
The Gang V i o l e n c e  R e d u c t i o n  P r o j e c t  

E ~ e c u t i v e  Summar7 

Gang Member Interview Analysis 
Time I - Time II 

IntroductioD 

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 theGang 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 community 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 local 
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 
inyentory (Coopersmith), a Wide-Range Achievement Test (WRAT) and 
varlous measures of major deiin~ency and crime explanatory 
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; chanqes in criminal and Ganu Violent 
Activities 

The key finding 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 lower level 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 
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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 Disorqanization 

Respondentsviewed 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 0pportunities at Time II than 
Time I. 

Differential Ganq 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 wereLsomewha~ older '~thah 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 least 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." 

Social Control: Patterns of Social Affiliation 

Age differences seemed to explain the more significant 
transition of the Latin King respondents, who were two years older 
than the Two-Six, to more conventional or legitimate adult 
behaviors. Members of both gangs were in varying stages of 
transition from families of origin to families of procreation. 
More of the LatinKings~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. 

?ersonal and Family Disorqanization 

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 violence 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-SixcomPared 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 
occupational 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 ~ un-der 
considerably more social, cultural, and probably psychological 
strain predisposing them to deviancy. 

Project Intervention ....... ....... 

Based on gang member respondents and worker reports, itwas 
clear that a great variety of services were providedby workers and 
received by gang youth, including contacts with parents, spouses, 
girlfriends, 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. 

Most youth received a variety of services, including 
employment and educationalreferrals, 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-ControlGrouDs 
A limited analysis was conducted to determine whether 

respondents whom workers reported servingbut 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 
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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. 

Cq~relation 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). 

Reqression 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 whatpredictive 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 
like!y a system conducive t0 the production of illegal income had 
developed in Little Village 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 



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. 

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. IHTRODUCTION 

P u r p o s e  and S c o p e  o f  t h e  Gang V i o l e n c e  R e d u c t i o n  P r o j e c t  

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 interviewedonlyat Time 

II. These latter sets of youth are~not include d in the P resents- 

analysis. Complete police and court histories 5n a ~II youth will be 

systematically analyzed andintegrated into the analysisat 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 can be attributed-to~ ~ ~ ~ or 

associated with the effects of the Gang Violence Reduction Program. 

We attempt, with the aid of theoretical insights, tolexplain ~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, such as 

holding a job and establishing family households for many of the 

youths in the sample. 

Ganq Violence Reduction ProSect. 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 Chicago. The Project, 

initiated in July 1992 as a four year demonstration and research 

program, employed a basic strategy of coordination and 

collaboration of efforts 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 Chicago 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 
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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 program of 

highly interactive suppression, social intervention, provision 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 formaland informal meetings 

and contacts among all workers of the Project and Neig~orsAgainst 

Gang Violence were developed. (See "The Gang Violence Reduction 

Project: A Case Study of an Interagency and~CommunityApproach.") 

Little Villaae. 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 assets (included among these were churches, youth 

agencies, and active community organizations) that would respond 

positively to Project efforts. 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 I00; males 17 to 25 years constitute 24 percent 

of the population. The disproportionately large number of young 
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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 less 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). 

~vailabl~ P01ice 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 index 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 larger 

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. These gangs were 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 
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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 System Data. We do have available offense histories 

of the youth interviewed at baseline, but we do not yet have Time 

II data that could provide information ~ oK changes In ~official 

offense patterns as a result of or in association wit ~ 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 adult level. One hundred 

and four of the 108 individuals initially interviewed consented to 

evaluators searching their official records. 
z, 

Justice System records indicated that the programyouth who 

were interviewedwere clearly hardcore. 0~:the 82~in-dividuals with 

information in police records at baseline (78.8%), the average 

number of misdemeanor and felony charges in total was 8.35. On 

average, individual youth were slightly older than 15 when they 

were first arrested by police (15.3). Almost 5% of the sample 

(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. Almost 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 8~RYEY (Time I and Time II Target Group Interviewed) 

Methodology . ~  

SamDlina. A total of 86 individuals were interviewed inthe summer 

and fall of 1993 (referred to as baseline or Time I) and then again ~ 

during this same time 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 Two-Six. This is a slightly different 

ratio of gang representation than existed at baseline when 51 of 

the 108 respondents were Latin Kings (47.2%) and 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 all people 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, analysis was 

conducted to compare those who were not interviewed again to the 86 

who were on characteristics which might be expected 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 A1 contains the results of this analysis. For a discussion 

of sampling issues, see Appendix 1. 

The Interview. Individuals interviewed a second time were asked 

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 change s i n status; views of crime and safety in the 

community; employment and educational progress; sources of income; 

income and occupational aspirations and expectation; living 

arrangements and quality of relationships with family and 

significant 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 were severalareas 

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 
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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 nothaveChanged. 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 answers based on the 

open-ended responses were provided. Higher response rates at Time 

II were achieved for these closed-endedquestions, 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 o£ the Report 

The following report focuses on change in the first program cohort 

sample, who were interviewed twice, then looks atchanges within 

each gang over the two time periods and finally, 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. I 

The report begins with a descriptive discussion of changes in 

behavior among respondents, specifically in regard to their 

criminal activity and violent behavior over the program period. It 

then goes on to identify explanatory variables and provide a 

frameworkfor 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 attributableto program effects. Our analysis at this time 

is still preliminary. Data from Time II reviews of police and 

court records have notyet been fully • acquired. They should help 

validate and detail the changes in behavior reported here. They 

will be included inthe later analyses. 

In addition, because there were 16 individuals who, according 

to workerreports, did not receive any services, it was possible to 

create what can be seen as a "quasi,control" or no intervention 

group whose outcomes can be compared to those whom workers 

reportedly served. Later analyses and reports including all gang 

youth in the program and/or interviewed at Time I and/or Time II 

will be provided. 

I 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 asnot applicable was adopted. For example, individuals 
who reported that they werenot 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. 
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IZI. FIRDIIG8 

Introduction: Summary 

This report describes the impact of the Gang Violence 

Reduction Project on targeted youth served or contacted 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 Organization, 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 site of the demonstration, is a recently 

settled mainly Mexican-American community, with a fairly high level 

of home ownership, family life, and active local community agencies 

and organizations. 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 aggravated batteries and aggravated assaults 

compared to comparable areas of 6 other police districts and 

compared to gangs not served in the target 10th District over a two 

year program period. 

The youth survey instrument was administered at Time I to 108 

youth and at Time II, with minor modifications, to 86 of the same 

youth. The reinterview rate was 79.6%, with somewhat more of the 

Two-Six dropping out, mainly becaus e they were older youth, 

somewhatperipheral and less delinquent than the youth interviewed 

twice. The Latin Kings in the sample were significantly older than 

the Two-Six and Time I and Time II. 

Some questions were eliminated at the Time II interview, 

including questions about basic gang structure and operation, and 

basic family background. The Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT), 

as well as data on services to the youth interviewed were added at 

Time If. Such data were mainly available from community youth 

workers (University of Chicago) and the Project 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 level of community 

disorganization related to the gang problem; differential group 

association, especially the extent of the reduction in gang 

affiliations by respondents; social control 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 Aotlvity 

Violent Cr~me. Respondents were asked about their involvement in 

a series of 16 different crimes, eight of which can be specifically 

classified as violent crimes. 2 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, dE=84, p 

2 These 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 onall 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 incidents dramatically decreased to 

slightly more than 11, a decrease of almost 27 violent crimes on 

average. This change is statistically significant (t=3.31, dr=44, 

p ~ .01). Among the Two,Six, the change from Time I to Time II is 

much 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 violent crimes), the 

two gangs' pattern of violent crime appears to be identical at Time 

II. A comparison of the Violence Difference Score for each gang 

indicates 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 

number 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, dr=83, p ~ .05). 

The Latin Kings show significant decreases in all of the eight 

crime categories, except for murders, which changed little, 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 

regression 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 significant degree, 

with 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 violent crime. No significant 

differences exist between the -gangs at Time II, and-averages 

(assaults without weapons, robberies with weapons, robberies 

without weapons and threatswithout weapons) were higher • for the 

Two-Six than for the Latin Kings. 

Total crimes (Violent and Non-Violent). Table 4 contains 

information on all crimes (violent and nonviolent)committed at 

baseline and Time II. Two measures are 'Used. ~ The first 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 number 

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 ~ .001). Also, 

both gangs significantly decreased across time periods: for the 

Latin Kings, t=4.46, df=44, p ~ .001 and slightly less of a 

decrease for the Two-Six, t=2.77, df=40, p ~ .01. Given the 

smaller reduction in violent crimes, the Two-Six experienced a 

decrease primarily in property-related crimes such as theft or 

propertydamage. The Latin Kings, on the other hand, who compared 

to the Two-Six underwent a significantly larger decrease between 

time periods, probably 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 the 

Latin Kings was more than two times greater than it was for the 

Two-Six, and the difference between gangs, as noted, was 

statistically significant (t=2.12, dr=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, 

the average respondent had committed as many as six different 

crimes at least one time~ by the time of the second interview, this 

figure decreased to slightly more than three 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, dr=44, p ~ .001), committed more than seven 

different crimes at least once at baseline compared to slightly 
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more than three at Time II. Among the Two-Six, the decrease over 

time was much ~ smaller and not statistically significant; at 

baseline, they reported committing slightly less 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 between 

gangs on this change score was statistically significant (t=3.66, 

df=84, p ~ .001). 

Drua 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 If. According to the Time II 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=l, p ~ .05), were 

not so at Time II. 

A similar pattern also existed with respect to cocaine usage, 

but the changes 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. Among 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, dr=l, p ~ .01) and Time II (X'=5.77, df=l, p ~ .05). 

Only a few members of the sample used crack at baseline (1.2%, 

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 gang 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 no 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. As the data 

in the table indicate, increases occurred in both gangs. 3 

Drua 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 

reductions, especially for sales of 

reported somewhat large 

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 26.2% at Time 

II. Overall, there were nocategOrieS in which thelLatin~Kings~did 

not experience decreases intheproportionSeI~ing~ag iven 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 andthe slightly differentpattern 

of shifts are reflected in changes in significance levels between 

the gangs within time periodS. Thus, a significantly greater 

proportion of the Latin Kings were selling cocaine at Time I 

compared to the Two-Six (X*=12.37, dr=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 aswell as answers 

to other items in the 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 information from 

official police and court records will better substantiate the 

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 other 

categories, they may have been hesitant to describe drug selling 

experiences because of recently developing drug business and local 

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 baseline. 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 differences between gangs existing at Time I 

(X'=8.9, df=l, p ~ .01) 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 Two,Six; a sizable subgroupwere 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 increase in this category over the two time 

periods. 

Also, looking within time periods, a significantly greater 

proportion of the Latin Kings were on parole at Time I compared to 

the Two-Six (Xz=5.56, df=l, Fisher's Exact, p ~ .05), and even 

though there was a reduction at Time II among the Latin Kings, the 

difference between gangs was still almost statistically significant 

at Time II (p=.056); none of the Two-Six reported that they were on 

parole at Time II. 

Gang F£ghting 

RQasons fOE Fiahtina Between Ganas. Respondents were asked about 

fighting other gangs in the three month period before the interview 

at baseline and at Time II. Almost all respondents indicated at 

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. 4 These data are presented inTable 8. With the exception 

of the proportion endorsing gang rivalry/retaliation or "other" 

reasons, there were large changes in the proportions mentioning the 

various reasons over the two time periods. For example, only 

slightly more than 8% of the sample reported that values or seeing 

gang fighting as away 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. Issues 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 proportionof those endorsing values or 

a way of life, territory/turf issues, and gang signs and colors. 

Smaller increases existed in relation to reputation or the need to 

impress women and personality conflicts. Oniy a minor increase 

occurred in the proportion endorsing gang riva!ryor retaliationas 

4 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. 
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a motivating 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 signs 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 statistically significant. 

This is a change from Time I, when there were significant 

differences in the proportion endorsing gang signs or colors 

(X,=5.51, df=l, Fisher's Exact, p ~ .05) and endorsing gang 

rivalry/retaliation as reasons for gang fighting (X'=8.13, dr=l, 

p ~ .01). At the same time, we note 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 theTwo-Six 

more fragmentedand less responsive to gang leadership directives. 
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Location of Fiahtina Between Ganqs. Table 9 contains information 

on the location of fighting between gangs at Time II. 5 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 9.0.4% reported 

that it was occurring on Two-Six territory. The largest proportion 

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 (Xz=4.10, 

df=l, Fisher's Exact, p = .056). They were also significantly less 

likely to mention the southside (X'=4.01, df=l, 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 Fiahtina with Other Ganas. 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 6, the changes should be viewed 

s 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. The Latin Kings increased from 17.7% atTime 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 substantial increase in the proportion of 

respondents reporting that fighting resulted in very serious 

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 II. 7 Fourteen percent of the 

Latin Kings mentioned very serious injuries at Time I compared 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 flghting resulted in 
death, very serious injury, serious injury, or not serious injury. 
Respondents were required to select one answerfrom thesechoices. 

z 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. 

25 



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 was an increase in gang- 

related aggravated batteries from 137 to 198 in the two-year period 

since the intervention began. 

R@asons for Fiqht~nq Between Gana Branches. Respondents were also 

asked, at both interviews, whether their section fought with other 

branches of the same gang in the last three months, 8 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 ii). 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), alcohol 

(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 reasons given could have been 

partially an artifact of a change in the way questions were asked 

(close-ended choices provided) at Time II. 

Location o$ Fiahtina Between Gana 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 

Latin King Turf, and 100.% of the Two-Six said branch fights 

occurred on Two-SixTurf. 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=l, 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 aligned part of the 

Latin King "Nation." 

S@riousness of Fiahts Between Branches. Respondents in both gangs 
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said the fighting primarily involved assault without a weapon 9 

(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 Time 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%). 

Fiahtina within Ganas. 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 

respondents said that such activity was occurring (n=79), but while 

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, dr=l, p ~ .05. In the majority of cases (89.5%, n=19), 

those engaged in such fighting 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 Criainal a n d  Gang-Vlolent Activity 

The effectiveness ofthe 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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reduced. 

following 

program: 

which self-reported gang violence by program youths changed or was 

Of special interest was change in the pattern of the 

self-reported offenses while the youth was in the 

homicides, drive-by shootings, batteries with and without 

a weapon, robberies with and without a weapon, and threats with and 

without a weapon. These measures were combined • into a violence 

index, broader than the one used in the analysis of police and 

court data, individually and at aggregate area levels. The self- 

report violence index did not distinguish between gang and non-gang 

violence. I° 

The key finding was that gangyouth in the programreported 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 

approximately one year. The decreases were particularly marked for 

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

higher for the Latin Kings at Time I, and With asharp~rop at Time 

II, was essentially at the same level as vi01ent crime reported by 

the Two-Six. There was evidence of a slight increase in drive-by 

shootings 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 

1°It 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 gangs were 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 increasefor 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, with some 

questionable reports of a drop in sale of marijuana and cocaine. 

Respondent reports of involvement with the Justice System 

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 extent 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 

incr~se-inactual 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 program 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 more often in 

very serious injury. Also escalating were fights within respective 

gangs, especially across the different branches, but this did not 

result generally in serious injury. 

The self-reported behavioral data indicating the extent and 

nature to which violent crime (and non-violent crime) decreased 

during the program period was generally significant for both gangs, 

but especially for the Latin Kings. some positive changes or 

decreases occurred in self-reported drug use and property crime, 

mainly for the Two-Six. Reports 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 decline, especially the direct effects of the 

program, have to be determined. 

Explanatory Vazlables 

In the remainder of this report, we attempt to account for the 

change in violence and criminal behavior of program youth, 

particularly the youth interviewed at baseline and at Time II. The 
i 

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, low 

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 anddiscussion, therefore, are guided by theory 

and data derived from other findings of the Gang Youth Interviews 

bearing on community disorganization, anomie or alienation, 

opportunity, socioeconomic status, socialization, differential 

group association, and personal and family disorganization. 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. 

Community Disoraanization. Respondents were asked a series ~of 

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 inthe 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 crime in the community. 11 A change 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-related crime 

(for non-gang crime, t=9.30, dr=81, p~.001, and for gang crime, 

t=5.97, df=83, p~.001). Gang crime at both interview periods was 

seen as a more serious problemthan non-gang crime. However, gang 

as well as non-gang-related crime at Time II was perceived as 

significantly less serious than at baseline. 

The Two-Six experienced a change in perceptions between time 

periods onnon-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 gang crime across time periods as perceived by the 

Two-Six (t=6.84, df=40, p~.001), 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, dr=42, p~,001; for gang crime, t=2.58, 

11 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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dr=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, theLatin Kings perceived non-gang crimes as significantly 

more serious compared to the Two-Six at Time II (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 likely to report that they were afraid to walk in the 

community at Time I I 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 the Two-Six, the change was minimal (48.8% at 

baseline and 46.3% at Time II, n=41)). Also, there were 

signifiCant differences between the gangs on this question at Time 

II (X*=4.63, df=l, 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 versus21.4% at Time II, n=42). Slightly 

more of the Two-Six, however, had 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=l, p ~ .05). The Latin 

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 interview compared to their 

rating at Time I (an average of 1.97 at baseline versus 2.19 at 

Time II, n=73). 12 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, dr=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 

as 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 in the proportion of 

respondents witnessing fighting within and between gangs at the 

time of the second interview compared to responses at baseline. 

Witnesses to drug selling activity remained constantover 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 

12 Ratings were based on responses to a question which asked 
"What would you say is the likelihood that anyone in your family 
will be a victim of crime in your community during the coming 
year?" Responses were 1=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 compared 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 gangcrime 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 greateramong 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 likely 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, 

compared to their responses at baseline. Indeed, there were 

statistically significant differences between the two gangs at Time 

II on these two particular items (going out with someone, X*=6.37, 

df=l, p ~ .01; avoiding school, X'=5.31, df=l, p ~ .05). The Two- 

Six, more often, had changed less on specific measures or had 

36 



increased slightly. 

Adults Using Gang Youth For Illegal A=tivities - 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 

proportion of the total sample agreed at Time II that adults use 

gang youth for illegal activities. The most striking increase in 

the types of activities for which respondents reported adults used 

gang youth were related to both selling and usingdrugs. 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 categories, there were somewhat slight decreases 

compared to reports at baseline 

personal crime, property crime, 

"other" illegal activities. 

in the proportions 

protection related 

In contrast to 

who mentioned 

activities and 

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 King respondents 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 increases 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 were slight increases in the 

proportions mentioning firearms and gang crime as well. Finally, 

the Two-Six experienced a reduction in the proportion mentioning 

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 overtime, some significant differences between 

thegangs at baseline no longer existed at Time II. In effect, the 

two gangs, which differed substantially in responses to these 
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questions at baseline, became more similar at Time II. Thus, 

significant differences relating to the proportion endorsing the 

screen question (X'=18.31, df=l, Fisher's Exact, p ~ .001), as well 

as those mentioning personal crime (X'=19.46, df=l, p ~ .001), 

property crime (X'=26.29, dr=l, p ~ .001) and alcohol (X2=23.62, 

dr=l, p ~ .001) which existed at baseline were no longer apparent 

at Time II. 

The same pattern is evident among those respondents who agree 

that these adults, who use 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 

statements across time periods. However, the number of Latin Kings 

who endorsed these statements decreased, while there was an 

increase among the Two-Six. Thus, while significant differences 

between the gangs were present at Time I, with the Latin Kings 

significantly more likely to answer positively in both cases, the 

decrease among members of the Latin Kings and increase among 

members of the Two-Six resulted in almost identical proportions for 

these items at Time II. 

criminal Justioe and Community Change that Might Aooount for 

Improvement in the Gang Situation - 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 indicate a perception of agency 

andcommunity 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 l=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, and 

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. In all cases, 

the Latin Kings gave a lower evaluation of the effectiveness of 

police performance~ at Time II than did the Two-Six. 

P~obation - Respondents were also asked whether they had known 

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 18.4% at Time II. There was little change 

in the general view about the kinds of activities probation 

officersengaged in. Roughly 15% of all respondents agreed that 

probation officers were doing a good job of supervision at both 

interview 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 jgb (!2.0%~atbaseline compared to 

12.0% 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 sample (n=74) knew an 

officer who had done this compared to only 2.7% at Time II. 

At baseline, the Latin Kings had limited awareness of 

probation officers dealing with the gang problem (10.5% (n=38)). 

The percentage fell to 5.3% at Time II. More of the Two-Six knew 

probation officers at both interview times (34.2% at baseline and 

31.6% at Time II, n=38). The difference between gangs at both time 

periods was statistically significant (at baseline, X'=6.14, dr=l, 

p ~ .05; at Time II, X'=8.76, df=l, p & .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 a 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 compared to between 0% and 9% of 

the Latin Kings. Relatively more Latin Kings had committed serious 

crimes of violence, had relatively greater experience with the 

prison system, and consequently were likely to know more about 

parole then probation. 

41 



Resident/Community Involvement in the Ganq 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 positive 

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 organizations done anything to 

help reduce gang crime?") were then asked to identify those 

individuals or organizations involved in such activities from a 

list of groups. 13 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 

13 Note that at the time of the basellne 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, 

substantially more respondents in both gangs mentioned 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/counseling and community policing at Time II 

compared to baseline while the Two-Six changedlittle 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 Two-Six were more likely to mention 

clean-up activities at Time II compared to baseline while few of 

the Latin Kings mentioned such activities at either interview. 

