct question about acid, but those who endorsed other drugs specified acid as the

drug they used.




Table 6
' Drug Sales at Baseline and Time II

X Ever

Selling
Mari juana
Time |

Latin Kings 51.2% 36.6% arex v | 262 2.4% ox
(41) (42) o (42)
Two-Six 39.1% 26.8% L. 14.6% C4.9% 2.4%
41 (41) 41
Totsl 45.1% 31.7% 30.1% 20.5% 3.6% 1.2%
(82) ) A (83)

Latin Kings 4.8% 0x 9.5% 2.4% » 8.9% NA
Two-Six 4.9% 0x 2.6% 7.3% 2.4% NA
Total . 4.8% 0% 6.0% 4.8% 5.8% NA

‘For difference between gangs within time periods:

v p < .001



Table 6

Drug Sales at Baseline and Time II, cont.

Gang Type

Latin Kings

X Selling Acid
Timge |

X Selling Acid
Time 11

X Selling Other

X Selling Other
Drugs
Time 11

1) . (40)
Two-Six 0x 4.9% 0x ox
41) 1)
-  —  — — ———— _—— —— ————
Total 1.2% 2.4% 177 ox
(82) (82)

1

Guestion was asked about other drugs, but all answers specified acid.




Table 7
Involvement with the Criminal Justice 8ystem
Baseline vs. Time I

Gang Type X in % in Juvenile X in % in % on X on
Juvenile Detention Juvenile Juvenile | Probation Probstion
Detention | Time I1 Prison Prison Time |1 Time 11
Time | Time 1 Time 11
r_*——*—?-——w - - " — -L" '—-J
Latin 15.6% 4.4% 11.4% 0% 31.8% 18.2%
Kings (45) (64) (44)
Two-Six 9.8% 2.4% : 2.4% 0% 19.5% 21.9%
41) (41) 1)
| === -
Total 12.8% 3.5% , 7.1% 0x 25.9% 20.0%
(86) (85) (85)
. e —— ———

m ——— ———————|
Sang Type X on Parole %X on Parole X in Adult % in Adult
Time 1 Time 11 Detention Detention
Time I Time 11

Latin Kings 18.2%* 1142 @ 28.9%X%* 4.4
(44) (45)

Two-Six 2.4% ox 4€.9% 43.9%
(41) 1

Total 10.6% - 5.9% : 17.4% 46.2%
(85) (86)

For differences between gangs within time periods:

J.
°
#IA A

[
b
228



Table 8

Reasons For Fighting With Other Gangs

Values/uay Of Life | Valuesniay of Life | Territory/Turf Territory/Turf
Time | Time II Time 1 Time 11

Latin 8.3% 58.3% 27.8% 61.1%

Kings

36)
Two-Six 8.1% 51.3% 21.6% 75.7%

an

Total 8.2% 54.8% 26.7% 68.5%

¥4

Gang Type Gang Signe/Colors Gang Signs/Colors Reputationy/ Reputatiorv
Time 1 Time 11 Impress VYomen lspress Women

Time 1

Time I1

Latin Kings 135.9%* 58.3% 13.9% 16.7%
36)
Two-Six 0x 62.2% 5.4% 21.6%
—
60.3% 9.6% 19.2X%
3

For difference between gangs within time period:

*px< .05



Table 8

Reasons Por Fighting With other Gangs, cont.

Gang Rivalry/
Retaliation
Tiee |

Gang Rivalry/
Retaliation
Time 11

.&i

2.8%

for difference betueen gangs within time periods:

**p < .01

Personality
Conflicts
Time 11

Latin Kings 5.6% 16.7% 2.8% 8.3%

36)

Tuwo-Six ox 13.5% 2.7% ox

(79

Total 2.7X 15.1% 2.7% 4.1%

(73)

__ﬁ———_




Table 9 ,
Where Fighting with Oother Gangs is Occurring at Time II.

Contested Turf
Latin Kings

a6) |

Two-Six 91.9% 97.3% 94.6% 29.4X C 91.9% 69.4%
(31 (34) 36)
z —
Total 84.9% $0.4% 94.4X 39.4% -83.3% 62.9%
(73) (72) (66) (72) (70)

e ——

For difference between gangs within time periods:
*ps< .05




Table 10

Degree Of Serious Of Fighting With Other Gang

% who Say Incidents Primerily Involve:

Gang Type
Assault With Wespon Auaults' With Vespon | Assaults Uithout Assaults Vithout
. Time 1- Time 11 Seapon Weapon
.  Timm 1 7 Yime 11
N _j N . - 16-2’
Latin Kings 17.7% 76.5% NA an
(34) 34) 1
Two-Six 29.6% : 81.5% NA 3.1%
@n ) 27 39
Total 22.9% T 78.T% NA 19.7%
({1} 61 (76)
% Who Say Fighting Has Resulted In:
Gang Type
Very Serious
Death Death Very Serious Injury
Time 1 Time 11 Injury Time 11
Time :
2

Latin Kings . 37.1%

(35) 35 (35) (35)

Two-Six 53.6% 25.0% 0% 28.6%

J (28) (28) (28) (28)
T totat 68.3% 25.4% 7.9% 33.3%
(63) (63) (63) (63)

1

Comparable data were not available at Time 1.

2
Originally categorized as hospitalization.




Table 11

Reasons for Fighting Other Branches of the Same Gang
Baseline varsus Time IIX

Gang Types

X uho Report Fighting
Setueen Branches
Time 1

—  _______ ________________—— —— — ——— —— ———— ——— __——— "~ —

X Who Report Fighting
Betueen Sranches
Time 11

Status/Power
Time |

Status/Power
Time 11

Latin Kings . 47.3% 52.6% 0z 63.2%
' (38) - (38) (9 (19
Two-Six 30.8% 65.4% 17.7% 58.8%

» 26) (26) an «“n
Total 40.6X 57.8% 8.3% 61.1%
(64) (64) (36) (36)

It

Latin King=
19

0% 17.7%

30.6%

35.3% 17.7%

41.7X% 19.4%

47.1%




Table 11

Reasons for Fighting other Branches, cont.

na
—

Gang Violations
Time 1

Crime
Time 1

Gang Violations
Time 11

Crime

Rivalry
Time 1

Latin Kings 5.3% 21.1% (173 NA
(19 43) 1
Two-Six ox 17.7% X KA 5.9% 41.2%
an (28)
Total 2.8% 19.4% 0% w | s.ex 33.3%
36) an

10.5%

Latin Kings 5.3%
19)
Two-Six ox 0x
«“n
Total 5.6% 2.8%
(36)

1

Comparable data were not svailable at Time 1.




Table 12

Difference Between Non-Gang and Gang Crime in Community'

Non-Gang Crime Scsle

Non-Gang Crime Scale

Non Gang Scale - Diff. Betueen

Time | Time 11 Time I & Time 11
_ Latin Kings 2.93 2.20%e 0.64888
(43) (463) 43)
Two-Six 2.7 1.93 0.86888
(40) (40) (40)
P — —
Total 2.86 2.12 0.75#88
(83) (83) (83)
Gang Type Gang Crime Scale Gang Crime Scale Gang Scale - Diff. Betuween
- Time 1 Time 11 Time 1 & Time 1
Latin Kings 3.40 3.09 0.31%8
(44) (44) (44)
Two-Six 3.6 2.97 0.54888
(3] ({3} ({A)]

3.50
(85)

3.03

(85)

.05
.01

4o 8
IAIA Q

F

g

#ps .05

©

ifference between gangs within time periods:

difference between time periods within gangs:

< .001

§

1 : -
The questions asked were “How serious a crime problem do you think exists in your commmity (within
last 6 months) in regard to each of the following gang and nongang-related crimes: graffiti, bresking and
entering, car theft, robbery, intimidation, fight without weapon, fight with weapon, drive-by shooting,
possession of knife, possession of gun, drug selling, and drug use.® The options were no probles (1), & small
problem, a serious problem, s very serious problem (4). The scores were aggregated for each item per individual
by type, gang or nongang and then divided by the total mmber of items (12) in the scale.



