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A Call for Action From Law Enforcement
The images are haunting, fathers and mothers grieving as they bury their sons and daughters
because of gang violence. Mourning relatives at funerals and candlelight community vigils fill our
television screens and newspaper front pages. Gang violence in America is once again on the rise.
Nationwide gang homicides are up an alarming 50 percent since 1999. Serious violent criminals
need to be arrested, convicted and locked up. But in order to curb gang violence we must find
ways to intervene and offer alternatives to the gang lifestyle in order to save at-risk children
before it’s too late.
The police chiefs, sheriffs, prosecutors and crime survivors who make up FIGHT CRIME: INVEST IN
KIDS are committed to taking the most dangerous criminals off our streets; however, we also know
that we can’t simply arrest our way out of the crime problem. This report proves that the “one-two
punch”of targeted police enforcement and intensive intervention with children yields dramatic
results in cutting gang crime.
Research shows there are proven strategies to cut gang-related homicides almost immediately
and shut off the pipeline that delivers new children into gangs. Successful model programs, such
as ones in Philadelphia and Boston, start by locating youth gang members. The programs
combine close supervision and swift consequences for violence with collaborative community
services to help children get off drugs, stay in school, or find a job. In Philadelphia, statistics show
that when their model program was instituted in two police districts in 1999, youth homicides
dropped nearly in half for the following four years.
Another effective strategy steers kids from crime by equipping parents with tools to better
manage their children’s behavior and keep them on the right track. Other strategies focus on
getting a head start by offering quality pre-kindergarten and home visitation/parent coaching
programs.
The inner cities are no longer the exclusive domain of gangs and their violence. They have
moved into many suburbs and small towns. To deal with this growing problem, communities
throughout the nation are rallying to stem the tide with support across the political spectrum and
from law enforcement, religious, social service and other civic leaders. However, funding to
replicate successful intervention programs is not nearly adequate. Worse, the federal dollars we
have relied on in the past continue to be threatened.
Since 2002, Congress has reduced juvenile justice funding by 44 percent. As I write this
introduction, our lawmakers are considering another 40 percent cut. If they continue down this
path, many successful anti-gang programs will be forced to discontinue services, raising the risk of
more violence and higher taxes to pay for criminal justice and prison costs. And sadly, more
children will be caught in the crossfire.
Let’s not sacrifice another life or another neighborhood. America’s law enforcement leaders call
on policy makers to invest in successful gang prevention strategies, so we can stop this deadly
menace and bring peace and safety to back to our communities.

William Bratton
Los Angeles Police Chief
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Executive Summary

Caught in the Crossfire:
Arresting Gang Violence
By Investing in Kids

Youth gang-related homicides in the United States are up 50 percent since 1999. Gangs and
their violence are also spreading out to many suburbs, smaller cities and rural towns.
The law enforcement leaders and crime victim members of FIGHT CRIME: INVEST IN KIDS are
committed to taking dangerous criminals off the streets. But filling our jails with every gang
member who can be identified will not solve the problem of gang violence.
There are three proven steps that can reduce gang-related homicides, violence and crime. The
first step is to build on the successful model followed in at least three cities. These cities created
collaborative efforts of law enforcement, street mentors, and community leaders to intervene and
steer their most dangerous youths away from violence and back into school or a job. The next step
is to provide proven programs that help families keep other seriously delinquent youths from
joining gangs and ending up in prison. Finally, it is crucial to reach at-risk kids as early as possible
to ensure they never become criminals in the first place.