Summary: Community Disorganization - It is likely 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 modification 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 presentsection, we are especially interested in the degree 

to which gang youth, a year after 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 somewhat less pervasive than did the Two-Six at Time 

II. Drug dealing andgang fighting were perceived as still high if 

not higher, but drive-by shootings and gang intimidation had been 

reduced. Gang member respondents seemed somewhat 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-Six territory but 

reducing in the Latin King territory at Time II. The adults or 

former gangmembers 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 policewere more often viewed as 

present (i.e.i walking the streets, patrolling in cars, arresting 

criminals, arresting and harassing gang members), but not as 

effectively solving gang or community problems compared to Time I. 

~n general, there was a general perception that police as well as 

other community groups, including block clubs, churches, alderman's 

office, andneighborhood watch groups, were more involved or active 

in trying to deal with the gang problem. The Little Village 

community generally 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 respondent's level 

of activity in the gang, his status in the gang, and his or her 

plans to leave the gang. The results suggested not only changes 

in respondent perceptions about 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 compared to 

baseline (94.2% at baseline 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 II (2.2%, n=45). 

Reduction in Gang Association - All individuals who reported 

that they were currently active gang members were asked if they had 

been active continually with their gang section in the past year, 

and if they were less active, why. A similar question was asked at 

baseline, permitting comparison of the two time periods. 14 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 included 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 

14 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 thatthey 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 

notingthat 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 was 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 reason for reduced activity 

at Time I compared to Time II. Yet there was also an increase in 

the proportion of Two-Six mentioningthis. More of the Two-Six 

than Latin Kings reported that they had retired or grown out of 

gang activity at Time II, butthe difference betweengangs was not 

statistically significant. Significantly more of the Two-Six than 

Latin Kings acknowledged the influence of the community worker in 

their decreased activity (X'=4.31, df=l, 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 the variations reported here. 

Finally, we note that individuals who reported 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 individuals involved is quite small (n=10), 

the reasons cited most often were family responsibilities (wife or 

girlfriend 50%) followed by growing out of it (20%). Again, the 

aging factor may have been particularly important; the Latin Kings 

were older than the Two-Six by a little more than a year. 

Changes in Status 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). Is 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 together for purposes of analysis, particularly for 

examining movement or shifts from one status to another. 

Table 20 compares status or p0sitionat 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 

15 At Time I, a fifth category of "associate" was included, 
but this was felt to be similar to requ!ar 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 reguiar 
members and associates. 
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over time with respect to the proportions who said they were 

regular members. Slightly more than half (53%) of the sample were 

less involved or at a lower status at Time II compared to their 

status at baseline, while only 14.5% reported greater involvement. 

In addition, almost 10% of the sample moved from positions of 

leadership or core membership 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 ~ identifying 

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 less 

involvement in the gang compared to the 18.6%wh0 indicated greater 

involvement between baseline and Time II. Sixteen p@rcent 

specifically moved from leadership or core positions toperipheral 

or non-active ones. 

The pattern of change was slightly different 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 small decrease for core members. As was true of the 

Latin Kings, there was an increase in the proportion of regular 

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 

(Xz=9.36, df=l, 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 (X2=3.87, 

df=l, p ~ .05). 

Plans to Leave the Gang - Respondents at both interviews 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. 16 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 currentlythinking of leaving at Time II than at baseline, but 

there were some noticeable changes in the 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 respondents 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 members made a distinction between leaving the gang and 

reducing gang activity. The proportion mentioning personalgoals 

at Time I and Time II did not change. 

There were somewhat different patterns of change within each 

gang across time with regard to thoughts about leaving. Of 

particular interest was a decrease in the number of Two-Six who 

thought they would ever leav~ the gang, while the Latin Kings 

increased. However, significant differences between the gangs at 

baseline (X'=3.96, dr=l, p ~ .05) no longer existed at Time II. 

A similar converse pattern of change was evident in relation to the 

proportion ~urrent17 thinking about leaving at Time I and Time II; 

thus, at baseline, 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 reasons 

for leaving. The number of Latin Kings mentioning family 

responsibilities more than doubled across the two time periods, but 

there was only a small increase in this category among the Two-Six. 

Thus, while the two gangs were similar in this category at 

baseline, significant differences were present at Time II (Xz=4.28, 

dr=l, 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 were significantly more likely to 

give this answer (for baseline, X'=9.52, df=l, Fisher's Exact, p 

.01~ for Time II, X'=4.04, df=l, 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 gang was viewed as extremely important in determining to 

what extent he would adhere to values and behaviors of criminal 

conduct. The data indicated thatgang 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 basellne. 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 of 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 less 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 gangthan was the case 

for the Two-Six. 
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Social Control: Patterns of Soci~l 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 socialization. The youths in 

this study have deeply ingrained gang attachments, 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 organizations) 

structure these evolving conventional socialization patterns. In 

this section, we emphasize the structural aspect of these 

attachments, and the degree to which they exist. In the following 

section, we lo0k more closely at the quality or psychological 

dynamics of the relationships to these institutions, e. g., 

parents, family, girlfriends, over time. 

Age Diffezences - 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 the 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 average age for the Two-Six was 

18.7 compared to 20.2 years for the Latin Kings. While the 

difference between gangs on age was statistically significant for 

the baseline sample (t=3.15, df=106, p ~ .01), the gap was somewhat 

smaller compared to the difference in the sample of those 

interviewed twice. This suggests that age may be an even stronger 

factor in explaining differences between the gangs for this sample 

of individuals interviewed twice than it was at baseline. 

Regression analysis which controls for age, will attempt toclarify 

this issue. .... 

Residence - Most respondents in both gangs~lived ' in Little 

Village at the baseline (83.5% of the sample, n=85) and second 

interview periods (75.3%). 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 of stay was 16.3 years (n=43) compared to 13.5 

(n=41) for the Two-Six. 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 

remained in Little Village once they arrived in the United States. 

Organizational 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 indicates a certain control 

on delinquent or criminal tendencies. We were especially 

interested in the degree of isolation of gang members from these 

institutions and the possiblechanges 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 

baseline, 7.4% reported they were members at Time II. This 

increase still indicates only minimal change. The Latin 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. 

LiVlng:Azrangements - Respondents were asked a series of 

questions about their living arrangements and the 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). In 

large part, the change was related to a 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 statistically significant 

(t=3.85, df=37 p ~ .001). 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 proportions living with their 

families of origin (mothers, fathers, siblings) and upward trends 

in the proportions living with their families of procreation 

(children, girlfriends, spouses). There was alsoa 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 

Kings, 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. On the other hand, the 

proportion of Latin Kings living with their children at Time II was 

more than double the proportion at baseline. Increases also 

occurred related to those living with spouses and girlfriends 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 directions 

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. In contrast to the Latin Kings, none of theTwo- 

Six lived with girlfriends at either time interval and only 2.4% 

lived with spouses at Time II; none reported living 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 W~th no parents across the two time periods. 

Again, thedifferent patterns of changebetween the two gangs 

was probably related to the fact that the Two'Six at Time II were 

younger, on average, than the LatinKings. 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 controlled. 

Social Characterlstlos of Household Residents - At both 

interviews, respondentswere 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, in 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 If. 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, dr=38, 

p ~ .001). Among the Two-Six, there was also a decrease in the 

average number of employed individuals living in the household, and 

although the change was smaller compared to the Latin Kings, it was 

statistically significant as well. At baseline, an average of 2.85 

individuals in the household were employedcompared to 1.80 at Time 

II (t=5.03, df=39, p ~ .001). 

There was a reduction in the 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 average of 

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 gang 

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. 

Prlends - 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 between 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 

compared 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 was a slight decrease in 

the percent who said that none of their friends were gang members 

at the time of the second interview (8.3% at baseline versus 5.6% 

at Time II, n=36). 

Summaz~ Soaial Control - Socialization structures and 

patterns were examined for gang youths between Time land Time II. 

Age differences betweenLatin Kings andTwo-Six ~seemed particularly 

important in possibly explaining 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 gangs 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 Two- 

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 to live in two parent households. In contrast to 

the Latin Kings, none of the Two-Six lived with girl friends and 

only 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 at least 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% at 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 that the Latin Kings were older than the Two-Six also 

indicated a more substantial transition by them 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, youth agencies, and 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. 

~@rsonal and Family Disorqanization. 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 simplythe youth's status 

in the gang or whether he or she is living with a parent, spouse or 

friend, but the quality or psychological aspects of relationships 

that is important as a precursor to problematic or deviant ~ 

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 predict problematic gang behavior. 

Self-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 

sample 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 significan t (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 to 

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, pS.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 

increase of 7.0 points (t=-2.30, df=37, p ~ .05). Thus, their mean 

at the second interview rose to 64.4. 

Despite these shifts, the self-esteem score remained low for 

the sample. The combined sample at baseline fell into the lower 

range of standardized scores or classification of low-self esteem; 

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 

information 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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along 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 decrease in the 

overall rating of the relationship among the Two-Six compared to 

the 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. 17 

Yamilial 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 the respondent and his parents 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 

17 It 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 Tw0 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 theywere happy 
in this area compared to 9.4% (n=32) O f  the Latin L 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 withthe 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). 18 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 Time 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 slight 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. While 8.1% 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 interviews 

changed only slightly, from 2.0 at baseline to 1.81 at Time II, 

reflecting improvements in paternal relations. The average ranking 

for the Latin Kings at baseline was 1.85, while it improved to 1.74 

at Time II. Among the Two-Six, the change was from 2.11 to 1.86. 

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

18 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=l, 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 

Latin 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. 19 Table 25 presents this information. 

19 At baseline, respondents were asked if there were any 
serlous 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 year 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 als0 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. Incidentscould have occurred in their childhood 
or more recently. Answers were classified ~ into a series of 
response categories for purposes 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). 

S%~maryz Personal and Family Disorganisation - The assessment 

of the psychological status of youth and changes over time of youth 

in the project provided a mixed but generally more bleak than 

positive picture. The self-esteem 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. T h e q u a 1 i t y o f 

relationships generally deteriorated between program youth and 

their spouses or girlfriends. The quality of relationships, which 

was higher or 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. 

gangs indicating they 

declined. 

Possibly, the quality 

affected by family crises. 

The proportion of respondents from both 

"always got along" with their mothers 

of interpersonal relationships was 

An attempt was made, therefore, to 

assess the extent of such family life crises at baseline and at 

Time II. The results for thisanalysis, 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 a11cases, 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. 

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 ~ases deteriorated during the first program 

year. Generally, the level was higher for the Two-Six than for the 

Latin Kings. 

Socio-economic Status a~d 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 ~ e~tent that the individual achieves 

less than some standard of success status, he or she may be subject 

to pressure and strain. Strain theory suggests 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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related set of theories takes into consideration the availability 

of differential opportunities, especially illegitimate sourcesof 

income or criminal occupations, to mitigate such disjunction 

between aspirations and expectations, with resultant commitment to 

high levels of criminal behavior. The following analysis examines 

data on respondent academic, income, and occupational level 

aspirations, expectations, and achievements. 

Educational Achievement - There was evidence of improved 

academic and employment achievement by respondents over the program 

period. 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 Project 

worker efforts. Almost a third of the sample was enrolled in a GED 
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or continuing 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 broken 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 (seeMethodologysection for cutoffs). The 

low score for the total sample on Spelling was 48 while the highest 

score was 113. The mean for the total sample was 86.5. Both the 

Latin Kings and Two-Six fell into the low-average classification 

for spelling ability. The lowest standard score for Arithmetic 

was 47 and the highest was 115, while the mean for 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 115 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 ist 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 

5th 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 
l 

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, although 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 Or 

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 were currently employed 

(47.2%, n=72). Increases occurred within both gangs. 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 Time II than at baseline. As employment 

information would suggest, the Latin Kings were 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 of 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 limited. 

The majority of respondents at baseline reported getting 

income from family and/or spouses and girlfriends. At the second 

interview, however, while still receiving a large proportion of 

income from family and/or spouses, fewer respondents reported 

income from this source, particularly among the Latin Kings. 

Illeual 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 theTwo-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 the 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 

Time II indicates that illegal income increased an average of 

$684.00 per month among the Latin Kings and $177 among the Two-Six 

(see Table 27B). Because of the limited sample size, this 

difference between gangs in the amount of increase in illegal 

income over time falls just short of statistical significance 

(p=.077), but it suggests that the Latin 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. 

Responses from baseline interviews about illegal funds were 

classified according to income from drug, sales and income from 

other illegal activities. At Time If, respondents were 

specifically asked about 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 reported comparable 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 increasewas 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. 20 Indeed, 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 compared to the change for the Two-Six; 

average monthly income almost doubled between the two interviews 21 

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. 22 

2o Because income questions were not strictly comparable, 
comparisons need to be interpreted cautiously. At baseline, 
respondents were asked what their weekly income was from their job 
and from other sources. If the respondent was not working, 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. 

21 There was an outlier 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. 

22 This decrease in median incomeacross time periods 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=l). 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. 24 In addition, a median income category was 

identified for both 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 $i0,001 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 previously, 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. 

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 inc°me 
in the questions about individual respondent income werealso 
reporting this in the household income section when asked about 
illegal funds. In some cases, respondents reported that individual 
illegal money was not goingintoLthe h0usehold; which accountsfor 
discrepancies. 

24 Intervals were slightly different at baseline than Time II. 
However, adjustments were made in the analysis to permit 
comparisons of the percentsabove $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 

individuals in the households of the Latin Kings (see Table 22F). 

The advantage of households among the Two-Six compared 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=l, 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 at a 

disadvantage; 77.5% of the Latin Kings had income greater than 

$i0,000 compared to 88.2% of the Two-Six. 25 

Illegal Household Income - Respondents were asked specifically 

about illegal household income at Time II. Results indicated that 

25 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 likely 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=l, p ~ .01). Half of the Latin Kings 

reporting illegal household income made less than $i0,000 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 theTwo-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. 26 

Aspiration, Expectation, an4 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 occupationand income in the future. 

By comparing responses to these questions to those relating 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 ab0ut ille~a! househ old 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 ............. 
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. 27 

Occupational Aspirations - Responses to questions about 

occupational aspirations 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 next ten years compared 

to 26.2% at TimelI. 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 inboth 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 

2TAt£empts were made to derive a "gap" or disjunction measure 
at baseline 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. 
R~ponseswere 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 thebaseline 
interview. 
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at the second interview. The data indicate that while slightly 

more of the Sample were very optimistic at Time• II than at 

baseline, 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 I~ - 

Tables 28C and 28D contain further information on the difference 

between aspiration and expectation based on Time II data only. As 

noted, comparable information for baseline was not available. 

While 26.7% of those interviewed ~ at Time II hoped to be in 

professional or executive positions ten years from now, only 11.2% 

expected to actually be. Similarly, a smaller proportion of those 

hoping to have their own business at Time II thought they would 

really have one (401.7% compared to 31.3%). This difference was 

largely due to ~ responses among members of the Two-Six: 35.6% 

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 do so. In fact, 

the difference between the Latin Kings and Two-Six with respect to 

expectations about business ownership was suatistically significant 

(X'=5.55, df=l, 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 labor 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 actually 

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. 28 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 Again, caution should be used in interPreting the findings 
s~nce the Categories may not necessarily be equivalent in their 
distinctions. For example, while there may be little difference 
between trade labor/mechanical positions and factory/semi-skilled 
posi~tions, more differences pr0babiy 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, 

expectations. 

the two gangs differed in their ranking of 

Thus, the average 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 (t=-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 statistically significant 

(t=-2.35 df=77,p ~ .05). 

~ncome Aspirations - 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 aspirations 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 

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 thenexpected) 
to make ten years from now in $I0,000 intervals. For purposes of 
comparison, these intervals were collapsed so that they were 
equivalen~ 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 compared 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, dr=l, 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 

~spirations related to income. A significantly greater proportion 

of Two-Six aspired to more than $60,000: (51.2% versus 29.5%; 

X'=4.15, df=l, 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 0=no income to 7=more than $60,000 a year; 

t=-2.70, df=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). In 

addition, the difference between aspiration and expectation level 

for both gangs and the sample as a whole was significant at the 

.001 level. 

Summary: Soeloe¢onomio Status a n d  Anomie - A variety of 

analyses were conducted to establish the socio-economic status of 

respondents at baseline andTime II. In addition efforts were made 

to determine whether differences existed in certain dimensions of 

income and occupational aspirations and expectations across and 

within time periods. Certain disjunctures between aspirations and 

expectations could be interpreted as indicators of anomie or 

alienation that could provide pressure for deviance, including gang 

crime. 

It was clear that between Time I and Time II members of both 

gangs had, with some exceptions, more or lessimproved 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, 

Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT), administered at Time 

suggested some improvement, but scores indicated rather 

academic performance forboth groups, 

The 

II 

low 

with only slight difference 

between them. 

The respondents made employment progress in the course of the 

program. Roughly ~one third of the respondents were employed at Time 

I but almost half were employed at Time If. 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 If, 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 

third of average monthly income for the Latin Kings and slightly 

m0re than 15%of monthly funds for the Two-Six; almost all of such 

income was from drug sales. 

Respondents were asked a series of questions 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 believed 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. Income expectations were also higher 

for the Latin Kings. The disjunction between income aspirations and 

expectations was significantly greater for °the Two-Six.than the 

Latin Kings, suggesting, according to anomie theory, that the Two- 

Six were under considerably more social, cultural, and 

psychological strain predisposing to deviancy. 

On the other hand, responses from program youth indicated that 

considerably more of the Latin Kings had developed access to 

illegitimate opportunities and income through~d~g dealing than_the_ 

Two-six. There was a larger growth in illegal income for the Latin 

Kings than for the Two-Six, and this, at least in part, could have 

contributed to a higher level of expectation and less pessimism 

about future socio-economic achievement among the Latin Kings. 

Projec t  I n t e r v e n t i o n  

Introduction. The Gang Violence Reduction Project was established 
/ 

primarily 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, 

suppression, and community mobilization. Interagency coordination 

i.e., close collaboration of police, probation, community youth 

workers, and community agencies were also critical components of 

the program. 

Of special interest, 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. In the 

following discussion we focus only on the responses 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. 3° 

~A 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 Ganu 
Violence Reduction Pro~ect. A Case Study of an Interaqencv and 
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 wereasked a series of questionsrelated 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. 

Respondent Evaluations of Worker Interventions. This first part of 

the analysis focuses on contacts and services provided by the 

community youth workers. Later and more briefly in this section 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 fromthe Project in the past year. Thetwo 

gangs were very similar in response to this question, with only 

slightly moreTwo-Six reporting contact comparedto theLatin Kings 

(70.7% versus 66.7%). 31 

Data on the duration and 

workers is presented in Table 29. 

nature of the interaction with 

Respondents 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. 

31 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. 

89 



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 also went to respondents' homes fairly ,. 

regularly; two thirds of the sample reported that they met with ~;: 

workers at their homes. About one 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 least 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 of the Latin Kings report that the worker met with 

their husbands or wives. For the Two-Six, there was no contact 

with spouses, but the number of respondents involved is quite 

small. Even though more of the LatinKings 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. 

Almost 58% of those reporting worker contact said that the 

worker got them involved in some type of activity (see Table 30), 

with more of the Two-Six endorsing this item (67.9% of the Two-Slx 

versus 48.3% of the Latin Kings). Activities that were mentioned 

included sports (75.8%), job-related or job-training activities 

(15.2%), youth programs such as Latino Youth (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 among the Latin Kings, 

but the difference was minimal (63.0% versus 58.6%). Among the 16 

Latin Kings who received help, the majority said that they received 

some type of counseling (50%) or help with an employment problem 

(43.7%). A smaller proportion received help related 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. 32 

Scales ranged from 1=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, dr=50, p ~ .01). 33 Two-Six respondents 

also rated their workers less well, on average, with respect:to 

availability and honesty, but these differences were not 

statistically significant, and the average for both gangs still 

32 Data 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 betweengangs 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). 

Individuals were specifically asked how effective they 
thought the worker was with the rest of the fellows (girls) in the 
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. 

Agenoy Contacts - All members of the sample were asked about 

contact with eight different 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 whoreportedly 

had no involvement with Project workers. 

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, youthand 

"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 agencies, whether contact with those agencies was 

initiated by Project workers or otherwise. Slightly larger 

proportions of the Latin Kings were involvedwith youth agencies 

]4The honesty variable may have special 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 contact 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 the different 

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 compared to 20.0% (n=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. 35 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 

35 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 gangs. The situation 

of so-called no worker contacts reported by certain respondents is 

discussed below. 

Worker Reports of Activities. Table 35 presents information on 

worker 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. ~ 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 targeted gang youth 

received services from both police and gang workers. Smaller 

percentages had involvement with Probation and Neighbors Against 

Gang Violence (NAGV), which may be related to the fact that these 

agencies became involved in service provision at a later date in 

As 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 stated. The discrepancy may be due to several factors. 

First, the number reported here takes into account all four types 

of Project workers contacting individuals while the number reported 

by gang member respondents includes contacts with community youth 

workers only. As a rule, 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 perceivethe gang worker as "hanging out" with him and 

his friends or addressing his attention primarily to others in the 

group in thestreet 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 efforts. 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 

96 



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 somewhat 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) 37 Workers serving the Two-Six reported a 

slightly lower proportion of referrals for jobs than did workers 

with the Latin Kings. Workers also reported somewhat ~ similar 

percentages of youth referrals for school problems, with Two-Six 

workers slightly more active. The Latin Kings!i workers rated their 

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" 

"counseling" 

individuals. 

fewer cases than was true for workers 

while workers serving the Latin Kings provided 

to a only a slightly smaller proportion of 

T h e  ' I ~ o - S i x  w o r k e r s  h a d  c o n t a c t  w i t h  f a m i l i e s  i n  

serving the Latin Kings. 