Table 13

Witness Any Gang Crimes In Past 8ix Months

Gang Type Selling Selling
Orugs - Drugs -
Tiae I Time 11

Fighting Fighting Fighting Fighting

Within Oun Within Betuween Setween
Gang - Oun Gang Different Gangs Different Gangs
Time | - Time 11 - YTime [ - Time 11

Two-Six 92.7% 87.8% 90.2% 92.7% 9R.7% 87.8%
“1
Total 90.7X 90.7% 82.6% 89.5% 87.1% 90.7X
(86) (85)
Gang Intimidation - Gang Intimidetion -
Time 1 Time 11
Latin Kings 75.6% 50.0% 71.1% 61.4%
(45) (44) (44)
Two-Six 80.5% 53.7% 80.5% 73.2%
41) ((3)]
Total 77.9% 51.8% 75.6% 67.1%
(86) (85) (85) (85)
P e ———— e ————
Gang Type Gang Gang Avg. # Avg. # Avg. Diff.
Recrui taent Recruitment | Crimes Seen | Crimes Seen Betueen Time 1 &
- Time 1 ~Time 11 in Past 6 in Past 6 Time 11 on Total
Months - Months - # Items Endorsed
Time | Time 11
I- 1|
1 Latin Kings 71.1% 63.6% 4.62 4.4b - 0.18
(45) (44) (61)
Two-Six 87.8% 73.2% 5.24 4.68 - 0.56#
1)
Total 79.1% 68.2% 4.92 4.56 - 0.36
(86) (85) (86)

For differences between time periods within gangs:

<

% < .05



Table 14
Percentage Who Did the Following to Avoid Gang Crime

Gang Turned Turned . Kept Kept Go Out With Go Out Choose Choose
Type Down Down Job | Gun at Gn st Someone, $0 With Residence Residence
Time 11 Nome Nome Not Alone Sameone, for for
Tiee 1 Tiee 1 Time 11 Time | $o ot Safety Safety
Alone Time Featiwres | Features
+ ) . - ) A 1 Time I Time 11
Latin .7 31.7% 66.7% 64.3% 57.1i 35.7%ve 57.5% .
Kings 41 41) (42) (42) (462) (40) (40) (40)
Two- 51.2% n.7= 68.3% 70.7% 65.9% 63.4% 57.5% 37.5%
Six 41) (41 61 1) 41) (40) (40)
Total 41.5% 31.71 67.5% 67.5% 61.5% 49.4% 57.5% 38.7%
(82) (82) (83) (83) (83) (83) (80) (80)

Avg. # Total Difference

Between Total

at Time I &
Time 11

Latin Kings

For difference betueen gangs within time periods:
*ps .05
**p < .01



Table 15
Adults Use Gang Youth for Illegal Activities

Screen Personal Personsl Property Crime Property Crime
Gang Type Screen Question Crime Crime Time 1 Time 11
GQuestion Yes Time I Time II
Yes Response
Response Time 11

Tuwo-Six 18.7% 56.3% 0% 15.6% 9.4X% 37.5%
32)

Total 45.6% 57.9% 21.1% 19.3% 38.6X 29.8%
(&7

for difference between gangs within time periods:
*st p 5 001

1
o 'ngggremqnstimm'lnthepstyur,mtheredaltsindnc—nitymouedmywthfor
illegal or criminal activities?® For those answering yes, & further question was asked about what activities.
Thesemmmaﬂeﬂ“migﬁtoﬁeatmiu“mﬂnbisﬁ categories used at
Baseline--see April, 1994 report for specific exasples of items in each category.



Table 15

Adults Use Gang Youth for Illegal Activities, cont.

Gang
Ti

Crime | Gang Crime
-

Protection
Time 11

Latin Kings (174 4.0% 8.0% 0x 16.0% 8.0%
(5)

Two-Six 9.4% 15.6% ox 174 6.3% 6.3%
32)

Total 5.3% 10.5% . 3.5% 0x 10.5% 7.0%
(¢78]

Latin Kings 70.4xwee 48.1% 66.7Xwee 45.8%
() @n @n (24) (26)
Two-Six 6.5% 48.4% 18.7% 37.5%
(32)

41.1%

- (58)

For difference hetueen gangs within time periods:

e 55001




. Table 16
Average Rating at Time II of Perceived Change in Police
Effectiveness In Dealing With Gang Problem '

Gang Typs Walk Streets | Patrol In Cars Arvest Known
Criminals

Latin Kings

1.15 1.2

40 (40)
e e

1.5 1.29

(85) (84)
e

Gang Type Arrest Those Getting In Harass Gang Members Respond Quickly
. Trouble

Latin Kings

Are Effective in Dealing With Solve Canmmnity Probleas
Gang Problems

Latin Kings

Two-Six .3 2.2

(40) 39
Total 2.33 2.26
(83) an

For difference between gangs within time period:
*ps< 05

1 .
Based on a 3 point scale with 1 = Better, 2 = the Same and 3 = Worse.



Table 17

spociﬁ.c Groups/nesidents Dealihq with Gang Crime

Gang Type Screen Screen Slock Slock Qu-eh- Churches | Commmnity | Commnity
Question Question Clubs Clubs Tiee I Time 11 Groups Groups
Yes Yes Time 1 Timm 11 - Time | Time 11
! R
L Tims 1 Ties 11 J
Latin 33.3x 70.4X 4.0% 8.0x* 0% 40.0% 14.8X 48.1%
Kings 2N (¢1p] 25) (25) (25) (25) @n «@n
Two-Six 38.7% 61.3% ox 34.5% ox 29.6% 14.3% 50.0%
( (28) (28)
P — e
Total 14.5% 49.1%
(55) (55)

Latin 7.4% 40.7X 0x 26.9% oxe 53.9%
Kings 27 27) (26) (26) (26) , (26)
Two-Six 0X 39.3% 3.6% 28.6% 20.7% 44 .8%

(28) (28) (28) (28) (¢2] (29)
Total 3.6% 40.0% 1.9% 27.8% 10.9% 49.1%
(55) (55) (54) (54) (55) (55)

For difference between gangs within time periods:
*ps .05




Table

17

specific Groups/Residents Dealing With Gang Crime, cont.

Latin Kings (32) ) 2
Two-$ix 27.5% o.3% 8.7%
(40) @n an

Totat T 22.2% 4.0% 14.0%
(72) (50 (50)

1

Comparable data were not available at Tiee I.




()

Latin Kings

Table 18
What Groups/Residents Are Doing To Reduce Gang Crime

Cammmi ty
Organization
Time 11
Latin Kings oxee 24.0% 0x 4.0% ox 24.0%
(S)
Two-Six 25.8% 32.3% 6.5% 22.6% ox 16.1%
(63)]
Total 16.3% 28.6% 3.6X 14.3% (17 19.6%
(56)

Latin Kings 4.0 . 24.0% 8.0% 12.0% 4.0% 4.0X
(S) - '
Two-Six 3.2% 22.6% 0x 6.5% 0x 3.
a3n
Total 3.6% 23.2% 3.6% 8.9% 1.8% '3.6%
(56)
For difference between gangs within time periods:
*p< .05 ‘ ]
"p <



Table 18
What Groups/Residents Are Doing To Reduce Gang Crime, cont.