Step 1. What works with gangs now
Boston, Philadelphia, and Baton Rouge have rapidly reduced violent crime by gang members
and other troubled youths. After Boston adopted its collaborative anti-gang effort citywide, youth
homicides dropped by two-thirds. In the two Philadelphia police districts where the Philadelphia
collaborative approach was first implemented, youth homicides dropped twice as fast as in the
rest of Philadelphia. And in Baton Rouge, youths in the program had one-fifth as many new
violent offenses as similar youths not yet served by the program.
How did they do it? These successful programs start by identifying the few gang members and
other youths in their neighborhoods most likely to kill someone or to be killed themselves. Each
of these programs creates a collaborative effort to intervene with these high-risk youths and:
Send a clear message that violence will no longer be tolerated: Police, probation officers,
religious leaders and other community leaders work together to maintain intensive supervision of
these high-risk youths and ensure that any future gang violence is met with swift and sure
consequences.
Provide intensive support and services to keep these high-risk youths out of trouble:
High-risk youths and their families are required to connect with services that will help these
youths keep away from drugs, stay in school, or get a job. Street-wise mentors do the intensive
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outreach to ensure that these youths get the support and services they need to stay out of gangs
and trouble.
The goal is not just to lock these youths up. In Boston, David Kennedy, who helped design that
city’s Operation Ceasefire, explained that they “used enforcement as sparingly as possible, and
combined it with services and the moral voice of the community.”

Shutting off the pipeline that delivers new kids into gangs
Communities also need to employ the effective programs that keep kids from either committing
more gang-related crimes, or from ever turning to crime in the first place:

Step 2. Help for already troubled youths:
Three well-researched programs work with serious and violent juvenile offenders who may not
yet be identified as gang members. The programs systematically provide the parents or foster
parents of these youths with effective tools to better control their children’s behaviors. Research
shows that new arrests of youths in these programs have been cut by as much as half compared
to youths not receiving this help. Because of the sharp drops in new crimes, net savings to
taxpayers ranged from $14,000 to $31,000 for every youth placed in these programs.

Step 3. Start early to help at-risk kids succeed and stay away from crime:
After-school programs and anti-bullying programs can protect kids from gang violence and
remove some of the pressures they face to join gangs. Voluntary high-quality home visitation
programs for new parents and high-quality pre-kindergarten programs for at-risk kids have also
been shown to help kids succeed in school and to cut future crime in half or more. The highquality home visitation and pre-kindergarten programs save taxpayers three to four times what
the programs cost.

A message from law enforcement leaders and crime victims
Instead of cutting funding for approaches proven to prevent crime and reduce gang violence,
the over 2,000 law enforcement and crime victim members of FIGHT CRIME: INVEST IN KIDS urge
policy makers to fully fund these comprehensive anti-gang solutions. These wise investments are
needed now to protect our communities from gang violence.

When Boston provided gang members with greater supervision,
support, and services, youth homicides in that city dropped by twothirds. Now, Philadelphia and Baton Rouge are proving this approach
also saves lives in their cities.
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Gang Homicides Are Up
Over 50 Percent

Youth-gang related homicides have risen by
more than 50 percent according to Professor
James Alan Fox, a leading criminologist at
Northeastern University. Gang homicides have
climbed from 692 in 1999 to over 1,100 in 2002,
the latest year for which data is available.1
Gang-related homicides account for
approximately half of all homicides in
Chicago,2 the city that had the highest total
number of homicides of any city in the country
in 2003.3 Gang-related homicides also account
for approximately half of all homicides in Los
Angeles, which led the nation in total
homicides the year before (2002).4
Gangs are also responsible for the lion’s
share of juvenile delinquency in smaller cities.
A study of troubled youth in Rochester, New
York showed that gang members accounted for
68 percent of all the violent acts of delinquency
among the youths studied in that city. In
Denver, a similar study showed that gang
members were responsible for 79 percent of
the serious violence committed by that city’s
youths.5