Again, as indicated above inTable 35, community youth workers were 

slightly more positive about their family interventions than they 

were about counseling activities with gang youth. 

3T 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 Services - Table 37 compares the 40% of ~ the sample 

who received a combination of police and community youth worker 

services with those gang youth who did not receive services from 

these providers. This part of the analysis was an attempt to test 

the value of cross'agency type services. Not surprisingly, those 

who received services from both 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 ~ .001). 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 provi~ded 

combined worker services. Also, family members were more likely to ::~ 

have been contacted and this difference was statistically 

significant (X'=5.59, df=l, pS.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 coordinated) services and 

those not, ratings by workers of the success of advice/crisis 

counseling activity and family involvement were in the "somewhat" 

category on average. 

Summary; project Intervention. Evaluation of Project 
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effectiveness involved the useof bothgang 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 service contact and 

approximately 5.8 contacts per month. Project workers, however, 

reported slightly more than 12 contacts per month with the total 

sample. To a large extent, the discrepancy can be explained by 

the factthat 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 discrepancy can also be accounted for by the fact that 

worker reports were obtained from police, probation, community 

youth workers, and NAGV staff, whereas gang member respondents only 

reportedcommunity youthworker contacts. 

A great variety of services were provided by workers and 

received by gang youth, including contacts with parents, spouses, 

girlfriends, employers, and 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 due to the fact that 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 the gang youth-who received these services. Project staff 

rated contacts with parents or other family members as more 

effective than contacts with the gang youth themselves. 

An effort was also made to compare the extent, 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 targeted by the Project. In all cases, such 

combined efforts resulted in significantly more workers getting 

involved with the youth who were contacted and more frequent 

interactions. More of these youth received counseling, 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. 

Q u a s i - c o n t r o l  Groupsz  Youth  c l a i m i n g  S e r v i c e s  Not  R e c e i v e d 7  a n d  

Y o u t h s  Whose Workers  C l a i m e d  8 e r v i c e s  N o t  P r o v i d e d  

In this section, we report briefly on youth who were 

interviewed at baseline and Time II (n=86) who are in one of two 

groups: (a) those whom workers report serving but who say they 

received no service (n=21); and (b) those whomworkers say they did 

not serve (n=16). In our view the critical respondent group for a 

comparison of "treatment" vs. "no treatment" effects is not the (a) 

group, youth who stated they received no services, since in fact, 

they probably did receive some limited worker service (from one or 

more of the different 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 di d not provide services. 

Nevertheless, we will examine the contactand service patterns for 

both • types of "non-served" youth. ~' 

Table 38 is intended 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 service. The 

results, based on worker reports, suggest that those whoreported 

noworker 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 significantly 

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=l, p ~ .05) or from the police and gang workers 

together (X'=8.27, dr=l, p ~ .01). 

While there were no other statistically significant 

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 evaluations of the success of their interventions. It 

was quite clear that the "no service" group received servicesbut 

it was apparently a nontargeted group. 

Based on self-report data, it 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 directed toward the gang youth who exhibited 

greater violence at Time I. Those who reported worker contact 

reported significantly greater numbers of violent crimes at 

baseline compared to those who reported no contact (t=1.99, 

df=65.5, p =.05). Further, while both groups experienced a sharp 

102 



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, dr=48, p ~ .01) while the change 

between interviews for those claiming no service was not. 

G~nq Members Not Served, Agcordina to Workers. ~ As 

noted above, workers provided information on servlce to 70 

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 nonservice. One 
of these individuals was a Latin King. The other 5 were Two Six. 
The analysis therefore focused on theseSindividUals 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 t0 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 hadan average 
of 31.6 atTime II (t=-2.23, df=17.1, p ~ .05). ~Further, th~ 
change between Time ~I and Time II for the service group was 
statistically significant (t=2.54, dE=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, 85 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 some sense, provides us with a 

possible "no treatment" group andwe examined some of the outcome 

measures provided by the interviews 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. 39 

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, 

39 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 
th~ 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 crimes 

for the not served group, the decrease for those receiving worker 

services across time periods 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 no 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 Contro~ 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 not serve. In the first 

analysis, youth who said they received no service, in fact did 

receive services, but such serviceswere 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 

violent and delinquent 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. 

Correlatians and Regression Analysis 

Correlations. More focused analysis of the effectiveness of the 

Gang Violence Reduction Project was conducted in an attempt to 

identify key variables which might 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 disorganization 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 indicatedby significant differences 

between the two gangs on the variable. The third criterion was 

that ~ a large enough proportion of the sample be included, i.e., 

enough people had to respond to the question of interest. 

Usingthese criteria, we selected variables (which are listed 

in Table 41A). Their correlation coefficients related to each of 

three different outcomevariables are presented in Tables 41B, 41C, 
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and 41D. The outcome measures of interest are: i) 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 crimes between Time I 

and Time II (Table 41D). 

Violence 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 

those who were thinking about Jleaving the gang at the time of the 

second interview had lower scores cn v iolent~crime at Time II. Of 

note is that these two variables (gang status reduction or lower 

position in the gang and thoughts about leaving the gang) are not 

themselves highly correlated (r=.lg, 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 related 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 significantly higher scores on 

total violence at Time II than those who were getting more of their 

total income from work 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 betweenoccupational 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 the variables representing community 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, from about 16 or 17 years to 24 or 25 years. In 

addition, affiliation with the Two-Six or Latin Kings was not 

differentially associated to a significant degree with violence. 

This last 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 

.I0) to violence. Thus, those who scored higher on the Coopersmith 

at Time I and individuals whose household income was less than the 

median range reported higher rates of violent crime at Time If. 

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 worker 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, 

thedirection 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 

1 0 9  



that this relationship is present because those who were targeted 

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 of the 

second interview. However, there is at least one important 

difference. Specifically, age at the time of the first interview, 

which was not sign£ficantly 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. 4° 

As was the case for total violent crime at Time II, there are 

significant relationships in similar directions between total crime 

at Time II and baseline gang involvement level, thoughts about 

leaving the ~ang, the proportion of total income accounted for by 

work and by illegal means, and the gap between occupational 

4o It 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 previous 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 scores at Time II are 

associated with receipt of service. Reasons for 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 more 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. 

Change in Violent Crime from Baseline to Time II - Table 41D 

contains the correlation results between th~variables of interest 

and the violent crime change score. In contrast to the results 

reported for total crimeand total violent crime, few variables 

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 services 

(i.e., from police and gang workers together). 

Perhaps expectedly, 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 room to change compared to 

individuals who report lower rates of violence. 41 Thus, where one 

begins is an important determinant of the degree of change. 

Surprisingly, though, few other variables of interest are related 

to thechange 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 occupational 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 associated with membership 

in the Two-Six (r=0.26, p & .05) while living with girlfriends or 

spouses was associatedwith membership in 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 membership 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 relatedto 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, regression analysis, will help to further clarify 

whether some of these variables are also related to changes in gang 

violence over 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 time periods. A very 

positive finding, this again suggests that the intervention may be 

having an impact, particularly when services~comblne efforts 

between criminal justice and socialservice workers. However, the 

exact mechanisms involved are not clear, sincethere is no relation 

between measures of service intensity, such as months of contact or 

frequency of interaction each month, and change scores. 

Nonetheless, a significant and positive correlation between 

referrals forjobs and/or school problems and change indicates that 

those who received such referrals experienced greater decreases in 

violence. ~ Again, neither the worker effectiveness variable nor the 
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rating of the quality of the intervention 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 weresignificantly associated with change scores 

even though the items were all correlated with each other at the 

.05 level or less. 42 

Rearession 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. 

Pzediotors 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 Latin Kings, age at the time of the first interview, proportion 

of total income derived from illegal activity, 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 they 

received services from Project staff had higher levels of violent 

42Items 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 significantly 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 income, 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-dealing, may be independent dimensions of the 

same factor, which predicts both total and violent gang crime for 

the sample, i.e., forLatino 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 economy based on illegal income may require for its perpetuation 

highlevel of gang violence. Conversely, an economically driven 

drug dealing culture may be strongly predictive of high levels of 

gang violence, 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. 43 

Information about services is not simple to interpret because 

of the direction of the relationship. As noted, it is likely that 

those who were targeted for service at baseline were more violent 

individuals and individuals who were more violent at Time 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 development from emphasis on mainly 

violence to drug involvement and related violent activity. ~ 

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

43 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. 

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=-l.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 significance in this 

alternative model (beta=0.104, t=2.277, p ~ .05), suggesting that 

such levels explain the relationship between wQrker'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=85, p=.5651); only 

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 Table 42A model, several other 

variables were examined. These models were rejected in the end 

because the number of individuals missing from the analysis 

sometimes exceeded 20. Thus, it was possible that outcomes were 

related to some bias in the individuals remaining in the analysis. 

However, because several models included important variables, they 

are discussed here, with the caution that findings may not be 

117 



generalizable 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 was statistically 

significant (beta=10.540, t=2.199, p ~ .05, n=62), suggesting that 

those currently thinking about leaving are committing more violent 

Perhaps this is why they are thinking about crimes at Time II. 

retiring. 

Finally, the 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 L 

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 r2=0.452). 

Variables which remain significant in the equations are total 

crimes at baseline (b=0.114, t=2.89, p ~ .01), the proportion 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 combining whether the respondent 

reports that he or she received service and whether workers report 

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 results 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 

crime, 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 individuals whosay they received 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 but workers say they served them) or 

respondents whose reports of no service are in accord with workers 

are more likely to have higher total crime scores 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. 45 

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, suggesting 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 significance in the model 
(beta=2.69, t=0.364, p=0.72), and the overall variance explained 
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 statfstical significance (beta=-6.36, t=- 
0.78, p=0.437). 
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predictive variable even when the service variables are included in 

the equation. 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 crime 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 ~ .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 proportion of total income accounted for by illegal income 

remains the most important predictive variable of total crime at 

Time II. The proportion of income accounted forby work income, 

when it is substituted for illegal income, 

total crime at Time II (b=-26.08, -3.22, 

proportion of variance accounted for 

r,=0.348). ~ 

is alsopredictive of 

p ~ .01), but the 

is lower (adjusted 

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 timeof 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 activitiessuch ~as drug ~salesm°re 
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 adjusted r increased to 0.527, but the sample 

size dropped to 67. Note that those who had larger "gaps" reported 

higher levels of crime at Time II to a significant degree (beta=- 

6.21, t=-3.31, p ~ .01). The two 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 longer even close to statistically 

significant (beta=-1.466, t=-0.778, p=0.44), but this might have 

been an artifact of the drop in the sample size. 47 

The variables measuring drops in gang involvement or lowered 

position and current thoughts about leaving 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 leaving, beta=5.86, t=0.797, p=0.43, n=62). 

This suggests that, after controlling for other factors, changes in 

association levels are not as important to levels of crime in 

general even though they may be important in terms of violent 

47Note 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 variance 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 stronqest conditions conducive to 

criminal, includinq qanq violent, behavior were access to criminal 

opportunities, differential association or prior socialization to 

crime, while at the same t~me, the stroDqest variable controllinu 

or minimizina criminal, includinq qanq violent, behavior, was 

hiahly tarqeted social intervention, Dart~cularrlv as manifested ~n 

the Ganq Violence Reduction Proiect. 

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), powerfully ~enters the 

equation. In all cases, access to illegal income or opportunities 

is the most powerfully related variable to gang violence. ~ 

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 ~ 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~ deieting 
the illegal income variable fromthe model for tOtalv~olent 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 occupational "gap" variable 
was included. 

Results for the model predicting total violent crime at Time 
II 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 occupational "gap" variable (beta=- 

Further analysis usihg 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 (adjuste d R square=o-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 
iilegal income variable, approximately 30% of the variance in total 
crime at Time II is explained (adjusted R square=0.308) 
Significant variables in the model include total crime at Tlme 
(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=.O001), 
those with larger occupational aspiration/expectation gaps (beta=- 
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The Ch&uge in Violence Levels From Time I to Time IX - Table 

42C contains the final model of the variables which predict the 

change in violence 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 indicate, 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 respondents 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 a significantly 

larger decrease in violence levels. In effect, positive relations 

(the respondent's perception of the worker's honesty or integrity) 

suggest a largerdecrease 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 associated 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 measuring total violent crime at 

baseline 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 inviolence 

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 II. 
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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 affiliation 

and worker characteristics are somehow related to change 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 higher 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, 

important to note. 

Because the assessment 

however, some other findings are 

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 policeand 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 

decreases in violent crime than the way 

provided. 

is less critical to 

in which service is 

Finally, some of the other variables which predicted violent 

and total crime at Time II were included in the equation. None of 

the following variables attained statistical significance: the 

occupational aspiration/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 Correlational and Reqression 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, represented 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 individual self-reported and 

interview data. The dependent variables were violent crime at Time 

II (in almost all cases, gang youths committed their violent crime 

with gang peers); all crime (property or violent) at Time II; and 

change in violent crime between Time I and Time If. When the 

dependent variables of violent crime at Time II and total crime 

were considered, a number of correlations were statistically 

significant. 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, listed in order of 

greatest to least strongly correlated: Proportion of income at 

time II from illegal activities (criminal opportunity); 

respondent's current thoughts about leaving the gang (differential 

association); total violent crime at baseli ne~ (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=.10; 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 ordering 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 combination 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 levels of crime. Differential association i.e., 

considerations of leaving the gang or reducing contact with the 

gang and services received by the Project are negatively 

correlated; these latter variables mitigate or reduce the number of 

crimes in which the 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 If. The gang variable, Latin 

King, was strongly associated with reductions in gang violence at 

Time If, and the coordinated Project service variable was also 

somewhat significantly 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 proportion of 

total income derived from illegal activity no longer was 

significantly correlated with the difference score on violent crime 

between 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 violent crime or all crime 

at Time II. The most powerful predictive variable bY far was the 

availability of criminal opportunities, i.e., proportion of income 

from illegal activities at Time II. Total 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 anomie, 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 

relationships were such that membership in the Two-Six was 

associated with less of a reduction in violent crime between Time 

I and II, but a key service delivery characteristic or variable, 

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

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

Essentially0 these statistical analvses indicated that the" 

existence of criminal opportunities in the community, the~prio~ 

history of violence . and the total crimes by respondents- were 

associated with and stronqlv predictive of qreater crime levels al 

Time II, bu% remarkablv the pro~ect,s services or worker-contact 

pattern was also sianificant and important in predicting a lowe~ 

level of violent and qeneral crime by the respondents at Time II. 

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 

available, 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 

131 



data to verify the interview self-report and aggregate level police 

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

SamDlinu Issues. The data presented in Table A1 indicate that 
among the two gangs the Two-Six make up a significantly greater 
proportion of those interviewed only atbaseline compared to the 
Latin Kings (X'=4.41, df=l, p__~< .05). Almost three quarters of 
this subgroup were Two-Six. Inaddition 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 difference, 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 havem~de~hem 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 respec t 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. 

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 wasok20.2, more than two years 
greater than the average for the Two-Six interviewed I. 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 

I 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. 2 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 ~roup 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 thi s 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. 

Sel~-Repor~ Information. As in the first interview, each 
respondent was aske~d 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. 

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 ......... less rigorously by the gang worker serving the 
Two Six. Analysis indicates that 31.2% of the baseline only group 
was from this branch comparedto 9.8% of those interviewed twice, 
but the groups did not~ differ significantly in this regard 
(X2=3.99,1df=l -, Fisher's Exact=0.10). 

Possibly those inte~iewed oncewere 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 
frgm 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-motiyated intimidation; threat 
to attack a person without a weapon; threat with a dangerous 
weapon; battery without a gun, knife or danger0us Weapon; battery 
with a gun, knife, or dangerous weapon; driVe--by s~o6ting; 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 mentionedthis 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 didnot 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, ayai!able information sometimes was 
used to derive a total. We were likely tO undercountsome crimes. 
In addition, outliers or extreme scores were adj~stedt0 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. 

CooDersmith Sel~-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 toanswer 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. 4 T h e 

4 Note that the scale was self administered atmbaseline. At 
Time iI, interviewers initially read the scaleto 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 Achievemen% 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 
fati~e factor may Lhave been present in some cases. 

Scoring - 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 (ii0-i19), 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 c0mpared to a normative sample of individuals from a 
givgn 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. 

Trackinq Information. In 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 coop@rsmith 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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(Based  

Tab le  1 
Community C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and Prob lems  

Census  1989:  L i t t l e  V i l l a g e  
on Gang V i o l e n c e  R e d u c t i o n  P r o ~ e c t  B o u n d a r i e s }  

C m  Cheralcteristics L i t tLe V i t t q e  Total 

PopuLation 60,829 

Househot ds 14,287 

Notes 32,211 

FeruLes 28,684 

Gender Ratio 113 Mates to 100 FeruLes 

Noxican 52,781 

~ | t e  3,269 

BLack 1,479 

Home OM~ersh ip 5,525 

Total HousehoLd Units 15,579 

Housing Units BuiLt 1939 8,339 
or EarLier 

Neon HousehoLd I n c n i  

Cot t ege 

$22,974 

r 

Neon Fru i ty  lncme S?.3,445 

Per Capita Incom S6,480 

Norried Coqptes With 01m 7,089 
Chi tdron Under 18 

Note UnelpL oymant 2,051 

Notes 17-25 Years of Age 5,471 

Education: Less Than 9th Grade 15,199 

Education: 9th to 12th Grade 5,367 

Education: 1,929 

L i t t t e  ViLLage Percent 

5 2 . ~  

47.11; 

86.8% 

5.4Z 

2.4Z 

53.5~ 

: 

i 

49.611 

11.3~ 

24.03~ 

53.O% 

18.7"4 

6.7~ + 



Total 

Table 2 

f o r  Combined H o m i c i d e s ,  A g g r a v a t e d  B a t t e r i e s  
& Aggravated Assaults by Gang I 

Pre-ProgramVersus Program Period 
Dlstrlot 10  

sane 2 Tears P r i o r  To Pro ject  

Other | t a c k  

Tota l  

1st And 2nd Pro jec t  Years  
August 1090-  Jury 1992 

52 

k u g a t  1992 - Jury 19W* 

Ttm-Six 79 + 51 . ~  

La t i n  Kings 105 102 2 . ~  

Other L a t i n :  18 32 + TT.SX 

45 

258 

23 

198 

+ ~ . T X  

i 

+ 30.3X 

1 
h e e d  on Chicago Pol ice  I)epertzent q l r e p t e d  do t -  f o r  beet8 1013, "1024, 1031, 1052, 10.33, 1034. 



Latin Kings 
(45) 

Tuo-Six 
(41) 

Self-Report 

Average • of VioLent 
Incidents 

Time I 

Table 3 
Data Of Violent Crimes I 

.38. O'r • 

13.97 

TotaL (86) li 26.58 

Averqe # of VioLent 
Incidents 
T im 1I 

11.18 

11.27 

Average Difference k tueen 
Time ! and Time ! I  

2~. 8 9 Q t ~  ' 

2.71 

11.22 15.36d~ 

Gang JR Average# Driveby 
II Shootings at Time ! 

Lat in Kings 
(45) 

Tuo-Six 
(41) 

1.67 ~ 
(39) 

0.51 
(39) 

Tots| II 1.09 
(86) (78) 

Av~rage# Driveby Average Chi~e k tueen Time 
Shootings a t  Time !I  ! & Time I1 on Orivel=~ 

O , r ~  
(39) 

0.67 
(39) 

0.69 
(78) 

- 0.95"11 
(39) 

+ 0.15 
(39) 

- 0.40 
(78) 

For di f ference betwem gangs u i th in  time p e r i s h :  
* p S  . 0 5  

*-p s .01 

For di f ference betueen time periods v i t h i n  gangs= 
S .01 

1 
lnc t~es  the fot touing 8 crimes: Robbery with and uithout a ueq~n; Threats to beet sameone with or 

uithout I ueel~n; Beetirtg scme~ u i th  or without a veal)on; Homicides; ar¢l Oriveby. shootings c ~ i t t e d  in the 
6 months pr ior  to the interv ieu.  Mote that extreme high = o r =  or out t iers  uere set to eclat the highest, 
u i th in  rathe score. OnLy iMiv iduaLs missing on art 8 items in the scale w e  eLiminated from the anatysis. 



T a b l e  4 
T o t s 1  Cr imes V i o l e n t  and N o n V i o l e n t  

Gang Type Avg. • o f  Tota l  Avg. • o f  Tota l  

L a t i n  [ i n l ~  
(45) 

Tvo-Six 
(41) 

TotaL 
(86) 

Crimes Crimes 
Time I Time | l  

~19,3 78.6 

54.1 28.9 

66.9 23.9 

D i f fe rence  i n  Avg. • 
o f  Tota l  Crimes 
T i n  I * Time 11 

- 5 9 . 3 ~  

- 2S.2/M 

- 43.01M8 

For d i f f e r e n c e  betveen gangs v i t h | n  ttme per iods :  
. p C  .05 

For d i f f e r e n c e  betveen t im -  per iods u i t h i n  9anSs: 
• # p 5 .01 
M # p  _~ .0Ol 



T a b l e  4 
Total ¢ = i m e s  V i o l e n t  a n d  N o n V i o l e n t ,  c o n t .  