Latin Kings 8.0% 20.0% 8.0% 16.0%*
(25)
Two-Six 16.1% 16.1% 0% ox
a1 :
Total 12.5% 17.9% 3.6% 7.1%
(56)

Latin Kings oxee 26.0% ox 4.0% ox 26.0%
S)
Two-Six 25.8% 32.3% 6.5% 22.6% ox - 16.1%
31)
_— — ‘
Total 14.3% 28.6% 3.6% 14.3% 0% 19.6%
(56)

W
Gang Type Recrestion | Recreation | Providing | Providing Other Other
Time 1 Time 11 Jobs Jobs - Time 1 Tiee 11
: : - Time I Tiae 11 ’
_ Latin Kings 4.0% 26.0% 8.0% 1208 | 4.0% 4.0%
(25) ) .
Tuwo-Six 3. 22.6% 0% 6.5% 0% R I+
31 :
Total 3.6% 23.2% 3.6% 8.9% 1.8% 3.6%
(56) :
L

or difference betueen gangs within n- periods:
p s .05
.01

J



Latin Kings

Table 19
Reason Respondent Is Less Active In Gang '

Vorking
Tims 11

————

Retired/Grew
out of It
Timm &

Two-$ix 10.0% 40.0% 2.6% 316X
(40) (40) 38) (38) 38) (38)
Total 11.5% 35.9% 1.3% 22:4% 1.4% 23.3%
(78) (78) (76) (76) (73 «T3)

Latin Kings

Time §

Tise 11

Girtfriend

Wifes .
eir
Tim= 1

vifes

Tie= I1

friend

1

25.6X -

(39)

21.1%
(76)

Percents do not add to 100 percent, since multiple reasons could be given.

2

Comparable deta were not available at Time I.




Table 19

Reason Respondent Is Less Active In Gang, cont.

Cammnity Youth

11.1x* S.4% 2.7%
Latin Kings NA (36) 37 . 37
1
Two-Six NA 30.8% 0x 8.8X
39 (34) (34)
e T R
Total NA 21.3% 2.8% 5.6%
(7) an (¢4}
—

Latin Kings 2.8% 5.6% 2.6% 5.3% 7.9%
(36) (36) (38) (38) (38)

Two-Six 0% 8.1% 2.9% 14.3% 1%.7%
(37 37 (35) (35) (34)

Total 1.4% 6.9% 2.7% 9.6% 11.1%
(73 (73) () (72)

For difference between gangs within time periods:

* ps .05

1

Comparable data were not available at Time 1.




Table 20
status in Gang

—_—

Core Nember Regular
Nember

% of Indivicmls Yho
are Leaders or Core

% of Individuals Who
are Leaders or Core

For difference between gangs within time periods:

®ps .05

" ps . 0

Nembers Neabers

Tims 1 Tiee 11

Latin Kings 17.1% 16.3% 68.6% 42.9%*
(35) :

Two-$ix 5.3% 5.3% 86.8% 65.8%




Ji

Table 20
Changes in 8tatus - i.e. Gang Position

in Time I

T Gang Nean Nean X ¥o
Typs status Status | Change in
Time I | Time II

vs.

X Less X More
Involved Irvolved
Timm 11 Time 11

Time II

X Moving
Leader or
Core to
Peripheral
or Not
-Active
Tiem 11

X Mot
Active
(Based on
Status)
Time I

Latin 2.28% 3.05%* 3.3 58.1% 18.6% 16.3 3 18.6%

Kings
(43)
Two-Six 1.85 2.30 42.5% 47.5% 10.0% 2.6% 5.0%
(40)
Total 2.07
(83)
i e

For difference betueen gangs within time periods:

" ps< .01

a8 p = .061




Gang Type

Think Uill
Ever Losve
Gang

Table 21

Think Will Ever
Leave Gang

Yes Response
Timm 11 ‘

Currently
Thinking of
Leaving
Time 1

Reason Respondent Would Leave Gang

Currently
Thinking of
Leaving
Ties 11

e
T | o | om | e

Latin Kings 53.1%x* a8.7% 31.4% 57.4%
(32) 32) 35) 35)

Two-Six 76.5% 67.7% 51.6% 35.5%
(34) (34) 3%) (315

Two-
Six

Total .

11.5% 19.2% 3.9% 0x 7.7 7.7%
(26) (26) (26) (26) (26) (26)
15.8% 33.3% 5.3% 0X 15.8% 7.1%
57 (57 1§19 (¢14) ¢1p) (57)

For difference betueen gangs within time periods:

*=ps< .05




~ tatin Kings

Table 21
Reason Respondent Would Leave Gang, cont.

Latin Kings
(€1}

1)
Two-$ix 3.9% ox 26.9% 30.7%
_(26) :
. _
1.7% 12.3% 19.3%

Two-Six 7.7%
(26)
Total 5.3%
(¢7p]
Gang Type Other Other
Time | Time 11
Latin Kings 0x 0x
31
Two-Six 3.9% 0x
(&3}
Total 1.7 (14
(57

For difference between gangs within time periods:

*ps .05
**p

(7Y

.01




Table 22A
% Living with any of the Following in Household

Total
(85)

Latin Kings 45.5xwee 31, 1xvee 77.3%00e 61.4%%
(44) ‘ ‘
Two-Six 75.6% 80.5% 2.7 87.8%
1)

Latin Kings 77.3%  s9.1%* 9.1% 22.7%%
(44) -
Tuo-Six 85.4% 80.5% ox 2.4%
“1
e ——
Total 81.2% 69.4% 4. 7% 12.9%
(85)

For difference betueen gangs within time periods:
* ps .05
**p g .01
evep < 001




Table 22B ,
% Living wWith any of the Following in Household, cont.

Latin Kings
(44)

S e

Cirlfriend/ - Girtfriends
Soyfriend Boyfriend
Time 1 Time II -
Latin Kings 13.6%* 20.5%
: (4)
Two-Six 0x 0x
41)

For difference between gangs within time periods:

*ps .05
oy < .01




Table 22C
‘s Living With any of the Following in Household, cont.

- Latin Kings
(&)

Two-Six
(41)

Latin Kings | 0% 2.3% 6.8% 6.8%
(44) .
Two-Six 2.46% 2.4% 0% 2.4%
1)

Latin Kings ox 2.3%
(44) .
Two-Six 0x 2.4%
(41)
e e
ox 2.3%

.01




Table 22D

% Living With any of the Following in Household, cont.

cang Type Friend Friend X Live Alone X Live Alone
Time 1 Tiss 11 Time | Time 11
Latin Kings 20.5%° 6.8% 0x 4.5%
44)
Two-Six 2.4% -0% ox 2.4%
“1)

Latin Kings
(&)

Two-Six
(41)

19.5%

9.8X

*ps .01
**ep < .001

For difference betuween within time iods:
*ps .Og per

" Latin Kings 0x 6.8% 22.7x* 27.3%*
3

Two-Six 2.4% 2.4X 4.9% 7.3%
“1

4.7% 14.1% 17.7%




Table 22B

Of Those in Household, Besides Repondent

Latin Kings

(Includes Only Those Over 14)

X in Jaifl
Time 11
38.6%
Latin Kings 55.9%* 23.5% (64)
(34) (34)
Two-Six 3.7 19.5% 21.9%
(41) (41) %1
Total 42.7% 21.3% 30.6%
(75) (75) (85)
—————— ——

For difference between gangs within time periods:

*psg .05

1

Comparable data were not available at Time I.



Table 22F
Average Number of Individuals in Household Who are in the
Following cCategories - Time I Versus Time II
(Includes Only Those Over 14)

Naximm = 7

Difference on
Betueen
Ties | and
Timm 11

Two-Six 2.85 1.80 1.05888 0.27 0.25 0.03
' (40) (40) (40) (40) (40) ' (40)

Totat 2.97 1.54 1.43888 0.29 0.25 0.04
() (79) 79 (68) (68) (68)

In Gang (Not : . In Jail
Including Time 11
Respondent) i
ti-;l
0.43
Latin Kings 0.61 0.21 0.398 NA (42)
(28) (28) (28 1
Two-Six 0.39 0.27 0.12 NA 0.37
41) ©(4Y) (41) (61)
—
0.40
{83)

For.difterg;ee between gangs within time periods:
pPs<.