The spread of gangs
Los Angeles and Chicago have long been
infamous for their traditional gangs: the Crips
and Bloods in LA and the Black Gangster
Disciples, Latin Kings and Vice Lords in
Chicago. But gangs are spreading rapidly
throughout the country. According to
criminologist Terrence Thornberry,“in the space
of about 10 years, gangs have spread from a

relatively small number of cities to being a
regular feature of the urban landscape.”6 The
latest Department of Justice funded National
Youth Gang Survey in 2003 confirms that all
large cities with populations over 250,000
report having gang activity, as do 87 percent of
cities with between 100,000 and 250,000
people. However, gangs are not just in cities: 38
percent of suburban counties and 12 percent of
rural counties report gang activity as well.7
Former Commander Wayne Wiberg of
Chicago’s narcotics unit explained that gang
members are now appearing in smaller cities
and towns throughout Illinois. These towns
have “not just people living there who are
using drugs, but people living there that are
selling.”8

The development and types of gangs
Youth gangs have been around for a long
time. In the early 19th century, youth gangs
were primarily Irish, Jewish, and Italian when
many members of those immigrant groups
lived in economically deprived neighborhoods
and endured ethnic or religious
discrimination.9 According to the most recent
National Youth Gang Survey, nearly half of all
gang members are Hispanic and a third are
African American.10 The most recent gangs
forming in smaller cities and suburbs in the
1990s, however, are more likely to be mixed
ethnically, and involve female, white, and
middle-class youths.11 Gangs vary
tremendously, but it is helpful to think in terms
FIGHT CRIME: INVEST IN KIDS

Gang Activity Has Spread to Many Urban, Suburban, and Even Rural Areas
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of three different categories: traditional gangs;
more recent crews, cliques, or posses; and
gangs forming in smaller cities, rural areas, and
suburbs during the 1990s.

Traditional gangs
The gangs forming before the mid-1980s
tended to fit the traditional definition of gangs.
They began defending turf but often evolved
into very large organizations that became more
involved in drug sales and other criminal
activity. Automatic weapons and drive-by
shootings replaced the fists, chains and knives
used in earlier gang violence. While the
average size of traditional gangs is about 180
members,12 a few of these gangs number in the
thousand and even tens of thousands13 and
have formed very elaborate structures and rules
similar in many ways to the Mafia. Some
gangs, such as the Crips and the Bloods from
Los Angeles attempted to set up chapters in
other cities.14 However, most expansion of
gangs was homegrown or due to members
simply moving to other cities, rather than a
more concerted franchising effort.15

More recent crews, cliques, or posses
Many cities, like Washington D.C. and

Philadelphia, have relatively few of the larger,
more traditional gangs, and instead have more
loosely structured neighborhood “crews”,
“cliques”, or “posses”.16 These small drug or
neighborhood gangs often number only 25
members,17 and there is less gang graffiti, hand
signs, and “colors”associated with these
groups. Still “Live by the neighborhood, die by
the neighborhood”18 is a common sentiment
for these smaller gangs. These neighborhood
gangs that often formed during the early 1980s
are the most likely of any of the three
categories of gangs to be involved in drug
sales.

Gangs forming in smaller cities, rural
areas, and the suburbs during the 1990s
Compared to the more traditional gangs and
the crews, cliques, or posses that formed in the
1980s, the newer gangs forming in smaller
cities, rural areas, and the suburbs beginning in
the 1990s tend to be less involved in both drug
sales and violence.21 As mentioned above,
these newer gangs are often more diverse, and
more likely to have white, female, and even
middle-class members. Some of these gangs
are small collections of youths that take on
ominous names similar to traditional gangs
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Drug Gangs Near the Capitol
National attention was drawn recently to another outbreak of drug-gang violence in
Washington D.C. when a young girl, Princess Hansen, was murdered because she had
witnessed one of the frequent murders in her neighborhood. Back in the 1960s, the Catholic
Church helped found the Sursum Corda low-income community where Princess lived.
Sursum Corda is Latin for “lift up your hearts.”But the community has become so violent
that the last nuns living and working in the neighborhood moved out years ago.19 The
Washington Post reports that “the illicit drug trade at Sursum Corda is controlled by two or
three loosely knit gangs primarily made up of dealers ranging in age from 14 to 17, many of
whom live in the complex, according to D.C. police.”20 Sursum Corda is a few blocks from
the Capitol building and though most Washingtonians have no idea exactly where it is,
thousands of government and Congressional employees drive right by it on their way home
at night.
and are involved in graffiti, etc., but may not be
especially violent or heavily involved in drug
sales. Nevertheless the difference between
some of these newer gangs and other earlier
gangs may not be that great, and parents, the
police, and communities need to be vigilant.
These newer gangs may become more
dangerous over time. There are also very
violent inner-city drug gangs or more
traditional-style gangs, such as the El
Salvadoran dominated MS-13,22 whose
members are moving into the older, close-in
suburbs near many cities.23