Gang Type 

Lat in Kings 
(45) 

Tuo-Six 
(&l)  

Total 
( 8 6 )  

Av~. • o f  Total 
Di f ferent Crimes 

Time ! 

7.24 • 

4 . 7 8  

6 . 0 7  

Avg. • of T o t a l  
Different Crimes 

Time 11 

3.09 

4.24 

3.64 

Difference in Avg. # 
of Total Di f ferent 

Crimes 
Time ! - Time !1 

- 6 . 1 5 e , ~  

- 0 . 5 4  

- 2 . 2 ~  

For di f ference between gangs u i th in  time periods: 
* p _~ . 0 5  

For di f ference between time periods vt thtn gangs: 
N#p .~ .001 



TtLblo S 
Drug  Use  a t  B a s e l i n e  

Gan9 Type X Ever Using X Ever Using X Ever Using 
14ari juane Nari juane Cocaine 

Time I Time II Time I 

Latin Kings 91.1~ m J ~?..23 /~8.Q~ i.. 
(45) -(45) 

Two-Six 

Total 

73.23 I 80.5~ 17.1~ 
(41) I (41) 

~ . 6 Z  I ~ . ~  3 3 . ~  
( ~ )  ~ ( ~ )  

e~ud T i m e  %!  

Z Ever Using 
Cocaine 
Time 11 

/.6.7"4 * 

Ever Using 
Crack 
Time I 

X Ever 
Using Crack 

Time II  

oz oz 
(45) 

21.9~ 

~4.9~ 

2.4X 
(41) 

1.23 
( ~ )  

Gang Type Ever Using 
Heroin 
Time I 

Latin Kings 

Two-Six 

Total 

OX 
(45) 

O~ 
(41) 

O~ 
(86) 

Ever Using 
Heroin 
Time 11 

X Ever Using X Ever Using ~ Ever Using Z Ever 
Vickey Wickey P i l l s  Using P i l l s  
Time'l Time 11 Time 1 Time I1 

0X 20.5X 
(44) 

O~ 21.9~ 
(41)  

OX 21.23 
(85) 

9.1~ 

21.9~ 

15.23 

2.23 NA 
( 45 ) 

4.9~ HA 
(41) 

3.SZ NA 
(86) 

For dif ference between gangs wi th in  t i m  periods: 

* P !  .OS 
t ,  p I .01 



Table 5 
Drug Use at Baseline and Time II, cont. 

Gang Type 

Lat in  Kings 

Two-Six 

Total 

Z Ever Using Acid 
T i l e  I 

11.4X 
(4A) 

12.2~ 
(& l )  

11.8X 
(85) 

Z Ever Using Acid 
Time I I  

18.2/, 

29.3~ 

X Ever Using Other 
D rugs 
Time I 

O~ 

OX 

23.SX O~ 

Ever Using Other 
Orugs 

Time I I  

O~ 

O~ 

1 
There ~es no d i r e c t  quest ion about acid, but those who endorsed other  drugs spec i f i ed  acid as the 

drug they used. 



T o J ) l o  6 
D~'ug 8 a Z e s  ,,t: B a s e l ' l n e  aLnd T i m e  ZZ 

Gar4; Type X Ever X Ever 
SeLLing SeLLing 

;4arijuane Nerijuana 
Time I Time 11 

Latin Kings 51.2~ 36.61; 
(41) 

Tuo-Six 39.1X 26.8~ 
(41) 

Total 45.1~ 
( 8 2 )  

31.7~ 

Ever 
Set Ling 
Cocaine 
Time l 

&7.6Z *** 
(42) 

12.2Z 
(41) 

~).1~ 
(83) 

Ever X Ever 
SeLLing SeLLing 
Cocaine Crack 
T i m . l l  T im I 

Z 6 . ~  

I&.GX 

20.5Z 

2.4X 
(42) 

k 

&.9~ 
(41) 

3.6X 
(83) 

X Ever 
SeLLing 
Crack 

Time 1I 

O'h 

2.4X 

1.2~ 

Gang Type 

Latin Kings 

Tuo-Six 

Total 

Ever 
SeLLing 
Heroin 
Time l 

4.8~ 

4.8~ 

Z Ever 
SeLLing 
Heroin 

Time I! 

O'h 

O~ 

X Ever 
SeLLing 
r i c k e y  
T i m  I 

9.5Y. 

2.4~ 

0"/. 6.0~ 

Ever 
Sel l ing 
Wickey 
Time II 

2.4X 

7.3X 

4.8~ 

X Ever X Ever 
SeLling SeLLing 
P i l l s  P i l l s  
Time I Time I I  

8.9~ 

2.4~ 

5.8"h 

NA 

NA 

NA 

For  dif ference between gangs u i th in  time periods: 

p ~ .OO1 



?abZe 6 
Drug.  8 a Z e s  at: B a s e l £ n e  a n d  T:Lme 'r'r, c o n t .  

Type ?, SetLJno Acid 
T i B  I 

Z SeLling Acid X Sel l ing  Other 
Time II  Drugs 

Time I 

:& SeLLing Other 
Drugs 

T im  I I  

Lat in  Kings 2.4X OX 0"/. O~ 
(41) (4O) 

Two-S|x O~ 4.~S. 0"/, OX 
(41) (41) 

Total 1.2X 2.4X O~ O~ 
(82) (82) 

1 
Question was asked about other drugs, but roLL answers spec i f ied acid.  



Table 7 
Involvement wlth the Criminal 

Baseline vs. Time 
Justice 
I 

System 

TYpe 

Latin 
K i r ~  

Tuo-Six 

Total  

• in 
Juvenile 

Detention 
Time l 

15.6% 
(45) 

9.8e~ 
(41) 

12.8% 
" (86) 

• in Juvenile 
Detention 
Tim II  

4.4% 

2.4X 

3.5X 

• in 
Ju~mi te 
Pr ism 
T i t  i 

11.4% 
(44) 

2.4% 
(41) 

7.1X 
(85) 

• in 
,Iuveni te 
Prison 

Time I1 

.0% 

OZ 

OX 

Z o n  
Prel~t|on 

Tiae ! 

31.8X 
(44) 

19.5• 
(41) 

25.9~ 
(85) 

Zon  
Prdmtion 
T i m  I1 

18.L:5 

21.9Z 

20.OX 

T ~  

Lat in K i n p  

Tme-Slx 

• en Psrote 
Time ! 

18.2X* 
(44) 

2.&X 
(41) 

% m Parole 
T im  I1 

11.&g 8 

0"4 

• in Adutt 
Detention 

T i t  ! 

28.9%** 
(45) 

4 . ~  

(41) 

in Adutt 
Detention 

Time 11 

44.4% 

43.9% 

Total 10.6% 5.9~ 17.4X 44.ZZ 
(85) (86) 

For differences betueen gangs u i th in  time per|oclm: 

* p s  .O5 
**p .~ .o l  
Q p #  .056 



T~ble  8 
Reasons Yo:  y i g h t i n g  With O t h e :  Ga=gs 

rang Type Values/Vsy Of L i fe  
Time i 

Latin 
K in~  
(36) 

Tuo-Six 
(37) 

Total 
(73) 

8.3% 

8.1% 

8.2/. 

VmtuuAIwof  Li fe 
Time I i  

58.3% 

51.3% 

54.8X 

Terr i tory/Turf  
Time !+ . 

27,8~, 

21.6X 

24.7"/, 

Torri tory/Turf 
Time !1 

61.1% 

75.7/, 

68.5% 

Gang Type Gang S i p / C o l o r s  
Time I 

Latin Kings 
(36) 

Gang Signs/colors Reputation/ Reputation/ 
T i t  i l  1 ~  ~men Impress Vemm 

Time I .  Time I I  

13.9%e 58.3Z 13.9% 16.'~ 

TMo-Six 
(37) 

Total 
(73) 

OZ 62.2% 5.4% 21.6% 

60.3x I 9.6x I 19.  

For dif ference betueengangs u i th in  t i t  period: 

t p < .05 



Table 8 
Reasons F o r  Fighting With other Gangs, cont. 

rang T~RIe 

Lat in 
Kingl  

Tuo-Six 
(37) 

Total 

Gang Type 

Gar~ lllvat ry l  
RetaLiation 

T i l l  | 

Gan8 l i v l t r y l  
RetaLiation 

T im  II  

52.8Z'* 

83.8Z 

68.5Y. 

55.6~ 

67.6Z 

61.6~ 

D r t ~  
T im  ! 

2.8Z 

2 .?~  

2.7~ 

D r ~  
Tim, II 

25.0Z 

10.8g 

17.8~ 

Lat in K | r ~  
(~S) 

5.6Z 

Tuo-Six 
(37) 

Totat 
(73) 

P e r s m m t i t y  
Conft icts 

+ Time I 

O~ 

2 . ~  

Persomtit 'y 
ConfLicts 
Time II 

Other  Other  
Tim* ! Tim. i l  

16.7Z 

13.5X 

15.1~ 

2.8g 

2.74 

2.74 

8 . ~  

0¢ 

4 .1~ 

Fro" di f ference betu~n gangs wi th in  t i l  K i d :  

~ .01 



T a b l e  9 
W h e r e  F i g h t i n g  w i t h  O t h e r  G a n g s  i s  O c c u r r i n g  a t  T i m e  I Z ,  

Gang TYlPe 

Latin K inp 
(36) 

Tuo-Six 
. (37) 

Tota l  
(73) 

J Lstin King Turf 

77.8X 

91 .9~  

84 .9Z  

Tuo-Six Turf 

83 .3Z*  

97.3X 

.4X 

Contested Turf 

94.3X 
(35) 

94.6X 

94.4X 
(72) 

Nortkide 

50.OX 
(32) 

29.4X 
(34) 

39.4X 
(66) 

i Souttmide 

74.3X* 
(35) 

91.9X 

83.3X 
(72) 

I Outside City 
i i i i i  

55.9X 
(34) 

69.4X 
(36) 

(70) 

For difference betueen gangs ut th in t i  m- periods: 

* p <_ .05 



T s ~ I o  10 
D o g : c o  Of 8 e : i o u s  Ot F i g h t i n g  With  O t h e r  Gang 

rdr~ Type 

Latin l i nes  

Tuo-Six 

Totat 

Z ~ SaY ino ickn t s  Primmr| | y  InvoLve= 

Ammult With Umpan I As=mutts v i t h  Ueepon Ammutts Utthaut 
Ti n~ I I . T in .  11 14eq~m 

T im 1 

17.7~ 
(34) 

29.6X 
(27) 

22.9~ 
(61) 

76.5X 
(34) 

81.51~ 
(27) 

1 

NA 

(61) 

Assaut ts Ui thout 
Ueq~n 
T i m  i l  

16.Z1~ 
(37) 

23.1~ 
(39) 

19.7~ 
(76) 

K ~ Say Fighting Ibm te=utted In:  
Type 

Lat in  [ i r ~  

Tuo-Six 

Tota l  

Death 
Time I 

80.0~ • 
(35) 

53.6~ 
(28) 

68.3Z 
(63) 

Death Very Ser iaw 
T im  11 In jury  

T im  | 

Very Serious 
In ju ry  

T i E  i l  

25.7X 
(35) 

25.0Z 
(28) 

25.4Z 
(63) 

14.3Z 
(35) 

0~ 
(28) 

7.9"4 
(63) 

37.1~ 
(35) 

28.6X 
(28) 

33.3X 
(63) 

1 
C~mpurabte data uere not m i  LabLe at T im  ! .  

2 
OrigJnutty categorized am hospi ta l izat ion.  



Reasons 
Table  11 

f o r  F i g h t i n g  Other  B r a n c h e s  o f  t h e  S a n e  Gang 
B a s e l i n e  v e r s u s  Time II 

Gong Types 

La t i n  Kings . 

TMo-Six 

Total  

Z t i m  report  Fight ing  
k t t m n  ~ m c h e s  

T i n  ! 

47.3X 
(38) 

30.8Z 
(26) 

40.6X 

(64) 

Z Uho Itepm-t Fight ing 
k t l m e n  8 ~  

T i m  !1 

52.6X 
(38) 

65.4% 
(26) 

57.8~ 
(64) 

S t a ~  
T i m  1 

Og 
(19) 

17.7~ 
(17) 

8.3X 
(36) 

Status/Parer 
Time Ii  

63.2Z 
(19) 

38.8Z 
(17) 

61.1X 
(36) 

Gam8 Types 

La t i n  Kinas 
(19) 

Tuo-Six 
(17) 

Tota l  
(36) 

Drugs 
TiDe i 

5.3:; 

9 ;  

2.8X 

Drugs 
T i m  l l  

42.1X 

17.7~i 

3 0 . ~  

ALcdhoL 
• T i m  I 

O~ 

5 .9 ;  

2.8X 

ALcohoL P e r m s o t i t y  
• Time I I  r~onfLicts 

. . . .  T i N  I . . . . .  

• 47.4~ 

35.3X 

41 .TX 

• 21.1 

17. ?'~ 

19.4X 

P e r s m a t l t y  
C~nfL i c t s  
T i m  11 

57.9 ;  

47.1% 

52.8X 



Gm8 Types 

La t in  Kings 
(19) 

Tvo-Six 
(17) 

Total  
(36) 

Table iZ 
Reasons £or Fighting Other Branches, 

Gang Vfo ta t  ion8 
Time I 

OX 

Gang VioLat ions  
Time ! i  

21.1~ 

17.7~ 

c r a m  
T i m  ! 

2 . n  

(43) 

OZ 
(28) 

19.47. 070 
(71) 

Crime 
Time ! i  

U 
1 

JM 

o o n t  • 

l i v o t J ' y  
T i m  I 

5.3Z 

5.9~ 

5.6Z 

Types 

La t in  [ ing8 
(19) 

Tie-S ix  
(17) 

TotaL 
(36) 

Other" 
Time I 

10.5~ 

OX 

5.6X 

T i m  I I  

5 .3Z 

OX 

2.8X 

t i v t t r 7  
Time II  

26.3X 

41 .Z~ 

33.3X 

1 
¢~ l~ ra l )Le  data uere not ovaiLabLe at Time I .  



T a b l e  12 
D t £ f e r e n c e  B e t v e e n  N o n - G a n g  a n d  Gang C r i m e  i n  C o m m u n i t y  I 

Type 

Latin [ingm 

Tuo-Six 

Total 

~ Crime ScaLe 
Tiem i 

2.93 
(43) 

2.7~ 
(40) 

2.86 
(83) 

Ik0n-GangCriseScate 
Time l i  

2.2~ ~ 
(43) 

1.93 
(40) 

2.12 
(83) 

Time i & T im  l i  

O..6/,,dMJ 
(43) 

0.86dW 
(40) 

0.75dM# 
(83) 

GanSType Gang C r i i ~ t e  
Time l 

Lat in [ i rgJ  

Tuo-Six 

TotaL 

3.40 
(44) 

3.61 
(41 ) 

Gang criem ScaLe 
Time i i  

3.09 
(44) 

2.97 
(41) 

3.50 3,03 
(85)  (85) 

GamgSc:ate - D i f f .  Between 
Time ! & Time i i  

0.31~qll 
(44) 

0.641M 
(41) 

0.4  7 ~  
(85)  

For di f ference betseen gangs u i th in  time periods: 
ep_< .OS 
'~p _~ .01 

For di f ference betwsen time periods v i th in  gangs: 

• p .< .05 
i m p  .¢ .001 

1 
The questions asked vere alloy serious a crime prdotem do lmu think exists in 1mar cammJnity (v i th in  

text 6 oa ths )  in  regard to sech of the fottouing gang and nongrqg-retated crimes: g r a f f i t i ,  breaking and 
entering, car the f t ,  rdbbery, int imidat ion,  f ight  vi thout ueapon, f i gh t  v i th  weapon, drive-by shooting, 
possession of Imife, pomHmSion of gun, drug sett ing, mddrug use." The options were no pr~tem (1), s s i l t  
problem, a serious p r ~ t e i ,  a very serious p r ~ l e i  (4). The scores were aggregated f o r  each item per individual 
by. type, gang or nongml erd then divided by the tota l  n~ber of i t em (12) in the scale. 



Type 

La t i n  
[ i ng8  
(45) 

Tuo-Six 
(41) 

Table 13 
Wltnes8 Any Gang Crimes In Past Six Months 

SeL l i ng  SeLLing 
Drug8 - Drugs - 
Time ! Time I !  

93.3X 

Fight ing 
U i th in  Gun 

r ~ n g -  
Time I 

75°6~ 

92.7"4 87.8X 

90 .7~  90.7~ 

90. ;5 

82.6X 

F ight ing 
V i t h i n  

am r.mB 
- Time I I  

86.7"4 

92.7~ 

89.5Z 

F ight ing 
k t m e n  

D i f f e ren t  Gangs 
- Time ! 

81.8~ 
(44) 

92.7~ 

87. lZ 
(8S) 

Fight ing  
Betvesn 

D i f f e ren t  Gar~  
- Time i i  

93.3X 

87.8¢ 

9 0 . ~  Total  
(86)  

Gang Type Dr ive-by Dr ive-by Gang i n t i a i c l e t i on  - Gang I n t i u i d e t i o n  - 
Shooting- Shooting- Time I Time i i  

Time I Time ! I  

La t i n  Kings 75.6• 50.OX 71. lX 61.4X 
(45) (44) (44) 

Tuo-Six 80.5Z 53.7~ 80.5~ 7 3 . ~  
(41) (41) 

Tota l  77.9~ 51 .aX 75.6~ 67.1X 
(86)  (85) (85) (85) 

Gang Type 

La t i n  Zings 
(45) 

Tuo-Six 
(41) 

Tota l  
( 8 6 )  

~ng 
I lecrui men• 

- Tiue I 

71.1z 

87.8X 

79.1X 

G a l  
t e c r u i 1 ~ n t  

-Time I !  

63.6~ 
(44) 

T3.2X 

A v g . •  
C r i m e  Seen 

in  Pest 6 
Months - 

Time I 

(41) 

5.24 

6 8 . ~  
(85) 

4.92 
(86) 

For d i f f e rences  between t ime per iods u i t h i n  gangs: 

¢p_, .05 

Avg, I 
Crimes Seen 

in  P ~ t  6 
I lmths  - 
Time I I  

4.44 

4.68 

4.56 

Avg. D i f f .  
Iletueen T i m  ! & 
Time | !  an Tota l  

• I t e m  Endorsed 

- 0.18 

- 0.568 

- 0.36 



TaJ~Io 14 
Pe=een tage  Who D i d  t h e  T o l l o v J . n g  t o  &vo£d G u g  C=ime 

I J t i n  
[ingm 

TMo- 
Six 

Total  

Turned Turned . [opt r.qx 
Dam Ootll Jdb Gun i t  Gun I t  
.1~ Time LL ~ Ikme 

Time I Time ! T i m  i l  

31.7~ 31.7~ 
(41) (41) 

51.2Z 31.7~ 
(41) 

41.5X 31.7~ 
(82) (82) 

66.7~ 64.3X 
(42) (42) 

68.35; 70.7~ 
(41) (41) 

67.55; 67.5X 
(83) (83) 

GoOut Uith 
Scmeor, e. So 

l o t  ALone 
Time l 

57.15; 
(42) 

65.9X 
(41) 

61.55; 
(83) 

GoOut 
Vith 

S(~ocme, 
So loot 

ALarm T im 
LL 

3 5 . 7 ~  ,e 
(40) 

63.45; 
(41) 

49.45; 
(83) 

Choaee 
l e l l dmce  

far 
safety 

Femtur~ 
T i l l  L 

I 

57.55; 
(4O) 

57.55; 
(40) 

57.55; 
(80) 

C h ~ e  
l m i d a u  

for 
Safety 

Femtur~ 
T im II 

40.OZ 
(40) 

37.55; 
(40) 

38.7~ 
(80) 

80118 TMpo 

I J t l n  I[ insI 

Tvo-Slx 

TOtaL 

8 = t o  
School 
T im i 

39.55; 
(38) 

29.3X 
(41) 

34.2~ 
(79) 

Not Go to 
School 
Time LL 

Avg. @ Total 
Ltems 

Endorsed 
Time IL 

1.86 
(43) 

2.46 
(41) 

Avg. @ Total 
I tem Endorsed 

TJ m* I 

21.1Z* 2.37 
(38) (43) 

43.9~ 2.70 
(4 i )  (41) 

3 2 . ~  2.53 
(79) (84) 

2.15 
(84) 

Difference 
BetueenTotat 
at Time I & 

T i l l  l l  

0.51 
(43) 

0.24 
(41) 

0.38 
(84) 

For di f ference betueen gangs u i t h in  t i m p e r i o d s :  

* p S  .05 

**p _~ .01 



Table 15 
Adults Usa Gang Youth for Illegal Activities 

Tl~e 

Latin 
Kings 
(25) 

Tuo-Six 
(32) 

TotaL 
(57} 

~lPeert 
Screen Guestian 

Question Yes 
Yes |espanse 

Response Time 11 
Timm 1 

80.OZ ~** 60.OZ 

18.7X 56.3:i 

45.6X 57.91i 

Ptq',sanim L 
r . r i m  
T i n  I 

48.0Z*** 

OZ 

Per~mL 
Crime 

Time IX 

24.0~ 

Property Crime 
Time iX 

21.1X 

15.6X 

19.3~. 