For difference betueen time periods within gangs:
#p < .05

#p < .01

8 p < .001

1
Comparsble dats were not available at Time 1.



Table 23 :
Coopersmith Self Esteen S8cale Bcores
Average Time I Versus Time II

Gang Type Coopersaith Score Coopersaith Score Difference Betuwoen
Mean - Time 1 Nean - Time 11 Time | - Time 11 Scoves
Latin Kings 57.61* ' 64.42 + 7.008
(38)
Two-Six : 64 .48 71.58 + 7.108
(38)
Total © 60.95 68.00 + 7.0508
76)
L ﬂi

For difference betueen gangs within time periods:

*ps< .05

For difference betueen time periods within gangs:
#p s .05
#p < .00




" Table 24
How Respondent Get Along With Bpouse/Girlfriend

Don’t Get Along Don’t Get Along

Time 11
Latin Kings
(32)
Two-Six 81.3% 43.7% 18.7% 56.3% o 0x
(16)
Total 70.8X 47.9% 29.2% 50.0% ox 2.1%
(48) '
Avyg. Difference in Rating
Gang Type . Avg. Time 11 of Relationship
Time | : Time I -
Time 11 '

tatin Kings
32)

(16)

Total 1.29 - 1.54 - 0.25¢
(48)

[ Two-Six 1.19 1.56 - 0.3788

For difference between time periods within gangs:
#p < .05
#p < .01

1
Based on a 3 point scale with 1=get slong well, 2=some problems and 3=don’t get along.



Table 25

crisis in Family of Respondent- Time I and Time II

Latin Kings
43)

Tuwo-Six
10y -

. Latin Kings

Tud-Six

Latin Kings
(43)

érin-lelnted
Problems
Time 1

(42)

Crime-Related Victim of Victim of
Problems Gang Violence | Gang Violence
Time 11 Time 1 Tise 11

Two~-Six
(§0)]




Carg Type

Crigis in Pamily of Respondent, cont.
L T T

Afrrést in
iousshold
Time |

1 Arrest in Bomehold |  Family Family
Tims 11 Relationship Relationship
© Problems Prablems

Table 25

Time'1

56.8% ' 6.7%

| vLatin xings WA (4h) (43)

A 1 ;
61.0% 0x 30.0%
%) (10 (10)
58.8% 3.8% 20.7%

(8s) (53) (S3)

Family
Job-Related
Problems

Time | Time 11 Problems Problems
Time | Time I1
Ml

— e ——

Family Family Family
Job-Related Income- Income-
Problems Related Related

Latin Kings NA 38.6%3 NA 27.3%
(44) (4h)
Tuo-Six NA 19.5% NA 14.6%
: %1 1)
Total NA 29.4% NA C21.2%

Two-Six 0% ox
N
Total 2.3% ox
(43)
aps= .053

1

Comparable data were not available at Time I.



Table 26

Mean SBcores for Standard and Grade I.ovel subscales
on the lido Ranging Achievement Test (WRAT)

Standerd Scores
spelling

at Time II

Arithmetic

Latin Kings 87.1 ) mn.se 9.4
2 - (40) (35)

Two-Six 8s5.9 78.2 92.5
(38) 3 (38)

Latin Kings 7.97 5.93 9.89
' 2" 1 (35)
Two-Six 7.2 5.51 9.71
(38) 39 (38)
—
Total 7.55 5.73 9.79
’ (67) (80) 73
e

For difference between gangs within time periods:

*p < .05




Table 27A
Income Comparisons - Respondent’s Reported Monthly Income

m?nm
Gang Typs X Any Vork- X Ay Praportion | Proportion | X Any Money From
Related Noney Vork- of Yotal of Total Aid/Unespl oyment
Time | ‘Related Income From Income Time !
Money York From Work
Time 11 Time I Time 11

e T

X Ay Money From
Aid/Unespl oyment
Time 11

%‘

X Income From
Family/Spouse
Time 1

X Income From

Family/Spouse
Time 11

— 0.55 4.0% 8.0%
Latin Kings “%.2x 65.1% ™ (38) .
(25) (43) (43)
Two-Six 31.6% 52.6% WA 0.47 ox 0x
(28) (38) (38) (36)
Totat 38.3% 59.3% NA 0.51 R 3.8%
(53) (81) (81) (7%)
- . — — —  —

X Any Noney From
friends
Time 1

h%

X Any Money From
Friends
Time 11

r_““—-—-——l

Latin Kings 52.0X 32.0% ox 8.0%
(5)

Two-Six 66.3% 53.6X ox 7.1%
(28)

Total 58.5% 43.4% 0x 7.5%
(53)

1

Comperable data were not available at Time 1.




Table 272
Income Comparisons, cont.

cang Type X Ay [llegal Money % AMw lllegal Money
Tims | . Time 11

Latin Kings 16.0% 32.0%

17.9% 21.6%

I

17.0% 26.4%

—_—

Gang Type Proportion of Income From Proportion of Income From
Illegal Activities Illegal Activities
Time 1 Time I1

Latin Ki _ NA 0.312
) : (38)
Tuo-Six NA 0.15
(28) (36)
— - — ————
Total NA 0.2
) (53) (76)

| |

aps= .0695




Table 27B
Rospcndent's Monthly Illegal Income
' Time I and Time II

- N
Gang Type Avg. Illegal lri:. Aw.' 1legal Avg. Difference in
Tiam 1 Income Illegal Income
. Tiee 11 Time I va.
Time 11
Latin Kings $171.20 $856.003 +$684.80 3@
()
Two-Six $302.86 $125.00 -$177.86
(28)
Total $260.75 $469.81 +$229.06
(53)
Iﬁ#ﬂ
ap= .102

&p = 077



Table 27C
- Respondent’s Total Monthly Income

For difference betuween time periods u_ithin gangs:

#ps .05

Gang Typs | Awg. Total |  Avg. Total Difference in | NMedian Nedian
Monthly Nonthly Incoms Income Incomn Income
Income Time 11 Setusen Time | Time 11
Tiem 1 Time | Versus
Time 11
[
Latin $426.06 $1176.85 $+550.79% $540 $900
Kings
33
Two~Six $812.00 $925.40 $+113.40 $600 $450
(S) .
S1Q68.67 $+362.268 $600 $807.50




~ Table 28A
Occuptional Aspirations - Time I and Time II

" Latin Kings
(45)

Two-Six 3.1% 30.8% 5.1% 35.9%
idd

20.2% 26.2% 10.7% 40.5%

Wanager/
Managerial Position

- Time 11
—— . 2.2
Latin Kings | 4.6% 11.1% NA 45)

(45) 1
Tuwo-Six 0x 12.8% NA 2.4%
39) 41)
Total 2.4% 11.9% NA 2.3%
(%) ) (86)
— —

Factory/
Semi-Skilled
Time 1

Latin Kings
. 45)

Two~Six 15.4% 17.9%

NA 0%
39 (41)

— —
Total 15.5% ' 17.9% NA 1.2%

(86) (86)

1
Comparsble data were not available at Time 1.



Table 28A
Occupational Aspirations, cont.

Unskilled Labor

ﬂ-_ 1

Latin Kings NA (465)
(45) 1
Two~$ix KA 0% ' ~10.3% 0x
39
Total NA

(84)

Litln Kings
(45)
Tuwo-Six .= . 0x
(&)
= e —
Total . “.8% : 0x
84)
——

Y
Comparable data were not available at Time I.