Gangs, Crime Trends, and Costs
From a peak in the early 1990s, violent crime
and homicide rates have dropped dramatically.
But there is no room for Americans to become
complacent. Violent crime in America is still at
unacceptable levels: in 2001 over 16,000
Americans lost their lives to violence. 24 And in
2002, homicides were up over two percent and
then again another one percent for the first six
months of 2003 (the latest available national
figures).25 When crime last began to spike
upwards in the late 1980s and early 1990s cities
with more than one million people were the
first cities to see crime go up and then the first
to see it come down. So it is alarming that
homicides were heading up almost six percent
in those largest cities for the first six months of
2003.26 And certainly the sharp increase in

youth-gang related homicides is a related and
especially ominous trend.
Crime costs Americans $655 billion a year.
Most of that cost is borne by the millions of
victims, but Americans also pay $90 billion a
year in taxes for criminal justice system
expenses and an additional $65 billion a year in
total private security costs.27 The taxes and
private security payments alone average $535
dollars a year for every man, woman and child
in America.28 That is over $2,000 for a family of
four even if no one in that family becomes a
victim of the more than 23 million crimes
committed each year in the United States.29 In
a 1998 study, Professor Mark A. Cohen of
Vanderbilt University looked at the cost issue
from another perspective. He found that
preventing one teen from adopting a life of
crime would save the country between $1.7
million and $2.3 million.30 The Department of
Justice reports that “if the 2001 rates of
incarceration were to continue indefinitely”a
white male in the United States would have a 1
in 17 chance of going to state or federal prison

“each high risk juvenile prevented
from adopting a life of crime
could save the country between
$1.7 million and 2.3 million”
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“My son was not in a gang. He was a pre-med student with a bright
future living on Long Island when a gang member murdered him. If you
think we can afford to ignore gang violence, look at me, look at the picture
of my beautiful son ... and think again.”
Pamela Corrente

Damian Corrente

during his lifetime, a Hispanic male would
have a 1 in 6 chance and a black male would
have a 1 in 3 chance of going to prison.31
However one looks at it – the more than
16,000 homicides a year, the millions of young
men and women who will be imprisoned, or
the shattered lives of the survivors of crime –
crime and violence continue to challenge the
very soul of America.

Real hope for reducing the toll of gang
violence
After years of contentious debate about
whether to be tougher or more compassionate
with criminals, a consensus is beginning to

emerge in some communities. The consensus is
based on a combination of research, hard
experience gained from those in closest contact
with these troubled youths, and a willingness
by policy-makers to leave ideological
suppositions behind to adopt tested, proven
solutions. Law enforcement leaders are often
leading this change. The real solutions are to be
found in becoming smarter about crime, which
requires new policies that are both tough and
compassionate. If the right policies are
followed, the huge costs and the lives lost
because of violent crime can be sharply
reduced.
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Step One:
New Learning on What Works
With Gangs Now
The National Youth Gang Center, funded by
the Department of Justice, did a national
assessment of youth gang problems and
programs. The Center developed a flexible
approach for responding to gang problems at
the community level based on what is working
in many places to reduce gang violence. It calls
for forming a collaborative effort providing
closer supervision with swift sanctions if
necessary, increased services, and greater
community support for the most troubled
youths in each community.32
What does this mean in practice? Three cities
– Boston, Philadelphia, and Baton Rouge –
have shown that this collaborative approach
can work.