Property Crime 
T i n  I 

76~0X*'~ 20.0~ 

9.41; 37.5X 

38.6X I 29.8X 

Time ! 
omBs i AL=OloL I " ALcohoL Flreerms Fireerm 

T i m  i l  " T i N  ! T i n  IX TI mj ! Ti m" Xl 

La t i n  Kings 4.0~ 36.0~ 80.0~ ~ . *  0~ 0~ 8.0X 
(25) 

Tuo-Six 3.1Z 37.5X 15.6Z 07, 3.1~ 9.4X 
(32) 

Total 3.5Z ~ .sz  i 43 .~  i oz +1.7~ 
(57) I I 

8.8~ 

For d i f f e rence  bet'deem gangs u i t h i n  t ime per iods:  
p S .001 

1 
The screen qUes t im  um rain the pest y l l r ,  uere there adu l ts  In the ¢mmJni ty  Who L i d  gang youth fo r  

|t~tegat o r  c r i i | n s t  a c t i v i t i e s ?  m For t h o u  msuer in8 yes, • f u r t he r  quest ion um u k e d  about ulmt a c t i v i t i e s .  
These r e q x ~  vere open ended and r e i g n e d  to  the categor ies d x ~ e  on the l a s i s  of ca tegor ies  used at  
Base t i ne - -Ne  Apr iL .  1994 repor t  f o r  spec i f i c  examples of items in  each category.  



T a b l e  IS 
~ d u l t s  U s e  Gang Y o u t h  f o r  I l l e g a l  ] ~ c t t v i t i e s ,  c o n t .  

Gang Type 

La t in  [ inl lm 
(25) 

Tuo-SJx 
(32) 

Total. 
(57) 

Gamg Crime Gang Crime 
Time 1 T i m  11 

OX 

9.4Z 

5.3~ 

4.0X 

15.6~ 

10.5X . 

Protect ion 
Time ! 

8.0X 

OX 

3.5X 

Protec t ion  Other 
Time !1 Time ! 

O~ 

OZ 

16.0~ 

6.3X 

10.5Z 

Other 
Time II 

8.0X 

6.3X 

7.0Z 

Gang Type 

La t in  [ i ngJ  
(25) 

T in -S ix  
(32) 

Tota |  
(57) 

Adut t s  a r e  Gang 
Nembere - Yes 

Response 
T i m  i 

7 0 . 4 X  m 
(27) 

6.5X 
(31) 

Adults  e r e  Gang 
- Yes 

t e s p o m e  
T i m  i I 

48.1Z 
(27) 

4a.4x 
(31) 

36.2~ 48.3~ 
(58) (58) 

I I M 

For d i f f e rence  betmeen gangs u i t h i n  t ime per iods:  
m p S .001 

Adul ts ere Former 
rdn i  Nesbere - Yes 

Respome 
Tim I 

66.7~ m 
(24) 

18.7~ 
(32) 

39.3Z 
(56) 

Adutts are Former 
Gani k m l ~ r s  - Yes 

Req~nse 
Time II  

45.8X 
(24) 

37.5X 
(32) 

41 . lZ  
C58) 



Lat in  Kings 

&verage R&t£ng a t  T£me $Z o f  Pe rce£ve4  Change i n  P o l £ c e  
B f f e c t £ v e n e s s  Zn Oeal£ng W£th Gang Prob lem 

Tvo-S|x 

1.69 
(45) , 

Total  

Lat |n  Kings 

Uotk Streets ] Pet ro l  In Cars 

1.85 
(40) 

1.76 
(8S) 

T1q:a 

1.44o 
(45) 

1.15 
(40) 

1.31 
(85) 

A r r ~ t  [nmm 
CrloinaLs 

1.63 t 
(63) 

1.30 
(40) 

1 .&7 
(83) 

Arrest [nmm 
sam mmbers 

1.3 
(4&) 

1.2 
(40) 

1.29 
(84) 

Gamli Type I A r m t  Thee Gett ing In 
• I TroUbLe 

2.1 
(41) 

Total  

Uarmm Gang nmbers 

1.9 
(40) 

2.0~ 
(81) 

T a b l e  ~.6 

1.2 
(44) 

1.05 
(40) 

1.1& 
(84) 

IteslPoncl OuickLy 

2.& t 
(42) 

1.9 
(40) 

2.18 
(82) 

Tuo-Six 

Gang Type Are E f fec t i ve  in  Deetin8 Utth 
Gang problem 

La t in  Kings 

Tvo-Six 

2.4 
(43) 

2.3 
(40) 

Tota l  2.33 
(83) 

For d i f fe rence  belnman gangs u i t h i n  t i m  per iod:  
• p .~ .05 

SoLve C4]mJnity pr~btem 

2.3 
(38) 

2.2 
(39) 

2.26 
(77) 

1 
Based on • 3 point  scare with 1 : Bet ter ,  2 : the Same and 3 : Worse. 



TaJ~Io 17 
8pee t f te  Groups/Restdent:s Dealing With Gu~r C:Lme 

Gang Type ~ BLock BLock C h u r ~  Churches C ~ i a n i t y  
Question ~amtion CLubs CLUbs Time l T i m  i l  G~xape 

Tim Tee T im  I T im  !!  T i m  i 
IlqmlXXWe | u l x m u  

Time ! Tim* [ !  

Cammity  

T im  [I  

Lat in 33.3X 
[ i n p  (27) 

70.4X 4.0~ 8.0'~ O~ 40.OZ I&.SX &8.1X 
(27) ( ;5)  ( ;5)  ( ;5) ( ;5)  (27) (27) 

Tvo-Six 38.7~1 
(31) 

Tota l  36.2~1; 
(58) 

61.3Z OZ 34.5X O~ 29.6Z 14.3~ 50.0~ 
(31) (29) (29) (27) (27) (28) (28) 

65.5Z 9.1~ 22.2"/, OX 34.6X 14.5X 49.1X 
(58) (11) (54) (52) (52) (55) (55) 

r, ar4 Type Police 
T i m  ! 

Lat in 7.45i 
[ i r ~  (27) 

Tuo-Six O~ 
(28) 

m 

/ 3.6X Total 
/ (55) 

Police - A L ¢ ~  A L ¢ ~  
T im ! !  T i m l  Ttm II  

40. ?'~ 
(27) 

39.3Z 
(28) 

40.0~ 
(55) 

k | ~ : ~ x m d  
Match 
T i m  i 

Match 
Time l l  

O~ 
(26) 

3.6~ 
(28) 

26.9~ 
(26) 

28.6:; 
(28) 

1.9~ 27.8X 
(54) (54) 

0"~ 
(26) 

20.7~ 
(29) 

10.9~ 
(55) 

53.9Z 
,(26) 

~.SX 
(29) 

49.1Z 
(55) 

For di f ference between gangs w i th in  time periods: 
* p . ~  .05 



Tab le  17 
S p e c i f i c  O:oupm/Resideatm D e a l i n g  Wi th  Gang C: ime,  c o n t .  

Gln8 Tlqm 

Lat in [ i n l ~  

rams 
Tim ! T im  11 

NA 
1 

KA 

15.6X 
(32) 

TMo-Six 27.5X 
(6O) 

Total NA 22.23 
(72) 

, , 

Other 
T im I 

3.7% 
(23) 

4.3Z 
(27) 

6.0% 
(SO) 

.OUme 
Tim, l I  

18.5% 
(23) 

8.7% 
(27) 

14.0% 
(SO) 

1 
C ~ t e  data uere not mrai tabLe st Tize I .  



TsJDXo 18 
II~at: G r o u p s / R e s i d e n t s  A:o Do4ng 2'0 Reduce  Gang c :dmo 

r, m8 T)lm 

Lat in [Inllm 
(25) 

Tuo-S|x 
(31) 

Total 
(56) 

Intervent Jan/ Intervant i on/ 
CounmJt |r~ Cauqset |nO 

T im  I T im  11 

8.0~ 

16.11 

12.5I 

20,OZ 

16,11 

17.9"4 

T i m  ! 

Edmat lm/  EdUcation/ 

T im  i l  

8.0~ 

OZ 

3.63 

16.0'~ 

05; 

7.1X 

~n8 TYl~ 

Lat in Kings 
(25) 

Tvo-Stx 
(31)  

Toter 
(56) 

C,,,mmity 
PoLicing 

T i m  1 

25.8X 

14.3~ 

Cam~nlty 
Pot ic i rg  
T im  ! i  

24.0X 

32.3~ 

2 8 . 6 ;  

Cteen Up 
T im  i 

0Z 

6 . 5 1  

3 . 6 ;  

CLean Up C a l m |  t y  
T I N  I1 O r g t n i u t i o n  

T I N  1 

4.0Z O~ 

22.6; O'X 

14.3Z O~ 

Orgmti z l t  ion 
T i m  l i  

24.0~ 

16.1I 

19.61 

Gang Type 

Lat in [ in88 
(25) 

Tuo-Six 
(31) 

Total 
(56) 

R e c r e a t i o n  R e c r e a t i o n  P rov id in8  
T ime  ! T i m  i l  Jcdb8 

T i m  i 

p r o v i d i n 8  Othe r  
Jd=8 Time i 

T i m  ! I 

4.0~ 

3.2X 

3.6;  

24.0X 

22.6; 

23.2X 

8.0X 

OX 

3.6;  

12.0~ 

6.5Z 

8 . ~  

4.05; 

0Z 

1.8X 

Other  
Time 11 

4.0X 

3.ZX 

3 . 6 ;  

For di f ference betueen gangs u i t h i n  t i m  periods= 
* p ~ .05 
a~p .< .01 



T a b l e  18 
What G r o u p s / R e s i d e n t s  Are Do ing  To Reduce  Gang Cr ime ,  c o n t .  

GmO T~lm 

La t in  Klngs 
(;5) 

Tuo-Six 
(31) 

Tota l  
(56) 

i n t - - | m /  l n t ~ i m /  Educat ion/ 
Cmmmt i r l i  Camset ing k m r m ~ s  

T l m - i  T i m  11 T i m  ! 

8.0Z 

16.1X 

12.5% 

ZO.OZ 

16.1% 

17.91; 

0% O~ 

3.611 

EdueattaW 
Amreness 

T i m  I i  

16.0~ 

?. IX 

Gang Type Cm~i ty  
Pot ic|n8 

T i m  1 

c n m i t y  
Pot i c i r o  
T i m  i l  

C tmn Up 
Tim. l 

C t m n U p  
T i m  i i  

CmmJnit'V 
Organ iza t ien  

Time I 

C~man| t y  
Organizat i m  

T i m  i l  

Ls t i n  [ i~18 OX ~ 24.0% 0% &.OK OK 24.0X 
(25) 

Tuo-Six 25 .fIX 32.3X 6.5X 22.6X I)~ 16. lX 
(31) 

Tota l  1&.31~ 28.6% 3.6% 14.3X 0% 19.6X 
(56) 

Gar l  Type R e c t o r  ion Recreation Prov id ing Prov id ing Other Other 
T i m  l Tim- i i  Jalbs Jdus T i m  I T i ~  11 

T i m  ~ ! T i m  i i  

• .Lat in ICings 4.0~ 24,0Z 8.0~ 12.0~ 4.0~ 4.0~ 
(25) 

3 . ~  22.6X 0% 6.5% 0 Z  3.2Z TUG-Six 
(31) 

Tota l  
(56) 

3.6% 2 3 . ~  3.6% 8.9~ 1.8X 3.6~ 

Far d i f f e rence  betueen llanOS w i th in  t i m  per iods :  
t p _~ .05 

-~ .01 



T a b l e  1 9  
R e a s o n  R e s p o n d e n t ;  Zs L e s s  & c t t v e  Zn  Gaulg ,n 

TYPe 

L a t | n  [ ir41s 

Tvo-Six  

Tota l  

; L I I I  Ac t i ve  
i n  Past Year 

T i m  I 

13.2X 
(38)  

10.0~ 
(40) 

11.5Z 
(78) 

Z l . e ~  
A c t i v e  in  
Pest Tear 

T i m  i i 

3 1 . ~  
(38 )  ~, 

~ . 

40.OX 
(40)  

35.9X 
(78) 

Time ! 

C38)~_ 

T i m  11 Out of  I t  
T i m  i 

z-i.lx 
_ (38 )  

O~ 
(35)  

2.6Z 23.7~ 
(38) (38) 

1.3Z ~ 22.4Z ,~ 

| e t |  r e d / G r ~  
Out o f  i t  

T i m  11 

I&.3X 
(38) 

2 : ~  , _ 3 t .~ r .  
(38 )  (38)  

• 1 .&7. 23.3T, 

r . . , ,  Type 

L a t i n  [ f r 4N  

Tuo-Six 

Totat  

Pot ice  
Time i 

NA 

Z 

NA 

NA 

P o l i c e  
T i m  i l  

16.Z% 
(37) 

P u r m ~  Parents 
T i m  ! T i m  11 

i NA 18.9X 
(37) 

25.6X NA 25~6X 
(39) - (39) 

.21.1X - NA --22~4Z 
( 1 7 6 )  . . . .  : -  :(76) 

t / i  f e /  
G i r t f r i e ~ : l  

Time I 

NA 

r i f e /  
G i r t f r i e n d  

Tine~ I I  

28.9X 
(38) 

I . . . . . . . . .  o .  _ 

. . . . . . .  (37)  . . . . .  

NA 29,3X 
( ~ )  

1 
Percents do not  mid to  100 percent ,  s ince nu t t Jp te  r e u ~ m  c ~ t d  be g i w n .  

2 
C~al~rabte data  uere not  mini  t ab le  a t  T i m  1. 



T e ~ I o  19 
R a i s o n  R e s p o n d e n t  I s  L e s s  A o t i v e  Zn G s ~ g ,  c o n t .  

Mng Tylm I voumC~m~vm~ I c~nl~ T°mmvorker TImmSCh°°ll 
• -- TI i -  I + - TIme i l  

Lat in [ I u  

Tvo-.Six 

Total 

IIA 

1 

IlIA 

MA 

11.1~P 
(36) 

30.8% 
(39) 

21.3% 
(75) 

5.4% 
( 3 7 )  

0% 
(3&) 

2 . D  
(71) 

School 
T im  I I  

2.7X 
(37) 

8.CL 
(36) 

5.6Z 
(71) 

Gang Type Novad Gut 

Lat in [ingm 

Tvo-Six 

Total 

Roved Out 
T im I Tim I t  

2 . D  
(36) 

01; 
(37) 

1.4Z 
(?3) 

5 . ~  
(36) 

8.1Z 
(37) 

6.9'~ 
(73) 

0 ~ h t r  + 

Tim,, I 

2.C~ 
(38) 

2.9X 
(35) 

2.7Z 
(?3) 

Other 
T im  i l  

5.3Z 
(38) 

I&.3Z 
(35) 

9.6Z 
(?3) 

PrlmlUl~ 
Fram 

Probation 
Time i 

IIA 

MA 

MA 

Prmmml~ 
From 

Pro ia t ion 
Time I I  

7.9Z 
( ~ )  

14.7X 
(34) 

11.1Z 
(72) 

For di f ference between gangs u i t h in  t ime w i o c b :  

* I~  .05 

1 
P.~ml)mrable dmta vere not ava i lab le  at  T i m  I .  



r, ml l  Type 

Lat in [ i n lN  
(35) 

Tuo-Slx 
(38) 

TotaL 
(73) 

Tt]DIO 20 
St;at;us 4n Gamg 

Leader Lem:lm" 
T i m  i T im  i t  

8.6X ee 11 .&Z 

39.5X 23.7Z 

2d;.TX 

Core Iqmber 
T Im I 

60.0"~ 

1;?.4Z 

17.8X 53.4Z 

Carq Rmb~ 
T im  11 

31.&Z 

42.1Z 

37.0Z 

I~qpJtar 
la~lam" 
T i m  I 

I&.3Z 

S.3'X, 

9.(~, 

ReguLar 
I t i laer  
T i t  !1 

42.9Z 

28.9~ 

35.63 

Gm8 Type 

Lat in [insm 
(35) 

Ttdo'-Six 
(38) 

Total 

Pert j~ . r l t  .mt~r  
T i m  ! 

17.1Z 

S . n  

Peripheral Rmber 
T im  I I  

14.3~ 

5.3~ 

11.0Z 9.6Z 

For di f ference betveen gangs v i t h i n  t i m  periods: 

. p ~ .05 

Z of Ird|viclumts tdho Z of lndiviclusts Who 
Lemter8 or Cort i n  Leaders or Core 

nmbers miners  
Time I T im  i1 

68.6); ~ . 9 ~  

86.8X 65.8X 

[ 78.1~ ~ 54.8X 

N p .~ .01 



J 

TmbZe 2 0  

C h u n g e s  Ln S t a t u s  - L . o .  G~ng P o s i t i o n  
i n  TLmo I V s .  Time I I  

• rdne 
Type 

:i" 
L a t i n  
[ i n g s  
(43) 

Tuo-Six 

Totat  
(83) 

s ta tus  

T i m  ! " 

2.28 Im 

1.85 

2.07 

Hem 
Status 

T i m  11 

3 .05  

2.30 

2.68 

• l o  
Changm in  

Stattm 

23.3Za 

42.5Z 

32.5Z 

For d i f f e r e n c e  betueen Slang8 u i t h i n  t i m  per iods :  

• L m  
i m m t v e d  
T in -  I I  

58.1•  

47 .5Z  

53.0X 

Z N o r e  
i n w t v l d  
T i m  i l  

18.6Z 

10.OZ 

• movino 
From 

Leader o r  
Care t o  

Periphorut 
o r  I lot  

T i m  ! !  

16.3 8 

2.6X 

• b t  
J ~ ' t i v e  

(Based on 
s r ~ t m )  

T i m  i i  

18.6Z 

5.0Z 

14.5Z 9.9X 12.1• 

* *  p .c .01 

;J p = .061 



T a b l e  2 2  
R e a s o n  R e s p o n d e n t  W o u l d  L e a v e  G a n g  

M Type 

Lat in [ In l~  

Two-Six 

Total 

Think Will Think Will E ~ m "  Currmt ty  
Evor Lemm Lemm M Thlnkhlli of 

Y I  t ~  LawJn8 
y i  tesi~nle Tim ii Tim ! 

T im ! 

53. lZ* 
(32) 

76.5Z 
(34) 

65.1X I (66) 

(32) 

67.7Z 
( ~ )  

6a.23 
(66) 

31.4Z 
(35) 

51.61 
(31) 

&O.~ 
(66) 

Currm~ty 
Thinking of 

Leaving 
T im  I !  

57.1Z 
(35) 

35.5Z 
(31) 

&7.0X 

Fm'i ty [ Fatal ty Jab Job Getttr~ Gott i nil 
Tylps Itm'l~nsib. ] I tapmsib.  t u p m s i b ,  l u p m s i b .  Nettled Narried 

Time I - Tim il Tim i Time 1i TIeM l- Time Ii 

Lmttn 19.3Z 4 5 . 2 "  
[ I ~ s  (31) (31) 

6.SZ " OZ " ~ 2,?.:6Z- 
(31) (313 (31) 

- 6,57,--- 
(31)  

Tuo- 11 .St 19.23 3.91i OZ 7.7~ 7.7~ 
Six (26) (26) (?.6) (?.6) (26) (26) 

Total 15.8X I 33.3"h 5.37, I O~ 15.87, I 7-17, 
(57) (57) (57) (57) (57) (57) 

For d i f f m  between gangs within t i  m" periods: 

* p ~  .OS 



T t b l o  21 
R o a s o n  R o s p o n d o n t  WouZd L o s v o  O u g ,  

rdne TYPe 

- l~tln[InSs 
(31) 

OX 

TotaL 
(57) 

Gang TYl~O 

Sdmot s ~ t  | e t i  r ~ ' l m  
. T . l u  1. T i m  !! 

3.2Z 

3.9'£ 

1.?~ 

oz 26.9X Tuo-Six 
(26) 

Out of i t  
Time i 

0X** 

30.7'£ 

12.3X 

O O D t .  

t o t i rm an~G rou  
U of I t  

T i m  II 

9.7"~ 

19.3X 

Lat in  [iaqls 
(31) 

3 . ;5  

Tuo*Six 
(26) 

Total 
(57) 

Por'seran L GooLa 
Tim- i 

3.ZK 

7.7~ 

5.3X 

Porserm t G~ts  
T i m  ! i  

7.7~ 

5.3X 

Gan8 Type 

La t in  [ i ~ lm  
(31) 

Tuo-Six 
(31) 

Other 
T i m  I 

0X 

3.9~ 

Total  1.7X 
(57) 

Other 
Time i l  

OX 

O~ 

O~ 

For d i f fe rence between gangs w i th in  time per iods: 

* p -~ .05 

" p  _~ .01 



TaJDIo 22& 
q L i v i n g  W i t h  a n y  o f  t h e  F o l Z o v i n g  i n  H o u s e h o l d  

Gmg TYPe 

Latin [inilS 
(64) 

Tu:-Six 
(41) 

Total 
(85) 

F e t h e r  
T l t t  1 

45.5X ee* 

75.67, 

60.OZ 

I 

Fl~hm" 
T i m  i l  

31. lXe** 

80.5Z 

56.5Z 

T i m  i 

92 .7~  

84.7~ 

nother 
Tlan !I  

61.4z.*  

87.8X 

74.1Z 

Gang Type 

Lat in [Ir41s 
(/,4) 

Tuo-Six 
(41) 

Total, 
(85) 

S i l ~ i r l  
T i m  1 

7"r.3Z 

8S.4Z 

F 
. 