Table 28B
optimism to Achieve Profession

Very Very Optimistic Someuhat Sommhat
Ooptimistic Time 1 Optimistic Optimistic
Time I Tims 1 Tiae 11

Latin Kings
42)

Two-Six 46.9% 50.0% 53.2% 37.5%
32)
R L S ——

43.2X 50.0% ’ S4.1X 32.4%
m—— _
Nean Difference
Little Chance Little Chance Nean Ranking Ranking in Ranking
‘to Achieve to Achieve Tims I Time 11 Time I
Timm | .

1
Scale ranges from 1=very optimistic to 3=littie chance to achieve.



Table 28C
Profession Aspired To - Time II Only

Gang Type | Professional Hove Own - Manager/ Clerical Trade Labor/ Factory/ Unskilted Unespl oyment Other | Mean Ranking
fExecutive Business Hanagerial Kechanical Semi-Skilled Labor fuot uorking
Position
i _

Latin 22.2% &4 .4% 1.1 2.2% 17.8% 2.2% 0x (174 ox 2.55

Kings . . -

(45)

Iuo‘-‘six n.7x 36.6X% 12.2% 24% 17.1% 0x (174 ox ox 2.36

1)

Total 26.7X 40.7% 11.6X 2.3% 17.4X% 1.2X 0x 0x 0x 2.5

<86) ’

— —
: Table 28D
Profession Respondent Expects to Enter - Time II Only
Gang Type Professional Hiave Own mnéserl Clerical Trade Labor/ Factory/ Unskilled tUnespl oyment Other Mean
/Executive Susiness Managerial Nechanical Senf-Skilled Labor Mot dorking Ranking
. Position : ’
Latin Kings 9.5% 42.9%* 21.46% 7.1% 16.7% (124 (114 2.4% 0x 2.90*
42)

Two-Six 13.2% 18.4% 23.7X 0.70% 28.9% 7.9% 2.6% 2.6! 2.6% 3.12
(38) - (2D :
Total 11.2X 31.3% 22.5% 3. 22.5% 3. X 1.3% 2.5% 1.3% 3.24 .
(80) )

For difference between gangs within time periods:

*ps

.05



Table 28E
Income Respondent Hopes to Make a Year
According to Categorical Responses
Time I and Time II -

X Aspiring to | X Aspiring to
Time | Time 1} $20,000 or | $20,000 or
Less Less.
Time }

Latin Kings
(40)

Two-Six
38)

Total 0% 0x 1.3 3.9%
(T8)
L:: - e

e
X Aspiring to X Aspiring to X Aspiring to | X Aspiring to
Setueen $20 - Between $20 - Nake More Noke More
© $50,000 $50,000 Then $50,000 | Than $50,000
Time 1 Time 11 : Time I Time 11
Latin Kings
(L0)
Two-Six 50.0X 34.2% 26.3X 65.8X
(38)
Total 53.9X 42.3% 17.9% 53.9%
(78) ‘

for difference betueen gangs within time periods:
*p 5 .05



Table 28F

Income Respondent Hopes to Make a Year -~ 'rime II Only

Gang Type $1 - $10,000 $10,001 - $20,001 - 30,001 - $40,001 - $50,001 - More Then | Meen Ranking
Latin Kings ox 6.8% 4.6X 18.2% 27.3% 13.6% 29.5%* 5.25¢
“2)
Two-Six ox 0% 4.9% 9.8% 19.5% 14.6% 51.2% 5.97
(40) '
Total 0x 3.5% 47X %1% 23.5% %1% 40% 5.60
(52)
Table 28G
Income Respondent Expects to Make a Year - Time II Only
Gang Type $1 - $10,000 s:o o001 - $20,001 - $30,001 - ,001 - $50,001 - More Than | Mean Renking
Latin Kings 2.4% 4.8% 23.8x 26.2% 23.8% 9.5% 9.5% 4.31
(42) .
Two-Six 5% 12.5% 15% 40X 12.5% 5% 10% 3.97 I
(40)
‘ Totsl 3. 8.5% 19.5% 32.9% 18.3% 7.3% 9.8% 4.15 u
(82)
-

for difference betueen gangs within time periods:

*ps.



Table 29
Interactions with Community Youth Workers:
Duration of Contacts and Worker Activities

Latin Kings

Tuo~Six

Vorker et
(]
In Jail
Latin Kings 64.3%X 92.9% 10.5% 19.2%
28 (28) (19 26)
Two-Six 69X 100% 10% 26.1%
29 29 (20) 29
— —

Total 66.7% 96.5% 10.3% 21.8%
57 57 39 (55)

Yorker Met \Yorker Net Vorker Met Vorker Net
Girlfriend

tatin Kings |  48.1% 40.0% 46.1% 4.8% .
1 ] @ ) (26) 2N (26)
Two-Six aax | ox 39.1% 15.4x | 0.7
(29 () IE=3) (28 (28)
e
Total 44.6% 28.6% 42.9% 10.6% 9.3%
(56) n 49) %7 (54)




Table 30
Percentage of Respondents Involved by Worker
in the Activities and the Types of Activities

— - ——_
Recrestion/Social
Latin Kings 48.32% 517X 64.3% 21.4% 7.1% ' 7.1%
(29) 29) (16) (14) (16) (14)
Two~Six 67.9% 32.1% 8.2 10.5% 15.3% 5.3%
(28) (28) 19 (19) (19 9
Total 57.9% 42.1% 75.8% 15.2% 6.1% 6.1%
(¢15) ($15] (33) 33) (33 (33)
— - — -
Table 31

Percentage of Respondents Who Received Help with a Problem
and the Type of Help

—  ——— —  — ————— _____ __—_——
. . R Justice School subst Other
Gang Type Received | Did Mot | Coumseling/ | Employment | Gang System Abuse
Help .| Receive Persomal Issues Assistance Assistance

Latin Kings

6.2X%

(16)

Two-Six 58.6% 41.46% 18.7% 18.7% 25% 12.5% 18.7X 6.2% 0x
29 (29) (16) 16) €16) €16) €16) €16) (16)

Total 60.7% 39.3% 34.4% 31.2% _12.52 12.5% 9.4% 3.1% 3.1%
(56) (56) 32) (32) (32) 32) (32) (32) 32)

1
Includes programs such as Latino Youth.

Includes responses such as helping individuals get out of gangs, or get off the street.



"Table 32
Ratings of Worker Efforts and Qualities’®

Quality of Effort Ouality of . Quality of Ability in
' Avaflebility Nonesty Providing Things
to Do
Latin Kings .41 1.55 1.50 .79 1.370
(28) 2n @n (22) 24
Two-Six 1.47 1.69 1.62 1.69 1.82
(29) 29) 29 29 28)
- _

Total 1.44 1.63 1.56 1.73 1.61
(57 (56) (56) (56) (52)

For difference between gangs within time Periot:
*ps .01

3 .
Based on & 4 point scale with. 1 = very good; 2 = good; 3 = poor and 4 = very poor.