A Tale of Three Cities
The “Boston Miracle”
When David Kennedy and his colleagues at
Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government
carefully studied violence in Boston they
discovered that:
Even in dangerous neighborhoods, only
a tiny minority fewer than one percent of
the juveniles and young adults were
caught up in the violence. They were
largely chronic offenders with robust
criminal histories: Seventy-five percent
of victims and offenders had prior arrests
(on average, 10). … They were involved
in drug dealing street groups and
enmeshed in shooting disputes with

other chronic offenders. Most of the
violence was not about the drug
business, but about respect, boy/girl
matters and standing vendettas, the
origins of which were unclear even to
the participants.33
With initial help from Department of Justice
funding, Boston developed a collaborative
approach called Operation Ceasefire. The
collaborative effort used street mentors and
probation officers who knew the gangs well to
bring gang members together for meetings. At
these meetings, religious leaders, local and
federal law enforcement leaders, the street
mentors and community groups delivered two
clear messages to the gang members:
First: “The streets are going to be made
safe again: the violence stops today; if
someone in your group commits a
violent crime, sanctions – from strict
probation supervision up to federal drug
enforcement – will be focused [not only
on that person, but also] on the group’s
other members.”34
Second: “If you want help job training,
drug treatment and so on we’re offering
it.”35
By building a comprehensive team made up
of police, prosecutors, probation officers, streetmentors, religious leaders, social service
agencies, and the broader community,
Operation Ceasefire was able to keep a very
FIGHT CRIME: INVEST IN KIDS

Youth Homicides in Boston Declined
63 Percent After Operation Ceasefire Began
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close watch on these few high-risk youths to
ensure they did not engage in gang violence.
The street mentors and community leaders also
urged the gang members to take advantage of
the services offered them. Unlike wide sweeps
of gangs or drug markets, which have often
been ineffective,36 the goal was not to lock up
as many gang members as possible for as long
as possible. Operation Ceasefire made strategic
use of sanctions. As noted earlier, David
Kennedy explained that Operation Ceasefire
“used enforcement as sparingly as possible,
and combined it with services and the moral
voice of the community.”37
Did it work? Boston’s youth homicide rate
was high from 1992 until the summer of 1996
when Operation Ceasefire began. Then,
Kennedy report, the homicide rate:
… plummeted, light-switch style: by the
beginning of 1997, it was a new world on
the streets. After adjusting for existing
trends, youth homicide (victims ages 24
and under) went down by two-thirds;
youth gun assaults by half; the city’s
overall homicide rate went down by half.
Kennedy further explained that the

reductions in Boston were unprecedented.
While other cities saw extraordinary crime
reductions over a number of years,“Boston’s
took only a couple of months.”38
An analysis published by the Justice
Department concluded that other possible
explanations of efforts underway in Boston
were not likely to have caused the dramatic
changes. Those other efforts had been in place
before Operation Ceasefire without producing
such sharp results, and “youth homicide
reduction associated with Operation Ceasefire
was distinct when compared with youth
homicide trends in most major U.S. and New
England cities.”39 Similar efforts citywide in
Minneapolis, Stockton, California, and
Greensboro, North Carolina also appear to
have been successful.40
Unfortunately, youth homicides rose again in
Boston when, because of budget cuts and other
organizational challenges, Operation Ceasefire
died out– further evidence that it was the
collaborative effort to respond to gang violence
that was responsible for the sharp drop in
homicides in 1997.41 These collaborative and
intensive efforts require regular meetings,
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increased funding and organizational staying
power. As Northeastern University
criminologist James Alan Fox said,“Some cities
might think when crime is going down that it’s
OK to cut these things. I know it takes money.
But you can pay for the programs now or pray
for the victims later.”42