* 1 C h i L d  * C h i L d  SibLing 
T i m  11 L T i m  I " -- . . . . . . . . .  T im !1 

1 

O~ 2.4~ 

12.9X 

80.5Z 

69.47, 

For di f ference between gar41s v i t h i n  t i m  periods: 

* p.~ .OS 

. t  p S .01 

4.7?, 

,mtp ~ .001 



TaJ)Zo 22B 
L i v i n g  With 8my o f  t h e  F o l l o v l n  9 i n  H o u s e h o l d ,  

GI~  TYPe 

Tun*Six 
(41) 

Glre TYPe 

Lat in [Inlim 
(4~) 

Tuo-Six 
(41) 

sen.* 
Time I 

6.8X 

O~ 

3.5X 

spome 
T im i l  

11.&X 

2.4X 

?'.IZ 

O O D t : .  

GirLfr iend/ 
IkNfr ierd 

T im I 

13.6~ 

0X 

Gi r t f r l end /  
lay f r iend  
T i m  I I  

20.5X** 

OX 

Total 7.1¢ 
(85) 

For difference betieen Qsnis ui th in time periods: 

* p ~  .05 
~*p -~ .01 

10.6X ~ 



L i v i n g  With any o f  

Type 

- Latin Kings 
(4&) 

Tvo.-Six 
(41) 

Total 
( 8 5 )  

Gang TYPe 

Lat in Kinos 
(/,4) 

Tvo-Six 
(41) 

Totat 
( 8 5 )  

Cousin 
T im i 

2.4% 

Gang TYlm 

Latin Kings 
(a,4) 

Tvo-Six 
(&l )  

Totmt 
( 8 S )  

Table 22C 
the Folloving 

Grsmipsrent 
T im I 

2 . ~  

2-.&% 

2.3X 

I Causin 
T im i i  

2.31~ 

2.4T, 

2.3Y, 

• p ~_ .05 
**p .~ .01 

Ur~telAunt 
Time i 

0% 

0% 

0z 

i n  H o u s e h o l d 0  c o n t .  

Tim !1 

2.3% 

2.3% 

UeldmU/Uiece 
Ti m'. ! 

6.8% 

0% 

3.5X 

I lqhev~l i  ece 
T im II  

6 .8X  

2.&% 

4.7X 

UncLe/Aunt 
Tige 11 

2.3% 

2.&X 

2.3~ 



T a b l e  2 2 D  
L i v i n g  .With any o f  the  F o l l o w i n g  i n  H o u s e h o l d ,  

6 m w  Type  

La t i n  [ i ~ im  
(44) 

Tm*S lx  
(41) 

Total, 
(05) 

c e n t  • 

F r l l nd  
T i m  ! 

20.5X e 

2 . ~  

11.8X 

Fr lemi 
T i m  i l  

6.8:; 

-0~ 

3 .5 : ;  

Ll~m Atano 
Tim, ! 

05; 

OX 

OX 

Z L ive ALeoo 
T i m  I !  

t . S X  

2 . ~  

3 .5X 

Gang Type 

La t i n  [ i r ~  
(44) 

Tuo-Slx 
(41) 

Totat 
(85) 

% Live W 
I k ~ &  Dad 

Tills, ! 

45.5X ' m  

73.2X 

58.8% 

X L i v e N /  
Item& Dad 

Tim, i l  

27.3:~ m 

78.1~; 

Z L ive W 
l l o t h e r ~ t t y  

T i m  I 

31.8X 

19.5X 

51.8X 2 5 . 9 ~  

L i v t W  
Mother Onty 

Ti m. i i  

34.1%',m 

9.0; 

22.3X 

Type 

La t i n  [ir41m 
(4&) 

Tuo-.SIx 
(41) 

Z Live W 
Father Cnty 

T i m  I 

OZ 

2.4X 

TotaL 1. 
(85) 

X Live V/ 
F s t h e r  Cnty 

T i m  i l  

6 .8X 

.z Live W 
Ito Parents 

T i m  1 

2.4X 

22.7"/,* 

4 . ~  

4.7Z 14.1X 

I 

Z Live W 
Iio Parents 

T i m  ! i  

27.3~ t 

7.3X 

17.7~ 

For d i f f e rence  bettL~n garbs w i t h i n  t i m  per iods: 
t p .< .05 - 

p ~ .01 
~- .001 



TabZe 22B 
Of Those Ln HousehoZd, Bes/4es Repondent 

(ZacZudes OaZy Those Over 14) 

Gang Tylpe 

I J t i n  [|nSo 

Tvo-Six 

Totat 

z EmtWld 
T im i 

71.8~ 
(39) 

90,OZ 
(40) 

z Elpto~d 
Tim I I  

71 .SZ t 
(39) 

92.5]; 
(60) 

81.0X 82.3~ 
(79) ( ~ )  

Z m l  
P r d ~ t i m  

T i l e  i 

27.6Z 
(29) 

2&.4Z 
(41) 

2 5 . ~  
(70) 

Z m  
Prdmtlan 
T im i !  

13.8Z 
(29) 

17.:'JE 
(61) 

15.7'£ 
(70) 

Type 

Let in [ i r ~  

Tuo-Six 

Total 

% in Gang % in r, m8 
T im I T im 11 

5 5 . 9 ~  
(34) 

3i .?T 
(&1) 

42.7Z 
(75) 

23.5Z 
( ~ )  

19.5X 
(&l) 

21.3X 
(75) 

R I I 

• in  de l l  
Time i 

HA 
1 

Wk 

• in  dBit 
TiDe | I  

38.6X 
( ~ )  

21.9"L 
(41) 

30.6Z 
(85) 

For di f ference betlleen ganis v i t h i n  t i m  periods= 

* p ~  .OS 

1 
CLq~rabte data uere not intuitable at T im !. 



f 

T a b l e  22F 
A v e r a g e  N u m b e r e r  I n d i v i d u a l s  i n  H o u s e h o l d  Who a r e  

F o l l o v i n g  C a t e g o r i e s  - T ime I V e r s u s  T ime  IX 

~ r ~  
Type 

L a t i n  
E l f ,  s 

Tuo-SIz 

TotaL 

( I n c l u d e s  Only  Those Over  

N a x i u  - 7 

EapLcNQd EM~oyId D | f f m  On On 
T i l l  ! Tim, | i  Bet3men Prd~t lan  Pra l~ t ian 

T i l l  i and T i l l  i T i l l  I I  
T i l l  11 

3.10 
(39) 

2.85 
(40) 

1.28" 
(39) 

1.80 
(40) 

1.54 
(79) 

1 . s z * m  
(39) 

1.051WB 
(40) 

1.43gd8 
(79) 

0.32 
(28) 

0.27 
(40) 

0.29 
(68) 

:'.97 
(79) 

0.25 
(28)  

0.25 
(60) 

0.25 
(68)  

i n  t h e  

Difference 
BeLlmen 

T im  ! 
T i l l  I I  

0 . 0 7  
(28) 

0.03 
(40) 

0.0~ 
(68) 

Gang Type lnGmg ( l o t  i n  Gang ( l o t  O i f f m  In 
IncLudi~i IncLuding kt~een Jai t  

Respmdmt) Itespardmt) Tim* I and T i m  i 
T i l m l  T im !! T im I !  

Lat in [ ings 0.61 0.21 0.39@ iM 
(28) (28) (28) 1 

In J a i l  
T i m  i l  

0.43 
(42) 

Two-Six 0.39 0.27 0.12 HA 0.37 
(41) ( 4 1 )  (41) (&l) 

Total 0.49 0.25 0 . ~ #  
( ~ )  ( ~ )  ( ~ )  

0.40 
(83) 

For di f ference bettmen gamOs Nithin t i m  periods: 
• p ~ .05 

For di f ference bettmen t im, periods v i t h i n  gangs= 
I p ~ .05 

M p ~ .01 
/ l ~ p  ~ .001 

1 
r . ~ r a b t e  data uere not a~t i tabie at T i e  1. 



Ceefx, r m i  th  
Ream - line ! 

Tuo-Six 
( 3 8 )  

Tota l  
( ? 6 )  

Genii Type 

T a b l e  23 
C o o p e r s m i t h  S e l f  E s t e e m  8 0 8 1 0  S c o r e s  

A v e r a g e  T ime  ! V e r e u e  Time ZZ 

57.41"  

64.48 

~ i t h  Score 
- T i m  II 

64.42 

Di f f e r a c e  l e t u e a l  
l i n e  I - T i m  I I  

* 7,00# 

" 60.95 

71.58 

68.00 

+ 7.10g 

~. T.OSm 

L - t | n  l i n i z  
(38) 

For d i f f e r ~ l c e  betueen ganOs u i t h i n  t ime pe r i ods :  

• p ~_ .05 

For d i f f e r e n c e  betueen t i m  pe r i ods  u i t h i n  gur41s: 

• p _( .05 

s .01 



rdng TYlPe 

Tree-Six 
( 1 6 )  

65.6X 

81.35G 

Total 
( 4 8 )  

Get Along 
Welt 

Time I 

50.0X 

43.7"~ 

70.8X 

T a b l o  24  
&long With 8 p o u o o / O i r l £ r i e n d  

Get Along 9 a t  J Sam 
Met I Problem I Problem 

! Time I I  Time i Time ! |  

34.4X 

10.iX 

46.9Z 

56.3X 

50.01 

0"~ 

O~ 

La t in  I(ing8 
(32) 

Don't Get A I w  
Time I 

3.1X 

O~ 

H a y  Respondent  G e t  A l c  

29.2X 

k n ' t  k t  A l q  
T i m  I I  

0X 

2.1% 

Gang Type Avll. 
Time I 

La t in  Kings 1.34 

Two-Six 1.19 
(16) 

Total 
( 4 8 )  

1.29 

Avi .  
Time I I  

1.53 

O i f f m  in Rating 
of  I tetmt iomhip 

T i n  I - 
TiDe I I  

- 0 . 1 9  

- O.3?m 

- 0.25# 

For d i f fe rence between t i m  period8 Ntthtn gongs: 

• p s .05 

.~ .01 

1 
Eased on m 3 point  so, a le  Ntth 1=get along , e l i ,  2:-a.no p r d ) l m  and )=don' t  get along. 



TsI)Xo 25 
C : t I / I  L |  F I L I / X y  O f  R e s p o n d e n t -  T /no  I 8=4 T/me I I  

Gml TyPe 

I J t t n  [ in l lS 
(43) 

Tuo-Six 
(10) 

T ~ L  
(53) 

Lat in [ ino8 2.3% 
(43) 

Tvo-Six 

Total 

OReth 

11.6X 

10.01; 

11.3% 

O I t h  
TIm I I  

16,31 

30.OX 

18.911 

Orug N l s e  
T I I  i 

0~ ~ • 
TIII II 

C)~ 
(10) 

1.91; 
(53) 

13.91; 
(43) 

30.0X 
(10) 

17.01I 
(53) 

I L L I  
TIRe l 

16,3% 

30.01l 

18.9% 

.Gml TYIt Plwyei.L 
JU~ 
TII i 

7 . 0% 
( 4 3 )  

15.0X 
(40) 

10.8I  
(83) 

IL tne--  

40.01l 

37.7X 

Physical 

T i m  II 

9.3X 
(43) 

OX 
(40) 

4.8X 
(83) 

Gang Type 

Tvo-$1x 
(10) 

T~oL 

CrtRe-htated 
P ~ L e B I  

T i l e  I 

7.1% 
(~. )  

10.011 
(10) 

7.711 
(52) 

CrimP|eLated q 
prebtam I 
T im  !!  

16.7~l 
(42) 

40.0% 
(10) 

21.1~ 
(52) 

Vict im of 
G I g  VioLence 
• Time ! 

4.7~ 

IO.OX 

5.7",l 

V i c t |mo f  
GanOVtotence 

TiRe | !  

32.6% 

60.0% 



C:ZsLs 
Table 25 

in Fauily o f  R e s p o n d e n t ,  c o n t .  

~ t  i n  
~ t d  

T im i 

I 

Tuo-Six HA 

~-Ju'rut in k u m ~ t d  FaM ty F ~  ty 
T im I I  ReLationship Retnt iomhip 

Pl'Id~ellS Prol~em 
T | m i  T im  [ I  

~ . ~  4 . ~  18.6Z 
(44) (63) (43) 

. ~  ~ ~ . ~  
(41) (10) (10) 

TotaL HA 58.8Z 3.8Z 20.?Z 
(85) (53) (53) 

rdm Type 

Lat in Kinllm 

Tuo-Six 

Totat 

F i i  ty F i J  ty FJm| ty F m  ty 
J ~ R e t a t a  Jd~Retmt~ In~m~ gn~m~ 

P ~ L  ms P ~ t e m  Reta t~  Retmt~ 
T im i T im l i  ProbLem P r a b t ~  

T im I T im l i  

HA 

HA 

HA 

M.6Xa 
(44) 

19.5Z 
(41) 

29.&X 
(85) 

HA 2 7 . ~  
(44) 

HA l & . ~  
(41) 

HA 2 1 . ~  
(85) 

Gang Type 

Lat in [ingm 
(36) 

Tuo-Six 
(T) 

Tota| 
(63) 

Otlm- 
T im ! 

2.8X 

Other 
T i m  11 

2.3X 

8 p - .053 

1 
Caaperabte data were not mmitabte at Tins 1. 



T s ~ I o  26 
Mean B o o t e s  f o e  8 t s = d a r d  and  Grade  L e v e l  

o n  t h e  Wide  R a n g i n g  A c h i e v e m e n t  T e s t  
8t  Time zZ 

8u~seales 
( ~ r ~ T )  

Gang Type Stamdm'd Scores Stmdm'd Scores 
A r i t ~ N t i c  Itmcling 

Lat in [ ing8 

Standmr~l Scores 
SpeLLing 

87.1 
(29) 

Tuo-Six 

TotaL 

85.9 
(38) 

86.5 
(67) 

77.8 
(60) 

78.2 
(29) 

78.0 
(?9) 

94.4 
(35) 

92.5 
(38) 

93.4 
(73) 

Gang Type 

Lat in [ ing8 

Tuo-Six 

Totat 

Grade Lmmt 
SpeLLing 

7.97 
(29) 

7.24 
(38) 

7.55 
(67) 

Grade Lever 
A r i t ~ t t i ¢  . 

5.93 
(41) 

5.51 
(39) 

5.73 
(80) 

grode Le~et 
Beading 

9.89¸ 
(35) 

9.71 
(38) 

9.79 
(73) 

For di f ference bettmen gangs w i th in  t i m  periods: 

• p _~ .05 



TabZe 27A 
Zneome C o n p a : L s o n s  - R e s p o n d e n t , s  R e p o : l : e d  K o n t h Z y  Zneome 

rang TYlm 

Lat in [lngm 
(25) 

Tvo-Six 
(:m) 

Total 
(53) 

Z k l y  Vark- 
re lated Itoney 

T im i 

~ . 2 Z  
(43) 

31.6X 
(38) 

38.3Z 
(81) 

z ~ v  
tkwlc- 

ReLated 
xmw 

Tim I1 

65.1% 
(43) 

52.6X 
(38) 

59.3X 
(81) 

Pit.port i on 
of TOI~L 

I ~  Frml 
Vark 

Tin- I 

m 

NA 

NA 

P r q : o r t i o n  % k~y Norly Fr i l l  
Of TOtal A id /Unuptov~nt  

lnc~mn Tin- I 
From ~ r k  
Tim- i l  

0.55 4.0% 
(38) 

0.47 01{ 
(36) 

0.51 1.9% 
(74) 

Z Any nonw Frm 
A i ~ t c ~ m m c  

T i m  i i  

8.01{ 

01; 

Gang YYI~ 

Lat in Kings 
(25) 

Tuo-Slx 
(28) 

Totmt 
(53) 

I lnccue  Fr'~m 
Fiui |Y/SlPOU~ 

T im I 

52.0X 

64.3X 

58.5X 

X I r¢~ne  From 
Fani ty/Spauso 

T im  i i  

32.0% 

53.6X 

43.4% 

Z Any Jqmey From 
Fr~w~18 
T im  ! 

OX 

07. 

0% 

z k~, nmsy Frm 
Friends 
T im  I I  

8.0Z 

7.1Z 

7.5X 

1 
~nFmrmbte clnta usre not mvui|abte at Time i .  



TYlm 

I .at ln [ i n l l l  
(25) 

Tuo-Slx 
(ZS) 

Totat 
(53) 

TaJ=le 27~ 
laoome Comparisons, 

Z Any, iLLegaL 
T im  [ 

16.0~ 

1Z.91l 

17.0~ 

oont : ,  

Z Any ILLegaL Xamy 
Tiara I t  

32.0~ 

21.41; 

26.4Z 

Typ= 

L I t i n  Kinlls 
(25) 

Tuo-Siz 
(28) 

Total 
(53) 

Pl~=ort |m of Ircmm From 
1 ttesmt A c t i v i t i e s  

T im  i 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Prqx)r t ion of Irc~un Fran 
! ttegat A c t i v i t i e s  

T im  I I  

0.318 
(38) 

0.15 
(36) 

0.24 
(T&) 



T I L b l e  2 7 B  
l ~ s p o n d e n t ' s  M o n t h l y  Z l l e g a l  

Time Z and  Time ZZ 
Z n o o m e  

TYpe Avg. ItLesmt I n c ~  A~ .  IlLegaL 
T im i l n ~  

T im !1 

A~ql. O i f f m  in 
i t tegat  in .me 

T im  [ Vs. 
T i m  I1 

Lat in [ ings 
(25) 

Tuo-Six 
(28) 

Totat 
(53) 

8 p - .102 

aap - .077 

S171.20 

S302.86 

$240.75 

SSS6.00;i 

S125.00 

S~69.81 

÷S6~.80 a 

-S177.86 

÷S229.06 



T a b l e  27C 
Respondent , s  Tc ta l  Konthly I n o o R o  

GanB TYlm AvII. Total 
mu,,tthty 
I m  
T im ! 

Latln IM26.1~ 
Klr~8 
(33) 

Tin-Six S812.00 
( ;5)  

Total $706.21 
(58) 

ArM. Total 
-nai,,~Ly u,-,~m 

l la,,,, I I  

Ol f ferlnce in I t ldian 
I n ~  inc:ml 

i ~  T im 1 
T im I Versus 

T im 11 

Nedlan 
l m  

T im  l l  

$1176.85 

$~. 4 0 

S~SSO.79g 

S~113.40 

$1068.47 

- -  . ~ _ 

S÷362.268 

S540 sgo0 

S600 S~50 

For d i f f e r m  betueen t i m  periods u i th in  garGs: 

I p  ~ .05 



?8J~10 28A 
Oocuptional Xspizat ions  -T:Lzne 

GIall Type PPofus i co l t l  

+ _  

Lat in Kirgs 
(45) 

Tvo-Slx 

P r o f e s s i o n a L /  
E x a o ~ I v e  

T I ~  I 

17.8X 

23.1~ 

F . m ~ I v e  
TIm i l  

22.2X 

30.1K 

26.2X 

~ i o L  Pomition 
TIDe !1 

z and T:Lme z Z  

l l a ~  Olm 
Ousinoa 

TIoa  I 

15.6X 

5.1Y. 

I I i ~  Olm 
B u s l n ~ s  
Time I I  

4&.&Z 

35.9Z 

40.SX 10.7~ 

11.1X 

CLericaL 
T im I 

CLericaL 
T im i i  

Total 20.2X 
++ (M)  +.  

. 

T y p o  l ~ l ' t l o g e P /  

laarmoeri 8L 
Position 
Tlia I 

- L i t i n  [ i ~ s  4.4Z 
(4S) 

TuO-SIx OX 
(39)  

2.4X Total 
(84)  

12.1~ 

~i.m( 

MA 
! 

MA 

u 

2 . ~  
(45) 

2.4X 
(41) 

2.3X 
(86) 

cano YyTw 

+ 

Lat in [ in l ls  
_. (45) _ 

TvO-'Six 

TOtal 

Trade Labor/ 
Neci~anicaL 
+Tin-, ! 

15.6X 

15.&X 

15.5~ 

Tracle Labor/ 
I lachmical 

T i m  I I  

i7.9x 

F~torYl  
Semi -Ski L Led 

Tim ! 

NA 

MA 

MA 

F a c t o r y /  
Semi -Ski  L Led 

Tim I I 

z . ~  
(++5) 

O ~  ¸ 

(&l) 

(86)  

1 
P.~parabte data uere not avai lable at T i m  i .  



Gang Type 

La t in  I [ i r~8 
(45) 

Tuo-Six 
( 3 9 )  

Total  
( 8 6 )  

Table 28A 
Oocupatioaal l s p i : a t i o n s ,  coat.  

UnskiLLed 

, Trim ! 

HA 
1 

HA 

HA 

Unski L ted Labor 
T |o I  I I  

OZ 
(&5) 

OZ 
(41) 

OZ 
( 8 6 )  

UnempLol~nt/  
Worttn8 

T I ~  ! 

6.7Z 

10.3Z 

8.3~r, 

ur~xpzo~venz/ 
IloZ Working 

• Time ! i  

0z 

Oz 

07. 

rdme Type 

L a t i n  [ Ings  
(LS) 

Tuo-S|x 
(39) 

Totat  
(8&3 

Other 
T|aa I 

2.2X 

T.TZ 

4.8X 

Other 
T I ~  i l  

OZ 

OX 

OZ 

1 
Compm~Le t ints vere not avl iLabLe st  T|ao ! .  



opCLn4 sm 

Gano Type 

IJIt in Kings 
(42) 

Very 
Opt | l l i l t i c  

T im [ 

~O.5X 

TMO-S|x 
(32) 

TotaL 
(Tt) 

46.9'~ 

43.2X 50.OX 

TaJ:Io 28B 
t o  A c h i e v e  P : o f e s s l o n  

Very Op t | l i l t J¢  S~ud~l t  
T im El Opt imts t | c  

T| mm ! 