Table 33
. Agency Contacts for Individuals Reporting Receipt

of Project Service

Latin Kings

(26)

Job Training
Agency

Two-Six

@29

27.6%

17.2%

20.7%

Totsl
55)

30.9%

12.7%

3.6X

18.2%

Latin Kings

GED Progrem

Average # of
Agencies in
Contact Within

" Last Yeer

Two-Six 41.4% 3.46X 6.9% T.7X 1.24
29) @9 @9 (26) 29)

Total 32.1% 5.4% 10.9% 7.8% 1.20

: - (56) (55) (55) N (56)




: Table 34
Agency Involvement for Those With No Reported Worker Contacts
[ '

Jop Training
Agency

Latin Kings

3
Two-Six 1.9% ox 0x 1n.ax
9)
Total 27.3% 4.6% 4.5% 13.6%
(22)

Program Avg. # of
Agencies in
Cantact Within

Past Year

Latin Kings 25.0% x 8.3x 0% 1.00*
(13) 1) (2 (10)
Two-Six 0% ' 0% 0x 0% 0.22
) 9
= — -
Total 14.3% 0% 4.8% 0% 0.68
() @ @1 19

for differet;ce between gangs within time periods:

*ps .05



Worker Information b

Latin

Gang X X
Type Receiv. | W/Police
Serv. Involy.
From at
Lesst 1

Table 35
y Gang - All Project Workers

s DS SRS S S

' 3’7 X. X Receiv. Avg. # of Avg. #
Probation W/MAGY sServ. Serv.Agencies of
Involv. - Irvolv, From ALl _Prov. Serv. Yorkers
’ 4 Servics Prov.
Providers Serv.

4.5%*

97.7%

X Receiv.
Serv.
From Soth
Police
ared Gang
Workers

4.5% 0z 1.48 1.8 36.4%
Kings
(44)
Two- 88.5% 57.7X 23.1% 19.2% 3.9% 1.88 2.00 46.1%
Six
(26)
I — e e
11.4% 1.6 1.89 40.0%
Max = & Max = 6
===# —
4 Avg. Rating
Gang Type % Receiving any X Receiving any Avg. Rating of \U/Family of Success
Referrals for Advice or Crisis Success of Advice ' Contacts of Family
School or Jobs Counsel ing of Crisis by Worker | Interaction
Counsel ing 1
. 1
! ]
Latin Kings 77.3% 90.9% 2.13 61.4% 1.79
(44) ' (40) (25)
Two-Six 80.8% 96.1% 2.27 73.1% 2.12
(26) (23) (&1
i 2.18 65.7% 1.92
(63) (42)
ﬁﬁl

For difference between gangs within time Aperiot:
*p< .05

1

Based on a 4 point scale with 1=very much, 2=some, 3slittie and 4=not at sll.




Table 35
Worker Information by Gang - All Project Workers, cont.

-
-~ Gang Type: X Referred | X Referred | X Referred X Referred
Ret Job or Rez Jab or Rez Jab or Re: Jab or
School by School by . School by School by Nonth
NAGY _ Gang Vorker _ 1

B Police Probation | WA
18.2% :
(44) (43)
Tuo-§ix - 20.0% 23.1% 19.2 30.8% 14.3
(26) (26)
10.0% 22.6% 12.3
(69>
—— )

For difference between gangs within time periods:

*ps .05

1 .

Sased on the total mmber of contacts for all workers across service providers. If the sverage mnumber
of contacts for sll workers across service providers is used instead, the sverage for the Latin Kings = 6.20,
the average for the Two-Six = 8.21 and the average for the total sample = 6.95.



Table 36

Community Youth Worker Intervention

— - ———— ——
X Avg. X Referred Avg. Success
Gang %X Reporting | Avg. # of Referred Success Re: School of School -
Type Caontact Contacts to Jobs of Job Problems related
with Gang per Month Referral Referral
. . Youth 1 2
. Served by 2 .
Project
Staff
Letin Kings 97.7% 9.3 65.8% 1.57 S4.8% ) 1.7
(44) (43) (38) (21) (42) A7
Two-Six 88.5% 12.6 59.1% 2.18 65.2% 2.20
(268) (23) (22) (H (3 (10)
—
Total 96.3% 10.5 63.3% 1.78 58.5% 1.89
(70) (66) (60) (32) (65) 2N
] Avg. Rating
X Receiving any Avg. Rating of \V/Family | of Success .
Counseling Success of Coritacts of Family
Counseling by bYorker | Interaction
2

for difference between gangs within time periods:

*psg .05
**pn g .01

1

Figure includes the total for all workers.

Latin Kings 95.1% 1.83 61.9% 1.62
N 39 (42) - (25)

Two-Six 100.0% 1.85 52.2% 2.0
23 20) (¢2)] 8

58.5% 1.7

(65) (33)

2 ‘ ‘
Based on 4 point scale with 1=very much, 2=same, 3=little and 4=not at all .




Table 37
Combined Police/Gang Efforts

2 Avyg. Rating | Avg. # of Avg. #
Level of 3 .. b 2 Avg. Reporting of Success Per Youth of
Coordination | Referred Receiving Rating of Contact of Family Contacts Workers
Re: Job Advice of Success of V/Femily Interaction | per Month | Involved
or Crisis Advice/ ’
School Counsel ing Crisis 1 2
Counseling
1
Received 89.3% 100% 2.19 82.1X* 1.99 18, 3vvw 2.82ver
Services (28) (22) (28)
From 8oth
Police &
Gang VWorkers
(28)
Did Not 71.4% 88.1% 2.17 54.8% 1.85 ‘8.2 1.26
Receive (35) (20) (62)
Services
From Both
Providers
3
42)
Total 78.6% 92.9% 2.18 65.7% 1.92 12.3 1.89
(70) (63) (42) (67)

For difference between gangs within time periods: »
* ps .05

s**p < 001

1
Based on & 4 point scale with i=very much, 2=so=e, 3=little and 4=not at all.
2

Based on the total number of contacts for all workers across service providers. 1f the average
mmber of contacts for all workers across services providers is used instead, the average for those being served
by both police and gang workers=7.13 versus the avérage for those not being serve by both providers; 6.82.

3.

Of those not being served by both police and gangworkers (n=42), 1 individual (2.4X) uas

served by both police and probation; 1 individual was served by probation and gang workers (2.4X); and 3
individuals were served by NAGY and gang workers (7.1X).



Table 38

Worker Information - Worker Reported Contact
and Respondent Did Not

4 X Receiving any Avg. Rating of 4 Avg. Rating
Gang Type Averasge Receiving | Advice of Crigsis | Success of Advice | V/Family of Success
Number - ary ' Counseling of Crisis Contacts of Family
of Referrals Courseling by Worker | Interaction
Worker for School '
Contacts or Jobs 2
Per 2
Month
3
Mo Reported 7.Qeee 66.7% 90.5% 2.16 52.4% 2.05
. Contact 18) : (9
21
Reported 146.5 83.7% 93.9% 2.19 71.6% 1.89
Contact (45) (33)
49
Total 12.3 78.6% 92.9% 2.18 65.7% 1.92
(70) (63) (42)
— =
Group z W X X Receiv. Avg. # of Avg. # 4
Type Receiv. | uW/Police | Probation U/UAGY Serv. Project of Receiv.
Serv. Involv. Involv. Involy. From All Agencies \Workers Serv.
From at 4 Service Prov. Serv. Prov. From
Lesst 1 Providers Serv. Both
Gang . Police
\orker : and Gang
Workers
No 90.5% 23.8%* 9.5% 0% 0% 1.26% 1.43* 14 3%
Reported
Contact
21)
Reported 95.9% 55.1% 12.2% 14.3% 2.0% 1.77 2.08 51.0%
Contact :
49)
40.0%

For difference between gangs within tise periods:
*ps .05 -

**p £ .01

Based on the total n.ﬁer of contacts for all.

2

Based on & 4 point scale with 1=very much, 2=some, 3=little and 4=not at all.