The Philadelphia Story
Philadelphia further confirms that this
collaborative approach really works because it
is being adopted in one police district at a time
instead of citywide and is producing dramatic
results in those districts. The collaborative effort
of Philadelphia youth-service agencies and
criminal justice agencies, known as the Youth
Violence Reduction Partnership, launched in
June of 1999. It is taking advantage of the
lessons learned in Boston and other cities. A
new report, Alive at 25, written by evaluator
Wendy McClanahan of Public/Private Ventures
(PPV), documents the collaboration’s goal to
“steer youth, ages 14 to 24 years old and at
greatest risk of killing or being killed, toward
productive lives.”43
Philadelphia’s program is succeeding. Youth
homicides plummeted after this approach was
rolled out in the first two Philadelphia police
districts to adopt the approach. Looking at ten
years of data, youth homicides per month are
down 46 percent in the 24th district. When the
program was expanded to the 25th police
district, youth homicides there dropped by 41
percent as well. These decreases were more
than twice the rate at which youth homicides
were falling citywide.44 McClanahan’s analysis
shows it is unlikely that other crime prevention
programs underway citywide, or other possible
explanations such as unemployment trends,
could account for the much greater decline in
youth homicides in these two districts.45
McClanahan believes the coordinated
Philadelphia program is already saving lives.46
The troubled youths in Philadelphia who
typically are members of local drug gangs
certainly had multiple risk factors in their lives
and “more than two-thirds had been

incarcerated at some point.”47 When the
evaluators interviewed 18 of these high-risk
youths about violence in their lives, 15 told
stories of violence perpetrated against them or
friends and family, including:
• An uncle, who was a drug lord, was
killed and his friends then retaliated by
killing those responsible
• A father was killed after he stole a bag
of marijuana
• A friend who got caught in the middle
of someone else’s fight was fatally shot
• A friend who got drunk at a parade,
tried to steal someone’s gold chain, and
was shot and killed
• A grandfather who was shot and killed
in his car
• A friend who was fatally shot in an
alley for his leather jacket.
Some had themselves been shot at and
seven admitted having carried guns, while:
• One participant told of finding his
brother dead in the basement
• Another saw his father stab someone
to death.
The evaluator of the program, McClanahan,
explained,“under more traditional systems,
young people can easily fall through the cracks
because probation officers, police officers,
community workers and other service providers
rarely work together.”48 Too often the system
ignores the continued involvement of these
youths in neighborhood drug gangs and simply
waits until someone is severely injured or
killed. The youths are either the ones seriously
injured or killed, or they end up spending
increasingly longer periods of their lives
imprisoned.
In Philadelphia, in the police districts where
the collaboration is underway, drug gang
members and other troubled youths fall
through the cracks much less often than before
the collaborative effort began. Probation
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Youth Homicide Rates Dropped by 46 Percent When the 25th Police District
in Philadelphia Implemented the "Alive at 25" Collaboration*
Youth homicide rate per year (ages 7-24) in the 25th district

Before the collaboration to
stop youth violence
After the collaboration

23 per year
12 per year

*Calculation is based on non-rounded numbers

officers travel with police officers to make sure
the probation officers are safe when they meet
with these high-risk youths in their homes or
in the community. The police and the
probation officers both check drug corners to
make sure the participants in the program are
not returning to their old drug gangs.
McClanahan notes,“When participants break
rules, probation officers can initiate an
‘expedited punishment’ process with swift and
certain consequences.”49 This creates a
situation where the youths are often no longer
welcome by their neighborhood gangs on their
old drug corners because of the increased
attention they will generate – probably helping
to save their lives.50
Another critical link in this effort to keep the
high-risk participants in the program safe is
the street mentors. The street mentors are
typically in their twenties or early thirties and
usually grew up in the same police district.
Many have credibility with the youths because
they themselves have struggled with
neighborhood gangs, drugs, crime and
violence. As McLanahan reports, the street
mentors:
visit and bond with the young people,
serving as a friend and role model. They
provide transportation to job interviews,
organize trips and recreation, help with
family problems and lend an ear when
someone needs to talk. They know and
reinforce the rules of each participant’s
probation but also serve as trusted