50.OX 

50.OX 

5&. 1 

54.8X 

53.;5 

32.4X 

Samuhat 
Optimistic 

T im 11 

28.6X 

37.5:i 

Gang Type L i t tLe Chance 
t o  Achieve 

T im i 

Latin 
K ings  

(42) 

Tuo-Six 
(32) 

Total 
(T&) 

4.8X 

O~ 

2.72 

Li t tLe Chance 
to Achieve 

T im 11 

21.&X 

12.5X 

Neon Itankino 
T im [ 

1- 

1.64 

1.53 

17.6]; 1.59 

Roan 
tar&ing 
Time II 

1.71 

1.63 

1.67 

Difference 
in Ranking 

T im [ 
Versus 
Time II 

-0.07 

-0.09 

-0.08 

1 
ScaLe ranoes f rcn l--very opt imist ic  to 3= l | t tLe  chance to achle~m. 



T a b l e 2 8 C  
P r o f e s s i o n  ~ s p i r e d  To - T i m e  IX Only 

22;2X 

Tatar 
(86)  

llave Oun 
i m i n e n  

3 6 . ~  T.o-Six 31 .~ l  
(41) 

26.7~ 

Professionot 
/Executl~ 

. . 4 1 ;  11.1% 

40.TX 11.6X 2.31; 

Manager/ 
IWnogerle| 

Posit ion 

2.2Z 

12.2X 

Cler ical  

17.IK 

24Z 

Lat in 
J:Ings 
(45) 

Trede Labor/ 
Imchanicet 

2.2X 

17.11; 

1T.41; 

Factory/ 
Semi-Ski I ted 

O~ 

OX 

1.2X 

Unski t led 
Labor 

OX 

01; 

OZ 

Uneq) ioy in t  
/ l iar  tiorking 

Other 

01; 

O~ 

Mean tanking 

OX 

OX 

OX 

Gang Type 

2.55 

2.36 

2.5 

T a b l e  28D 
P r o f e s s i o n  R e s p o n d e n t  E x p e c t s  t o  E n t e r  - Time ZZ 0 n l y  

Gang Type 

Latin [ lags 
(42) 

Tuo-Six 
( ] 8 )  

Totat 
(8O) 

Professionat 
IheCut  i w  

9.51; 

13 .~  

11.21; 

Nave Oun 
8uninen 

42.9~* 

18.41; 

31.31; 

Iqanagerl Cler ical  Trade L~borl Factory/ Unski l led 
Nanegeriat lU~chanicat Semi-Skilled Labor 

Po l i t ion  

Uneq)t oyment 
/Not Uorklng 

Other 

21.4X 7.11; 16.7X 01; OX 2.41; OX 

23 .~  0.70X 28.QX 7 . ~  2.61; 2.61; 2.6X 

22.5X 3.7X 22.51; 3.7X 1.31; 2.51; 1.31; 

Neon 
tanklnl i  

2.90" 

3.12 
• (27)  

3.24 
(79) 

For di f ference betmeen 9enOs u i t h i n  time periods: 

• p ~ .05 



T a b l e  28R 
Z n c o m e  R e s p o n d e n t  Mopes  t o  Make a Y e a r  

~ c c o r d i n g  t o  C a t e g o r i c a l  R e s p o n s e s  
Time I and Time II 

Latin Kinlls 
(40) 

OX 

Tifo-Six 
(38) 

Toter 
(78) 

SO 
Time I 

OX 

OX 

rdnJ Type SO 
Time i t  

0:~ 

Z Aspiring to 
S20.O00 or 

Less 
Time i 

0X 

0~ 

0X 

2.6~ 

1.3X 

g Aspiring to 
$21),000 or 

Less 
Time ! i  

7.5X 

O~ 

3.9X 

Gang Type 

Latin Kings 
(40) 

l i fo-Six 
(38) 

Tote[ 
(?O) 

X Aspiring to 
letveen S20 - 

SSO.O00 
Time I 

g Aspiring to 
IletueenS20 - 

$50.000 
Time I I  

X Aspiring to 
Rake more 

Thsn $50,000 
Time I 

57.5X 50.0X 

50.0X 34.2X 

53.9X 42.3X 

lO.OX 

26.3X 

17.9X 

X Aspiring to 
Radke Role 

Then $50.000 
Tlae I !  

42.5X e 

65.8K 

53 .~  

For difference betueen gangs . i t h i n  time ~erjods: 
ep ~ .05 * 



SO 

Latin ICings 
(4Z) 

Tuo-Six 
(4O) 

Totsl  
(82 )  

0% 

0X 

0% 

Gang Type 

Table 28F 
Income Respondent Hopes to Make 

Gang Type $1 - $10,000 

0% 

0% 

0% 

$10,001 - 
120,000 

6.0% 

0% 

3.5% 

$20,001 - 
S30,000 

4.6~ 

4.93 

4.7X 

a Year - Time II Only 

$.30,001 - 
$40°000 

18.Zx 

9.8% 

14.1% 

S40,001 - 
S50o000 

27.3% 

19.5% 

23.5% 

1;50,001 - 
~50,000 

13.6% 

14.6% 

14.1% 

Nero Then 
$60,000 

29.5% e 

51.2~ 

40% 

Neen hndkJnli 

5.25 ° 

5,97 

5.60 

T ~ b l e  28G 
I n c o m e  R e s p o n d e n t  E x p e c t s  t o  Make a Y e a r  - T i m e  l I  o n l y  

SO 

Lat in Kings 
(42 )  

Two-Six 
(40)  

Totst 
(82) 

O% 

0% 5% 

O% 

$1 - S10o000 

2.4% 

12.5Z 

3.7X 

$10,001 - 
S20,000 

4.8% 

8.5X 

$20,001 - 
830,000 

23.1~r, 

15% 

19.5X 

130,001 - 
$7d),000 

26.2X 

40X 

32.93 

840,001 - 
~JO°O00 

23.8X 

12.5% 

18.3X 

~ 0 , 0 0 1 -  
$60o000 

9.5% 

5% 

7.3Z 

More t h a n  
$60,000 

9.5X 

10% 

9.8X 

Neen hrdcin8 

4.31 

3.97 

4.15 

For difference betz~en gangs u i t h i n  time periods: 

* p .~ .05 



T~bZo 2g 
Z n t e r a e t L o n s  v L t h  c o n n u n i t y  Y o u t h  W o r k e r s :  

D u r a t i o n . o £  C o n t s e t 8  a n d  W o r k e r  &otlyltles 

AVll. ~ of 
G I ~  Type Ninths of 

Cantlct 

Lat in  [ l r ~  

Tm-Slx 

T m t  

10.9 
(27) 

12.6 
(28) 

11.?8 
(56) 

Frmluen~ of Lmgth of 
Ccntl lcu Pet" Cmltact In 

Ilaurs 

6.15 
(29) 

5.55 
(29) 

5.85 
(M)  

2.0 
(28) 

2.&9 
(29) 

2.25 
(57) 

Uark• Net Uarker Net IAxtmr net Uarker Net 
Gm~ Type Rempmdmt At teqxmdmt Reqxx~lent Itmpandmt 

Ilmm On Street i n  Ja i t  ~ Etml 

Lat in  [ | r l i ls  

TvO-SIx 

Total, 

6&.3X 
(28) 

69~ 
(29) 

66.7"~ 
(57) 

92.9~ 
(28) 

1002 
(29) 

96.5X 
(57) 

10.SX 
(19) 

lOS 
(20) 

10.3~ 
(39) 

19.2X 
(26) 

24.11~ 
(29) 

21.82 
(55) 

TYPe 

tur in rjnm 

Tuo-Six 

Totat 

Um'ker Net 
Parw~8 

48.1 
(27) 

,.1.4x 
(29) 

&&.6X 
(56) 

Yorker Net 
SpmN 

40.0~ 
( 5 )  

0X 
(2) 

28.61; 
(7) 

E E E 

Varker Net 
G i r t f r i e r d  

46.1X 
(26) 

39.1X 
(23) 

42.9~ 
(49) 

Vorket- Net 
[nptwer 

(21) 

15.4X 
(26) 

10.6X 
(47) 

Uorker Met 
Other 
Agency 
Persm 

7.7"h 
(26) 

10.nO 
(28) 

9.3X 
(.54) 



Table 30 
Percentage of Respondents Involved b y  WGEkoE 
in the Activities and the Types o£ Activities 

TYlm lnvo twd Jlot Sports JdVJ~l) Ymlth 
invotvmi T r i i n ing  Progrlmm 

1 

tecreot i mt/Societ 

Lat in Klngm 

Tvo*Six 

Total 

48.32X 
(29) 

67.9X 
(28) 

57.9X 
(57) 

51.7~ 
(29) 

32.1X 
(28) 

42.1X 
(57) 

6&.3X 
(14) 

8&.2Z 
(19) 

75.8Z 
(33) 

21.&Z 
( l&) 

10.5Z 
(19) 

15.2X 
(33) 

7.1Z 
(14) 

15.3Z 
(19) 

6.1Z 
(33) 

7.1X 
( l&) 

5.3X 
(19) 

6.1Z 
(33) 

T L b l e  3 2 
P e r c e n t a g e  o f  R e s p o n d e n t s  Who R e c e i v e d  H e l p  w i t h  a P r o b l e m  

a n d  t h e  T y p e  o f  H e l p  

Gang Type Received I Did Mot 
Help J teceivw 

HeLp 
~ L  

Courmeting 

Ju l t  ice 

Ism,m8 PJmi atmr-'e 

School 

Lat in  KirEis 63X 37.0~ 50Z 43.7~ O~ 12.5X O~ 
(27) (27) (16) (16) (16) (16) (16) 

Two*Six 58.6Z 41.&X 18.7~ 18.7~ 25~ 12.5Z 18.7X 
(29) (29) (16) (16) (16) (16) (16) 

12.5Z 12.5X 
(32) (32) 

Total 60.7~ 39.3X 34.&Z 31.2~ 
(56) (56) (32) (32) 

9.&Z 
(32) 

SUI~t other 

A 4 m i s t m  

O~ 6.Z*k 
(16) (16) 

6 . ~  O~ 
(16) (16) 

3.1Z ~ 3.1X 
(32) (32) 

1 
lnctuclm I X ' O g ~  mJ:h am Latino Youth. 

2 
lnctuclm respensee mJCh ms helping individumts get out of Slangs, or get o f f  the st reet .  



a n d  Q u a l i t i e s  s 

1.61 
(28) 

O u e l i t y o f  Ef for t  

1.47 
(29) 

1.55 
(27) 

! .69 
(29) 

1.44 
(57) 

Oual i ty of Gual i ty of AbiL i ty  in 
Ava i lab iL i ty  Ilonesty Providing lh lngs 

to Do 

1.50 
(2T) 

1.62 
(29) 

1.63 
(56) 

1.79 
(22) 

1.69 
(29) 

1.56 
(56) 

1.3T * t  
(24) 

1.73 
($6) 

Gang Type 

Lat in Zings 

Tuo-Six 

Total 

Effectiveness 
of Uo~er 

!.82 
(28) 

1.61 
(52) 

• T a b l e  3 2  
R a t i n g s  o f  Worker  E f f o r t s  

For d l f f o r e ¢ ~  betmm ~ wi th in  t i m  porioc/:  

**  p ~ .01 

an a 6 point scale uith. I = very good; 2 - good; 3 - Poor and 4 • very poor. 



Table  33 
1 Agency C o n t a c t s  f o r  I n d i v i d u a l s  R e p o r t i n g R e c e i p t  o f  p r o ~ e c t  S e r v i c e  

Latin [inlPs 
(26) 

34.6X 

Tvo-Six 
(29) 

Total 
(55) 

27.6X 

30.93 

Game Type 

Latin Kings 

Tuo-Six 

Total 
/ 

Proores 

22.2X 
(27) 

4!.4x 
(29) 

Fosi ty 
planning 
~41ency 

Couruei ino 
Agency 

7.7~ 

17.2~ 

12.7"X 

Gang lype Emptoyment Agency Subatence 
Nbuse 

Treatment 
Agency 

7.7~ 

0X 

3.6X 

Job Training 
l~ency 

15.4X 

20.?X 

18.2X 

7.7~ 
(26) 

Youth Agency Other Agency Average • of 
Agencies in 

Contact Vithin 
Lost Year 

3.4X 
(29) 

32. lX 5.4X 
(56) (55) 

15.4% 
(26) 

6.9~ 
(29) 

10.9X 
(55) 

8.0X 
(25) 

7.7X 
(26) 

7.8X 
(51) 

1.15 
(27) 

1.24 
(29) 

1.20 
(56) 



A g e n c y  I n v o l v e m e n t  
T a b l e  34 

f o r  T h o s e  WLth No R e p o r t e d  W o r k e r  C o n t a c t s  

Gang Type. 

Lat in Kinos 
(13) 

Tuo-Six 
(9)  

Totat 
(Z2)  

F.q)ioyment Agency 

38.5X 

11.1X 

Counset ing 
agency 

7 . ~  

S U b a t ~  
Abuse 

27.3Z 6.6Z 

Job Trainin8 
~ency 

T r e e ~ t  
Agency 

7.7"X 15.4X 

0X 11.1X 

4.5X 13.6X 

Gang Type 

Lat in Kings 
(13) 

Tuo-Six 
(9) 

Total 
(22) 

run Program 

25.0X 
(12) 

0X 

14.3X 

Fmei|y 
Plmeni~ 
Agency 

0X 

0X 

0Z 

Youth Agency 

: 0.3X 
(12) 

OX 

4.81; 

Other Agency 

OX 
(10) 

OX 
(9) 

OX 
(21) (19) 

Ava. # o f  
Agencies in 

Cantect t/i th in  
Pest Year 

1.00" 

(21) 

0.22 

0.68 

For difference betMeen gangs u i t h in  time periods: 

* p -~ .05 



TaJ:Zo 35 
W o r k e r  "rnfo:sat::l.on by Gtnc;  - ]~11 P r o : J e s t  W o r k e r s  

Gem 
Type 

i J t l n  
ICings 
(44) 

THO- 
Six 
(26) 

Totat 
(70) 

Z 
Itecstv. 
Serv. 

From at 
Least 1 

~ne 
Yorker 

97.7Z 

M . S Z  

Z 
WPot ice 
invotv.  

38.63 

57.7~ 

Z W  
Pral~t ion 

lnvotv. 

4 . 5 ~  

23.1X 

Z- 
v ~ a v  
invotv. 

4.5X 

19.2Z 

X Receiv. 
Serv. 

Frai  ALL 
4 Service 
Providers 

OZ 

3.9Z 

94,3X 45.7~ 11.4X I IO.OX 1.4X 

AVg. # o f  
Sarv.Aoencies 
. Prov. Serv. 

1.48 

1.88 

AVg. # 
of 

Uarkers 
Pr~v. 
Serv. 

1.82 

2.00 

X | S ~ i V .  
Serv. 

Frm Both 
= 

Potlce 
r e d o n e  
~ m r s  

36.4X 

46.1X 

1 . 6  I 1.89 I 40.0I 

V4~ = 4 lqaX = 6 

Gang TYPe 

Latin [ir41n 
( ~ )  

Tvo-Siz 
(26)  

Total 
(19)  

Z Receiving any 
Refecrxts for  
Schoot or Jolm 

77.3Z 

80.8X 

78.63 

Z Receiving my 
Advice or Crisis 

CounseLing 

90.9"~ 

96.11; 

92.9~ 

Far d i f f e r m  betueengangs u i th tn  t i m  periods= 

* p ~ .05 

Avg. Rating of 
Success of Advice 

of Cr is is 
Cmmut i rg 

1 

2.13 
(40) 

2.27 
(23) 

2.18 
(63) 

Z Avg. RatirG 
td~F~miLy of.Streams 

C a r ~ t s  of FamiLy 
IwUorker Interact ion 

1 

61.4Z 

73.1X 

1.79 
(25) 

1 

2.12 
(17) 

65.7~ I 1.92 
I (42) 

1 
an a 4 point  scaLe v i th  1rotary such, ~lume, 3x t i t t Le  and &=not at aLL. 



T a b l e  3 5  
W o r k e r  Z n f o r : a t i o n  b y  G a n g  - 1 1 1  P r o j e c t  W o r k e r s ,  c o n t .  

i h , J , ~ o r  I . . t  J ~ o r  I , , . :  J ~ o r  
i s,~mLia, i sc~mcby 11 

La t i n  Kings 18.2X : 4 . $ Z  
( ~ )  

Tuo-Six 20.OX 19.2X 
(26) 

TOtaL 18.8% 11.4Z 10.0% 
(7O) 

4.5% t 

~ . l Z  

Z Referred 
I :0= Job o r  

School 
rdrQ Uorkor 

20.9X 
(43) 

30.8X 
(26) 

Avg. • of  Worker 

22.6~ 
(69) 

cantacts p ~  
Ninth 

1 

11.1 

14.3 

12.3 

For d i f f e r m  be twen  gangs u i t h i n  t i m  I=eH~ls: 

• p :S .05  

1 
ml the t o t a l  ntmber of  contacts f o r  i | |  , ~ t e r s  J e r o .  m i c e  p rov i de r s ,  i f  the ~ : 

o f  C©llRaCts f o r  i | l  u l x t e r l  ~ lervJce i x l l v i ¢ k t l  i l  usGd i n l t e l d ,  the ~ f o r  the La t i n  [ | ngs  : 6 .20,  
the ave rNe  f o r  t h e  Tuo-Six = 8.21 and the m m l g e  f o r  the  t o t a t  samPte - 6 .95.  



T~I~ 

Lat in Kings 

Tuo-Six 

Totat 

Gang Type 

Lat in Kings 

T~o-Six 

Talkie 36  
Community Youth Worker I n t e r v e n t i o n  

:~ Avg. 1i Referred 
X Reporting 

~ t ~ t  
u i th  Gang 

Youth 
Sm~d by 
Project 

Staff 

97.7Z 
(44) 

88.5% 
(26) 

94.3% 
(70) 

Avg. it of 
C~ntacts 
per Iqonth 

1 

9.3 
(43) 

12.6 
(23) 

10.5 
(66) 

Referred 
to JduS 

65.8"~ 
( ~ )  

59.1X 
(22) 

63.3% 
(60) 

~+ Receiving any 
CcnJnset ing. 

9S.1% 
(41) 

Success 
of Job 

Referral 
2 

1.57 
(21) 

2.18 
(11) 

1 . ~  
(32) 

Re: School 
Prob|---  

54.87, 
(42) 

65.23 
(23) 

58.5X 
(65) 

100.0Z 
(23) 

AVg. Rating of 
Succus of 
coumeting 

2 

1.83 
(39) ' 

1.85 
(20) 

Total 96.9"4 1.81 
(6/,) (59) 

For di f ference Igetueen gangs u i th in  t i m  periods: 

* p S  .05 
.e  p S .01 

WFani ty 
C~ntects 

uortor  

61.9~ 
(42) • 

52.23 
(23) 

58.5Y, 
(65) 

Avg. Success 
of SchooL- 

related 
Referral 

1.71 
(17) 

2.20 
(10) 

1 . ~  
(27) 

Avg. Rat i r41 
of s . ~ o . .  
of Fami ty 

Interact i on 

1.62 
(25) 

2.0 
(8) 

1.71 
(33) 

1 
Figure incLudes the totat  fo r  aLL uorters. 

2 
B a u d  on 4 p o i n t  s c a l e  u i t h  1 = v e ~  much, 2~mme,  3 = l l t t t e  and I ~ n o t  a t  e l l  . 



T a b l e  37  
Combined P o l i c e / G a n g  E f f o r t s  

Level of 
Caordirmt ion 

Received 
Service= 
Frcm 8oth 
PoLice & 

Gang Uorkers 
(=n) 

Did Ilot 
Racei'w 

S e r v i c e s  
Frem Both 
P r o v i d e r s  

3 

Total 
(70) 

qJ[ 
Referred 
Ire: Job 

o r  
School 

89.3X 

71.4Z 

n.6x  

Receiving 
Advice of 

Crisis 
C4~'me[ ing 

100~ 

88'1X 

Avg; 
listing of 
Success of 

klvt re/  
Crisis 

C~unset ing 
1 

2.19 
(28) 

2.17 
(35) 

92.9~ 2.18 
(63) 

X 
Reporting 
Cc=ltact 

U/Fami ty 

&?.. 1 ~  

54.8g 

65.71[ 

Avg. Eating 
of Success 
of Fmi ty 

Interact ion 

1.99 
(22) 

1.85 
(20) 

1.92 
(42) 

Avg. • of 
Per Youth 
Cclrttacts 
per Ilc~th 

18.3 m 
(28) 

8 . 2  
(42) 

12.3 
(67) 

Avg. • 
of 

Uorkers 
involved 

2.82 m 

1.26 

1.89 

For di f ference between gangs u i th in  t i m  periods: 

* p-< .0S 

,m,,p ~ .001 

1 
BaRd on a 4 point scaLe ui th l :~ - ry  euch, 2=sc,,e, 3 :L i t tLe  and 4=not at a l l .  

2 
Based an the to ta l  ntmber of c~ntacts for  eLL uorkers stress service providers. I f  the average 

of c~ltacts for  l i l t  workers across services p r o v i d ~  is used |rlstead, the average for those being served 
by both poLice and gang uorkers=7.13 versus the ~ a g e  for  thcee not being serve by both providers; 6.82. 