Table 39
4 Self-Report Information
Worker Reported Contact and Respondent Did Not

Avg. # Vfolent cfim

Avg. # of Violent

Difference Betueen

For difference between gangs within time periods:

*p s .05

For difference betueen time periods within gangs:

##p < .01
#8488 < .001

Reported at Time 1 Crimes Reported st Time | and Time [1
Time 11
= : —=
Reporting Mo Worker 16.05* 4.43* 11.6
Contact
(21)
Reporting Contact 36.5 12.82 23.788
49
30.39 10.3 20.098#
Max = 8



: Table 40
Comparison for Two-8ix of Those With No Worker Reports of Service
Vs. Those With Worker Reports of Service

— - —— — —
Group Avg. # Avg. # of pDifference in Avg. # Total Avg. # Differenc
Violent Violent Crimes # of Violent Crimes Total e in # of
Crimes Time | Time 11 Crimes Between Time I Crimes Total
Time I and ) Time 11 Crimes
Time 11 Between
i : Timm 1 &
Time 11 l
|L—————-—————————
Mo 10.5 16.1 ! +5.7 49.0 37.3 1.7
Tracking
Data
(15)
Tracking 16.0 8.5 . -7.5 57.1% 26.1 32.988
Data
(26)

11.3 2.7 54.1 28.9 5.2

For difference betueen time periods within gangs:
#M#ps .01



Table 41A: Variables Included in Correlational Analysis

Control variables:

Gang Affiliation (Two Six or Latin King)
Total Violent Crime at Baseline
Total Crime at Baseline

Measures of Community Disorganization

Difference Between Perceived Seriousness of Gang Crime at Baseline and Time II
Overall Evaluation of the Change in Police Effectlveness in Dealing with the Gang
Problem and Time II compared to Time I'

Measures of Differential Group Association

Whether or not the Respondent Experienced a Change in Status at Time II that
Indicated Reduced Involvement with the Gang

Whether or not the Respondent was Currently Thinking of Leaving the Gang at the
Time of the Second Interview G

Measures of Socialization/Social Control

Age at the Time of the First Interview (also a control variable) .- !

Proportion of All Friends at Time II who were Gang Members

Whether the Respondent Lived with One or Both Parents at Time II Versus No
Parents '

Whether of not the Respondent Lived with Girlfriends or Spouses at Time II

Measures of Socioceconomic Status

Whether or not the Respondent was Employed at Time II

The Proportion of Total Individual Income which is Accounted for by Work Income
at Time II

The Proportion of Total Individual Income which is Accounted for by Illegal
Income at Time II

The Difference Between Occupational Aspirations and Expectations at Time II

The Difference Between Income Aspirations and Expectations at Time II

Measures of Personal Disorganization{Wellbeing
Score on the Coopersmith at Baseline

' This variable was created by summing all the items that
were asked about police effectiveness (see Table 17) and dividing
by the total number of items answered to derive an average
effectiveness score.

? fThe difference score was also included in some of the
analyses. This is noted and outcomes are discussed in footnotes in
the text.



Table 41A (con’t.)

Measures of Family Disorganization :
Whether the Respondent was Above or Below the Median Household Income Category
at Time II.

Measures of Project Intervention

Total Number of Months of Service by Project Service Workers Based on Worker
Reports _ _

Total Number of Contacts Workers Had with Respondents Per Month Based on Worker
Reports

Whether or Not the Respondent Received Service From Both Gang Workers and Police

Whether or Not the Respondent Received and Referral for Job or School Problems
Based on Worker Reports

Whether or Not Respondents Report that They Received Services from Project
Workers

Ratings by Respondent of Worker Effectiveness

Ratings by Respondent of Workers Intervention Based on Their Average Rating of
Worker Effort, Honesty, Availability and Ability in Finding Things for the
Respondent to Do’

No Treatment Group Measures

Whether or not the Respondent was Received Services According to Worker Reports

3 Note that ratings of effort, honesty, availability and
ability at finding things to do were all significantly correlated
with each other while effectiveness, which was asked about
separately, was not. Consequently the four correlated items were
combined to form an overall scale based on the average of their
responses to all four items. Individuals missing on more than two
of the four items were considered missing on this scale.



Table 41B
Correlations Between Key Variables
and Violent Crime at Time II

1

Negative score indicates change to seeing problem as more serious.

2

— —
Variable Correlation (R) P
)
Gang (Two-Six=1, LK=0) 0.00218 0.98
(86)
Total Violent Crime at Baseline 0.34326 0.0012 .
(86)
Seriousness of Gang Crime - 0.4317 0.6948
(85)
1
- 0.12122 0.2691
Rating of Police Effectiveness (85)
: 2
Reduction in Gang - 0.27130 0.0131 .
Involvement Level (83)
(1syes, O=no)
Currentily Thinking About - 0.35339 0.0027
Leaving Gang (70)
(i=yes, 0=no)
Age at First Interview - 0.16127 0.1380
(86)
Proportion of Gang Friends 0.15420 0.1640
(83)
Live with Parent/Parents - 11442 0.2942
Time II (86)
(1=yes, 0=no)
Live with Spouse/Girlfriend - 0.12310 0.2588
Time 11 (86)
(1=yes, 0=no)
Employed at Time 1! - 0.02640 0.8234
(1syes, 0=no) (74)
Proportion of Income from - 0.2842 0.0139
Work Money (74)
Time 11
L —

Higher score indicates rating of less effectiveness,




,w

- Proportion of Income from

M ]

3

Megative values indicate large sspiration, lower expectations.

4

Positive values imiiéate larger aspiration, lower expectations.

0.49134 0.0001
Illegal Activities (74)
Time 11
: - 0.31070 0.0053
Occupation Aspirationy 44)] .
- Expectation Gap )
3
(Anomie)
Income Aspiration/ -0.02105 0.8520
Expectation Gap . (81)
4
(Anomie)
Coopersmith Self Esteem Score 0.19335 0.0899
at Time 1 (78)
At or Above Median Household -0.18822 0.0989
Income Cut Off (78)
(1=yes, O=no)
Total Months of Service 0.00614 - 0.9566
. (81) -
Total Worker Contacts Per Month 0.06288 0.5652
(86)
Received Service from Police & 0.13618 0.2112
Gang Vorkers ) (868)
(1=syes, 0=no)
Received Job/School Referral - 0.06440 0.5558
(1syes, 0zno) 86)
Respondent Reported any Service 0.22587 0.0365
from Project (86)
(1ayes, 0=no)
Rating of Effectiveness 0.10489 0.4593
- (52)
Rating of Intervention - 0.10604 0.4367
(56) '
Worker Reported Service - 0.09288 0.3950
~ (1=yes, 0=no) (86)




Table 41C
, Correlations Between Key Variables
__and All Crime at Time IIX

Variable Correlation (R) P
)
Gang (Two-Six=1, LK=0) 0.13317 0.2216
(86)
Total Crime at Baseline 0.43696 0.001
(86)
0.04653 0.6724
Seriousness of Gang Crime (85)
1
Rating of Police Effectiveness - 0.04989 0.6503
(85)
2
Reduction in involvement Level - 0.31335 0.0039
(1=yes, O=no) (83)
Currently Thinking About - 0.32205 0.0066
Leaving Gang . (70)
(1=yeg, O=no)
| |
Age at First Interview - 0.27930 0.0092
(86)
i Proportion of Gang Friends 0.09977 0.3695
(83) '
Live with Parent/Parents 0.00342 0.9751
Time 11 (86) )
(1zyes, 0=no)
Live with Spouse/Girlfriend - 0.15900 0.1437
Time 11 (86)
(1=yes, 0=no)
Employed at Time I1. - 0.10012 0.3960
(i1syes, O0=no) (76)
Proportion of Income from - 0.33253 0.0038
Work Money (74)
Time 11
Proportion of Income from 0.49046 0.0001
Itlegal Activities (74)
Time 11

1

Negative score indicates change to seeimbrcblq as more serious.

Higher score indicates rating of less effectiveness.