3 
Of those not being served by both pol ice and ganguorkers (n:42), 1 indiv idual  (2.4Z) ms 

served by both pol ice and prctmtion; 1 individual ms served by pratmtion and gang workers (2.4X); and 3 
individuaLs uere served by liAGV and gang uorkers (7.1Z). 



Gang Type 

lie Reported 
C~ntact 

(21) 

Reported 
C~ntact 

(49) 

Total 
(7O) 

or~e z 
Type ieceiv .  

Sorv. 
From st 
Least 1 

Yorker 

No 90.SX 
Reported 
Contact 

(21) 

Reported 95 . ~  
Contact 

(49) 

Total 94.3:1; 
(70) 

T a b l e  38  
W o r k e r  Z n £ o r m a t i o n  - W o r k e r  R e p o r t e d  C o n t a c t  

A W  
I ~ b e r  

of 
Worker 

r~ntacts 
Per 

~ n t h  
3 

7.0~e 

14.5 

12.3 

a n d  R e s p o n d e n t  D i d  N o t _  

Z 
Receiving 

.arrf 
ReferraLs 
for School 

or Jobs 

66.7'~ 

83.7/. 

78.6X 

Z Receiving my 
Advice of Crisis 

Cave.Ling 

90.5Z 

93.9~ 

9 2 . ~  

Avg. Ratine of 
Success of Advice 

of Crisis 
Coumeting 

2.16 
(18) 

2.19 
(45) 

2.18 
(63) 

Z 
WFeai ty 
Cantects 
by Worker 

52.4X 

71.4X 

65.T~ 

Z 
Y~q~'ot ice 
l ~ t v .  

23.8X* 

55.1Z 

45.77. 

Z W  
Prol~ttan 

I t a l y .  

9.5Z 

12.2Z 

Y. 
WMAGV 
Invotv. 

14.3¢ 

11.4X IO.OX 

I Receiv. 
Serv. 

Fram ALL 
4 Service 
Providers 

2.0~ 

1.41i 

Avg. # of 
Project 
Agencies 

PrOVo Serv. 

1.24 t "  

1.77 

1.61 

Avg. • 
of 

Uorkero 
Prov. 
Serv. 

1.43 ~ 

2.08 

1.89 

Avg. Rating 
of Succe~ 
of FamiLy 

|ntersct ion 

2.05 
(9) 

1.89 
(33) 

1.92 
(42) 

Z 
iaceiv.  
Sorv. 
Frem 
Both 

PoLice 
md ~ang 
Workers 

14.3~*" 

51.0"h 

40.0~ 

For di f ference betaecn gangs u i t h i n  time periods: 
" p : ;  .05 
**p s .Ol 

3 
Based on the t o t a l  n~lber of centacts for  a r t .  

2 
Based on s + point  scaLe ui th 1=vory mlch, 2mica,  3=LittLe and 4=not a t  aLL. 



T~bZo 39 
8 e Z £ - R e p o r t  I n f o r m a t i o n  

W o r k e r  R e p o r t e d  C o n t a c t  a n d  R e s p o n d e n t  D i d  N o t  

Gang Type Avg. # Vio|enl: cr|mes 
Reported at Time I 

I leport ing Mo Uorker 16.05 e 
r ~ n t ~ t  

( 2 1 )  

I te lx r t  |nil C ~ t s c t  36.5 
(49) 

30.39 Total  
(70) 

Avg. • of  V iotent  
Crimes Reported at  

T i m  I I  

4.43 t 

12.82 

10.3 

Max = 8  

Oi f f e r e n ~  Iietueen 
Time | and Time l l  

11.6 

2 3 . 7 ~  

20.09M 

For d i f fe rence  between gangs w i th in  t i m  per iods: 

,,p s .o5 

For d i f f e rence  betueen time periods u i t h i n  g a r ~ :  

dM~ p _~ .01 

s .001 



I 

Comparison 
Table 40 

tot Two-Slx of Those With No Worker Reports of 
V8. Those With Worker Reports of Service 

Serv i ce  

Group 

mo 
Tracking 

Data 
(15) 

Tracking 
Data 
(26) 

TotaL 
(41) 

Avg. I 
VioLent 

C r l m  T i m  I 

10.5 

16.0 

14.0 

AVg. • o f  
V io tent  Crises 

T i m  I I  

16.1 

8.5 

Dif ference in  
• o f  VioLent 

C r i m  8etimen 
T i m  i and 

T i m  i i  

+5.7 

-?.5 

11.3 2.7 

Avg. • Tota l  
Crlaes 
T i m  | 

49.0 

57.1X 

54.1 

Avg. • 
Totat 

Crises 
T i m  l !  

37.3 

24.1 

28.9 

D ! f fer~nc 
• i n # o f  

Total  
C r i m  
Betueen 

T i m  i & 
T i m  | i  

11.7 

32.9/~ 

25.2 

For d i f f e rence  betueen t ime per iods w i t h i n  gangs: 

I I  p _~ .01 



Table 41A: Variables Included in Correlational Analysis 

Control Vaziables~ 

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 Effectiveness in Dealing with the Gang 

Problem and Time II compared to Time 11 

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 

Measures of Sociallzation/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 Socioeconomic 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 DisorganizatlonLWellbeing 
Score on the Coopersmith at Baseline" 

I 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. 

2 The 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 3 

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 findingthings 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 

Var iab le  " 

Gang (Two'Six= l ,  LK=O) 

Total  VioLent Crime at  Bsse{ine 

Seriousness of Gang Crime 

1 

Rating of PoLice Effect iveness 
2 

Reduction in Gang 
InvoLvement Lever 

( l~ /es ,  O=no) 

Cur rent ly  Thinking About 
Leaving Gang 
( 1,-/es, O=r~) 

Age st  F i r s t  lntervic~ 

Propor t ion  of  Gang Friends 

Live w i th  Parent/Parents 
Time 11 

(1=yes, O=no) 

Live w i th  Spouse/GirLfr iend 
Time II 

(1=yes, O=no) 

Employed s t  Time 11 
( 1 , - / u ,  O=no) 

Propor t ion  of  Income from 
Work Noney 

T i m  II 

Cor re te t ion  (It) 
(u)  

0.00218 
(86) 

0.34326 
( 8 6 )  

- 0.4317 
(85) 

- 0.12122 
(85) 

- 0.27130 
(83) 

- 0.35339 
(70) 

- 0.16127 
(86) 

0.15420 
(83) 

- 11442 
(86) 

- 0 . 1 2 3 1 0  

( 8 6 )  

- 0.02640 
(74) 

- 0.2842 
(74) 

0.98 

0.0012 

0.69&8 

0.2691 

0 . 0 1 3 1  

0.0027 

0.1380 

O. 1640 

0.2942 

0.2588 

0.8234 

0.0139 

1 

I legat ive score ind icates  change to  seeing prebtem as more ser ious.  

2 
Nigher score ind ica tes  ra t i ng  of  tess e f fec t i veness .  



Proportion of Incane from 
ILLegaL Ac t i v i t i es  

T im II 

Occupat|on Aspirat ion/ 
• Expoctatt~l Gap 

3 
(Annie)  

Income Aspirat ion/ 
Expectation Gap 

4 
(Anmie) 

Coopersmith SeLf Esteem Score 
st Time 1 

At or Above Nedilm HousehoLd 
Incane Cut Off 
(1-yes, O=no) 

Total Nonth8 of Service 

Total Worker Corttecte Per Nonth 

Received Service fro= PoLice & 
Gang Vorkere 
(1eyes, O=no) 

Received Job/SchooL Referral 
( 1 ,~s ,  Osmo) 

Respondent Reported any Service 
from Project 
(1=yes, O=no) 

Rating of Effectiveness 

Rating of Intervent ion 

Uorker Reported Service 
( ! - y ~ ,  O-no) 

0.49134 
(74) 

- 0.31070 
(79) 

-0.02105 
(81) 

O. 19335 
(78) 

-0.18822 
(78) 

0.00614 " 
(81) 

0.06288 
(86) 

0.13618 
(86) 

- 0.06440 
(86) 

0.22587 
(86) 

O. 10489 
(52) 

- 0.10604 
(56) 

- 0.09288 
(86) 

0.0501 

0.0053 

0.8520 

0.0899 

0.0989 

0.9566 

0.5652 

0.2112 

0.5558 

0.0565 

0.4593 

0.4367 

0.3950 

3 
l egat ive  values indicate Large =spi ra t |m,  |over expectations. 

4 
I~mi t ive v a t u ~  indicate target aspirat ion, tower expectations. 



VariabLe 

Gang (Tuo-Six-1, LK,d)) 

Total Crime st BaseLine 

Seriousness of Gang Crime 

1 

Rating of PoLice Effectiveness 

2 

Reduction ir~ |nvoLvement Level 
(1-yes, O-no) 

CurrentLy Thtnking About 
Leaving Gang 
(1ayes, O~no) 

Table 41C 
Correlatlons-Between Key Variables 

and Ali Crime at Time II 

Proportion of Income from 
Work None,/ 

Time i I 

CorreLation (R) 
(U) 

0.13317 
(86) 

0.43696 
(86) 

o.o~653 
(8S) 

- O. 04989 
(85) 

- 0.31335 
(83)  

- 0.32205 
(70) 

Age st F i rs t  interview - 0,27930 
(86)  

Proportion of Gang Friends 0.0~77 
(63)  

Live with Parent/Parents 0.00342 
Time i l  (86) 

( l"yas, O=nc) 

Live ui th Spouse/GirLfriend - 0.15900 
Time II  (86) 

( l"yas, Owto) 

EmpLoyed at Time l i  - 0.10012 
( 1 ~ ,  Osno) (74) 

- 0.33253 
(74) 

0.49046 
(74) 

Proportion of lncom from 
ILLegaL Ac t i v i t i es  

Time [ i  

0.2216 

0.001 

0.6724 

0.6503 

0.0039 

0.0066 ~ 

0.0092 

0.3695 

0.9751 

O. 1437 

0.3960 

0.0038 

0.0001 

1 
I l e p t i v e  score indicates change to m i n e  probLem as more ser imm.  

2 
Nigher score indicates ra t ine  of t m  e f fec t iveness .  



Oc~pation Aspt rat  ion/ 
Expectation Gap 

3 
(Anmle)  

Income Aspirat ion/  
Expectation Gap 

4 
(Ancmie) 

Coopersmith SeLf Esteem Score 
at Time ! 

At or Above Nedian HousehoLd 
Income Cut Off 
(1ayes, O-no) 

Totmt Months of Service 

Total Worker Contacts Per Month 

Received Service from PoLice & 
Gang Workers 

(1-yes, O,,no) 

Received Job/SchooL Referral 
(1=yes, O=no) 

Respondent Reported any Service 
from Project 
(1=yes, O=no) 

Rating of Effectiveness 

Rating of Intervent ion 

Worker Reported Service 
(1ayes,. O=no) 

- 0.35813 
(79) 

0.00609 
(81) 

0.22452 
(78) 

-0.08&22 
(78) 

0.03798 
(81) 

0.07"/?2 
(86) 

O. 16307 
(86) 

- 0.06388 
(86) 

0.19021 
(86) 

0.10489 
(52) 

- 0.14908 
(56) 

- 0.14751 
(83) 

0.0012 

0.9570 

0.0481 

0.4635 

0.7364 

0.4758 

0.1336 

0 . 5 6 5 2  

- - ~ 

0.4593 

0.2728 

0.1753 

3 
Negative vatues indicate targe aspirat ion,  touer expectations. 

4 
I ~ i t l v ~  values indicate Larger aspirat ion, Lover expectations. 



Table 41D 
Correlatlons Between Key Variables 

Changein Violent Crime Betveen Time I and Time II 

Vau'inbto 

Gang (Two*Sixul, LKsO) 

TotaL VioLent Crime at BaseLine 

Seriousness of Gang Crime 

1 

Rating of PoLice Effectiveness 

2 

Reductien in InvoLvement Level 
(1m/as 00=no) 

CurrentLy Thinking About 
Leaving Gang 
( 1ayes, O=no) 

Age at First  lntervieu 

Proportion of Gang Friends 

Live with Parent/Parents 
T im iX 

(1ayes, Ozno) 

Live with Spouse/GirLfriend 
T im I I  

(luTes, Oano) 

EmpLoyed at Time l l  
( l~/es,  O=no) 

Proportion of Income from 
Work Xeney 

T im i X 

Proportien of l ~  from 
l L Legal Ac t i v i t i es  

T im IX 

Correlat ion (It) 
(N) 

- 0.27214 
(86) 

0.89853 
(86)  

O. 13059 
(85)  

- 0.058/,9 
(85) 

- 0.11680 
(83) 

0.00154 
(70) 

0.03569 
(86)  

0.15190 
(83) 

- 0.11883 
(86) 

0.03883 
(86) 

+ 0.03583 
(74) 

0.01713 
(74) 

0.050+3 
(74) 

P 

0.0112 

0.0001 

0.2336 

0.5949 

-0.2930 

0.9899 

0.7443 

0.171)4 

0.2758 

0.1257 

0.7618 

0.8848 

O.~Sq6 

1 
l e p t i w  m indicates change to m i n e  prd~teu es m w i o u s .  

2 
Nigher m indicates rat ing of tess e f f e c t | r e .  



Occupetion Aspirat ion/  
Sxpectat lmGap 

3 
(Ancale) 

Income Aspirat ion/  
Expectation Gap 

4 
(Anemie) 

Coopersmith SeLf Esteem Score 
at Ttnm i 

At or Above Median Ho~mehoLd 
lncem Cut Off 
( l~yes, O=no) 

TotaL Months of Service 

Total Worker Contacts Per Month 

Received Service from PoLice & 
• Gang Workers 

(l~yes, O=no) 

i i 
Received Job/SchooL Referral 

(1,,yee, O=no) 

Resporclent Reported any Service 
from Project 
(1=yes, O:no) 

Ratings of Effectiveness 

Rating of Intervent ion 

Worker Reported Service 
(1=yes, O=no) 

O. 09707 
( ~ )  

-0.08901 
(81) 

0.00489 
(78) 

-0.18822 
(78) 

0.10220 
(8!) 

0.15692 
(86) 

0.23031 
(86) 

0.20964 
(86) 

0.09921 

0.10192 
(52) 

- 0.05816 
(53) 

0.22270 
(86) 

0.3947 

0.4294 

0.9661 

0.1103 

0.3639 

0.1491 

0.0329 

0.0527 

0.363/, 

0.4722 

0.6703 

0.0393 

3 
I legative v a t u ~  indicate Large m i r a t i o n ,  t ~ e r  expectat iem. 

4 
P e l i t i v e  vatues indicate target aspirat ion,  t o w  expectations. 



Table 42]% 
Model .Predioting Total Violent crime at Time III 

VariabLe Betl l  T Vatue P r e b >  
T VaLue 

In te rcep t  23.641 1.185 0.2400 

Tota l  VioLent Crime e t  0.078 1.693 0.0950 
BaseLine 

of  the Tuo-Six 0.507 0.10/; 0.9178 

Age a t  T i m  of  BaseLine - 1.403 - 1.50/. 0.1372 
In te rv iew 

Propor t ion of  TotaL lncm~ 27.102 4.638 0.0001 • 
Derived f r m  ILLegaL A c t i v i t y  

Reqxx~kmt l epo r ted  Receipt 9.189 2.060 0.0433 
of  Service f r m  Pro jec t  

Overat t Adjusted R Squm'e f o r  the Ikxlet = 0.326 
DF f o r  the Model - S, Ik.74 

1 
IncLudes the foLLouing c r i m s :  Homicides, Dr ive-by  shoot ings,  Ba t te ry  v i t h  and u i t hou t  u e q x , ~ ,  

AssauLts v i t h  and u i t h a u t  u e q x x l  and Robberies w i th  and w i thou t  weapons. 



Table 42B 
Model Predicting Total Crime at Time II 

II(It411 

Intercept 

Tota l  C r l a e e t  l laset ine 

of  the Tuo-Six 

Agent  T | m o f  BaseLine 
l n te r v i eu  

P r o p o r t | o n o f  Totat Income 
Derived from I t t e g a t  A c t i v i t y  

Yorker Reported Service i s  
provided 

=mmd~ =erred =mipt 
of  Service frgm Pro jec t  

Unrker l  

In te rac t ion  of Worker and 
Reqxx~lent '  s Reports 

Regarding Service Receipt 

T VaLue 

37.300 

0.114 

6.303 

- 2.523 

45.&?.7 

9 . 8 0 9  

3 9 . 8 8  

- 37.625 

VariabLe 

1.060 

2 .8% 

0.760 

- 1 , 6 8 6  

4.976 

0.733 

2.700 

• - 2 . 2 ~  

Prob • 
T Vatue 

0.3020 

0.0052 

0.4502 

0.0965 

0.0001 

0.4663 

0.0088 

0.0256 

OveraLL Adjusted II Sclmre fo r  the Nodet = 0.&52 
DF fo r  the Nodet = 7. 11=76 



Table 42C 
Mo4el Pre4ioting change in violent Crimes 

Between Baseline an4 Time II 
Change in Violent Crime Between Time I an4 Time If: 

Var iabLe Beta T Vatus P r o b ~  
T V a t ~  

I n te r cep t  37.338 0.814 0.4180 

o f  the  Tuo-Six - 24.526 - 2.206 0.0303 

a t  T i m  o f  l i ase t ine  - 1.128 - 0.535 0.5944 
l n t e r v i e u  

Rated the  V o r t e r ' s  Level  of  21.778 2.086 0.0402 
k m s t y  as Very Good 

I l o c e i ~ d  • I t o f e r r l t  ReLated 8.506 0 . 8 0 6  0.4228 
t o  Job and /o r  School Pr~btum 

OvQratt Adjusted I! S ~  f o r  the  Nodet = 0.115 
OF f o r  the  Nodet # 4.  11=83 

1 
I n c r e a s e s  i n  the  change v a r i a b l e  re fLec t  decreases i n  v i o l e n c e  b e r g e n  the  tNo t i m  Fer iock .  



T a b l e  & l  

C o m p a r i s o n  o f  T h o s e  I n t e r v i e v e 4  a t  B a s e l i n e  O n l y  
& T h o s e  Z n t o r v i e v o d  T r i c e  - W h o l e  S A m p l e  

T im  I OnLy 
(22) 

Xntervimmd 
Tutce 
(86) 

Totmt 
(108) 

GanO 

Two-Six Lat in (ings 

T2.7~ 
(16) 

47.7~ 
(41) 

27.3U 
(6) 

52.3X 
(45) 

52.8g 47.2~ 
(57) (51) 

Avg. | ALL 
Crimes et 
IkmeLine 

?5.90 

6 6 . 4  

68.76 

Avg. # Viotant 
Criaes at 114mettrm 

27.78 

26.58 

26.82 

Age at $Nel ine  

20.50 ° 

19.14 

19.42 

Group Z tlto tler~ Lemdm~ at 
l~meLine 

T i m  ! OnLy 
(22) 

ln ta rv i  mind Tr ice 
(86) 

Total 
(108) 

14.33 
(21) 

22.4X 
(85) 

20.U 
(106) 

For d i f f w w x ~  ~ ~ u i t h i n  t i m  Wiec la -  
*p s .05 

For d i f f ~  Imtveen t i m  periods u i t h in  gangs= 
_~ .o5 

Z Eiptoy~l et BaseLine 

18.23 
(22) 

27.4Z 
(84) 

25.5Z 
(106) 



Table AI 

COmpLrilon o E  Those Intervleved at Baseline Only 
i Those Interviewed Twice - Whole 8ample, cont. 

I ~ e l r ' v i ~  T i i ce  
(86) 

22.~J[ 

Tota l  
(108) 

27.8X 

i i l l l  i t  i i j i i l l i  i t  i L i r l l  
t i l l  / i  i r i l  

29.1~ 45.4Z 

45.4X 

45.4Z 

33.7~ 

36.31[ 

36.4~ 

82.6Z 

i 

T i n  10nty  
(22) 

Z Uminll f la r i juane at 
i l u e i  ine 

72.7~ 

80.67, 

r, roUp 



Stoup 

X~iemd ] 
Tuice 
(& l )  . 

TotsL 
(57) 

Table A2 

Comparison o f  Those Zntervieved at Baseline Only 
i Those Zntervieved Twice Among the Two-Six 

AVli. • ALL 
C r i m  

~ i t t e d  at 
BaseLine 

32.38 

54.12 

~1.02 

Avg. • VioLent 
C r i m  

Cmmitted at 
BaleLine 

4.4~ 

13.98 

11.30 

at lameL irm 

ZO.~;"  

18.00 

18.68 

Z in L e l l w  
Pomi t ia ra  st 

~ L i n m  

6.2X 

37.5Z 

28.6; 

Z Smtoy~l at 
BaseLine 

18.8Z 

23.1Z 

21.8~ 

StoUP 

T im  i OnLy 
(16)  

Interviaued Trice 
(41) 

Total 

Z SeLLing 
C~¢aine at 
kwet ine 

6.2~ 

12.;5 

Z SetL in l  
I~ r i  j m m  at 

i la~t i rm 

31.2Z 

39.0~ 

For c f l f f m  ~ p n p  v | th in  t i m  periods: 
S .01 

Z Uminl 
Car.aim et 
i u e t i n e  

18.8X 

17 .1 [  

~7.5z 

Z I~ i re  Ih r i j um~ at 
l a ~ t i r w  

62.5~ 

73.2Z 

- 70.21 
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