(1syes, 0=no)

#

3

— e e —
- 0.35813 0.0012
Occupation Aspirationy/ (7 :
Expectation Gap '
3
(Ancmie)
Income Aspiration/ 0.00609 0.9570
Expectation Gap . (81)
4
(Anomie)
Coopersmith Self Esteem Score 0.22452 0.0481
at Time | (78)
At or Above Median Household -0.08422 0.4635
Income Cut Off (78)
(1ayes, 0=no)
Total Months of Service 0.03798 0.7364
' (81)
Total Worker Contacts Per Month 0.07792 0.4758
(86)
Received Service from Police & 0.16307 . 0.1336
Gang Workers (86)
(1zyes, 0=no)
Received Job/School Referral - 0.06288 0.5652
(1=yes, 0=no) (86) - .
Reépmdent Reported any Service 0.19021 0.079%
from Project . (86)
(1=yes, 0=no) ) )
‘Rating of Effectiveness 0.10489 0.4593
(52)
Rating of Intervention - 0.14908 0.2728
(56)
Worker Reported Service - 0.16751 0.1753
(83) ‘

Megative values indicate large aspiration, lower expectations.

&

Positive values indicate larger aspiration, lower expectations.




Table 41D
Correlations Between Key Variables
Change in Violent Crime Between Time I and Time II

-
Variasble Correlation (R) , P
)
Gang (Two-Sixa1, LK20) - 0.27214 0.0112
(86)
Total Violent Crime at Bageline - 0.89853 0.0001
’ (86) )
0.13059 0.2336 -
d Seriousness of Gang Crime (8S)
1
Rating of Police Effectiveness - 0.05849 K 0.5949
: (85)
2 .
Reduction in Involvement Level - 0.11680 ‘ 0.2930
(1=yes, 0=no) (83)
Currently Thinking About 0.00154 0.98%99
Leaving Gang: (70)
(1syes, O=no)
Age at First Interview . 0.03569 0.7443
(86)
Proportion of Gang Friends 0.15190 0.1704
(83)
Live with Parent/Parents - 0.11883 0.2758
Time 11 (86)
(1=yes, 0=no)
Live with Spouse/Girlfriend 0.03883 0.7257
Time I1 (86)
(1=yes, 0=no)
Employed at Time II + 0.03583 0.7618
(1=yeg, O=no) . (7%)
Proportion of Income from 0.01713 0.8848
Work Money (74) .
Time §1
Proportion of Income from 0.05043 0.6696
Itlegal Activities (74)
Time II -
L

1 .
Negative score indicates change to seeing problem as more serious.

2
Wigher score indicates rating of less effectiveness.




e — o —— e ——
0.09707 0.3947
Occupation Aspiration/ : ™
Expectation Gap
3
(Anomie)
Income Aspiration/ -0.08901 0.4294
Expectation Gap (81
4
(Anomie)
Coopersmith Self Esteem Score 0.00489 0.9661
at Time | (78) ]
At or Above Median Household -0.18822. 0.1103
Income Cut Off (78) )
(1=yes, 0=no)
Total Months of Service 0.10220 0.3639
(81
Total Worker Contacts Per Month 0.15692 0.1491%
. (86)
Received Service from Police & S 0.23031 0.0329
~ Gang Workers (86)
(1=yes, 0=no) :
Received Job/School Referral - 0.20964 0.0527
(1syes, 0=no0) , : (86)
Regpondent Reported any Service ©0.09921 0.3634
from Project (88)
(1=yes, 0=no)
Ratings of Effectiveness 0.10192 0.4722
(52)
Rating of Intervention - 0.05816 0.6703
(53)
Worker Reported Service © 0.22270 0.0393
(1=yes, 0=no) (86)

3
Negative values indicate large asspiration, lower expectations.

4
Positive values indicate larger aspirstion, lower expectations.




Table 42A
Model Predicting Total violent Crime at Time II '

Variable Beta T Value Prob >
T Value
Intercept 23.661 1.185 0.2400
Total Violent Crime at 0.078 1.693 0.0950
Baseline
Nesber of the Two-Six 0.507 0.104 : 0.9178
Age at Time of Baseline - 1.403 - 1.504 0.1372
Interview
Proportion of Total Income 27.102 4.638 0.0001 -
Derived from Illegal Activity
Respondent Reported Receipt 9.189 2.060 0.0433
of Service from Project
\Vorkers
Overall Adjusted R Square for the Model = 0.326
DF for the Model = 5, N=74
A — e —

1 .
Includes the following crimes: Homicides, Drive-by shootings, Battery with and without weapons,
Asssults with and without weapons and Robberies with and without weapons.



Table 42B
Model Predicting Total Crime at Time II

T —
Yarisble Beta T Value Prob >
T Value
Intercept 37.300 1.040 ' 0.3020
Total Crime at Baseline 0.114 2.896 0.0052
Member of the Two-Six 6.303 0.760 0.4502
Age at Time of Baseline - 2.523 - 1.686 0.0965
Interview
Proportion of Total Income 45.827 4.976 0.0001
Derived from Illegal Activity |-
Vorker Reported Service uas 9.809 0.733 0.4663
Provided
Respondent Reported Receipt | . 39.88 . 2.700 0.0088
of Service from Project -
Vorkers
Interaction of Worker and. . 37.625 - 2.284 © 0.0256

Respondent’s Reports
Regarding Service Receipt

Overall Adjusted R Square for the Model = 0.452
DF for the Model = 7, N=74 :




Table 42C
Model Predicting Change in Violent Crimes
Between Baseline and Time II
Change in Violent Crime Between Time I and Time II: '

(o — —
Veriable ) Beta T Value Prob >
T Value
Intercept 37.338 0.814 0.4180
Nember of the Two-Six - 24.526 . - 2.206 0.0303
Age at Time of Baseline - 1.128 - 0.535 0.5944
Interview .
Rated the Worker’s Level of 21.778 2.086 0.0402
Honesty as Very Good _
Received a Referral Related 8.506 '0.806 0.4228
to Job and/or School Problems i

Overall Adjusted R Square for the Model = 0.115
DF for the Model = &4, ¥=83

1 - .
“Increases in the change variable reflect decreases in violence betueen the two time periods.



Table Al

comparison of Those Interviewed at Baseline Only
& Those Interviewed Twice - Whole Sample

Avg. # ALL Avg. # Violant

Crimes at Crimes at Baseline
Baseline

Interviewed 47.7% 52.3% 66.93 26.58 19.14

Twice (41) (45)
19.42

(86) ‘
s a———————r——————————t o

68.76 26.82

X Esployed at Baseline

% Who Mere Leaders at

Saseline
Time 1 Only 14.3% 18.2% .
(2) n - (22)
Interviewed Tuice 22.4% 27.4%
(86) (85) (84)

For difference betueen gangs within time periods:
*p s .05 ’

For difference between time periods within gangs:
% s .05 ‘



Table Al

Comparison of Those Interviewed at Baseline only
& Those Interviewed Twice - Whole Sample, cont.

Srowp X Selling X Selling

X Using Cocaine at X Using Marijuans at
Cocaine at Marijuans at Baseline Basel ine
Baseline
Time 1 Only 22.7% 45.4% 36.4% 72.7%

(22) _ :
Interviewed Twice 29.1% 45.4% 3. 82.6%

(86)

Total 27.8% 45.4% 34.3% 80.6%

<108)




Table A2

Comparison of Those Intervieved at Baseline Only
& Those Interviewed Twice Among the Two-8ix

Group Avg. # AlLL Avg. # Violent Age at Baseline % in Leader X Employed at
: Crimes Crimes Positions at Saseline
Committed at Committed at Baseline :
Baseline Baseline

(16)

Intervieued 54.12 13.98 18.00 ' 37.5% 23.1%
Tuice
1)

Total
(¢1p]

% Using Mari jusrs at

Baselin®
Tise 1 Only 6.2% 3.2 18.8%
16) :
Interviewed Tuice 12.2% 39.0% o 7.
(1) B R |

For difference betuesn gangs within tise periods:
*ep < 01 '
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