Public/Private Ventures data

friends and confidantes. Street workers
represent a critical bridge between the
community and mainstream society – a
support mechanism missing from many
programs targeting high-risk youth.51
The street mentors attempt to meet with
each youth in the program at least 24 times
each month. The probation officers not only
have formal meetings with each of the youths
every week, but they try to see these youths
three more times a week at their homes or out
in the community. Due to the efforts of the
probation officers and the street mentors
“typically, 56 to 84 percent of participants are
involved in some kind of positive support,”
according to McClanahan.52
Turning around the lives of these gang
youths at their age and with their criminal
experiences is no easy task. The program’s
success can be measured not just in lower
homicide statistics in these Philadelphia
neighborhoods – as impressive as those are –
but also in the daily struggle to build better
lives. As one youth explained:
Working this [regular] job, I’m not
making no money the way I used to
make money hustling. On the corner I
made five hundred a day … a good day I
could see a thousand to two thousand
dollars, just standing there. Now, I’m
making like two-something a week, you
know, so I’m not living the way I used to
live. But, it’s kinda like a good feeling
though, ’cause I know I’m not stealing
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from nobody. I ain’t gotta watch my
back for the cops, other people that
might wanna rob me…somebody might
wanna drive by and shoot up the corner,
stuff like that. So it’s a good feeling
knowing that I’m working a regular
nine-to-five, earning money off the
sweat of my brow. I feel like a regular
citizen.53

Baton Rouge, Keeping Gangs Away and
Troubled Youths Alive
Thanks to Baton Rouge’s collaborative effort
to supervise and support youths in trouble –
named Operation Eiger after a mountain that is
difficult to climb – Baton Rouge will continue
to be able to keep gangs from becoming
established there. With initial Justice
Department start-up funding, Baton Rouge
began its collaborative process in 1997 by
initially targeting youths with multiple offenses
in the two zip codes in the city that accounted
for more than two-thirds of the city’s
homicides.
The on-going efforts in Baton Rouge are
similar in many ways to the efforts in Boston
and Philadelphia. The Baton Rouge
collaborative effort increases supervision and
provides more certain and swifter
consequences for further violence coupled with
support and services that will help these
troubled youths to turn their lives around.
Baton Rouge’s effort to surround its troubled,
gang-prone youths with supports and services
is even more intense than in Boston or
Philadelphia. The project targets each youth
with a rigorous evaluation and develops a
service plan. The plan also brings in the youth’s
parents and younger siblings so the cycle of
crime between older and younger siblings can
be disrupted.54 Project staff coach parents on
more effective parenting practices. The program
also provides a number of services and support
for the often-troubled families. For example,
according to Yvonne Lewis Day, the program
director,“If a mother’s car isn’t running, we find
a church member who can help her get to

work so she can keep her job.”55 The program
also focuses on providing adult mentors and
tutors for the youths, and on ensuring the
youths get involved in after-school activities
and other positive practices. Not only has the
program now expanded city-wide, but instead
of intervening only with the most troubled
youths – those who in the past averaged 5.5
offenses – the program now intervenes with
youths after only their first offense.56
An outside evaluation conducted by the
COSMOS Corporation, an applied research
and evaluation firm, compared youths in the
program with a sample of youths with similar
criminal histories who were not in the
program. The evaluation showed that the
youths in the program had about one-fifth as
many new violent offenses (0.25 new violent
offenses on average for those in the program
vs. 1.15 for similar youths not in the
program).57
Because the program is so successful, Lewis
Day reports that judges in Baton Rouge are
Youths in a Baton Rouge Program for
High-risk Juvenile Offenders Have
Nearly One-fifth as Many New Violent
Offenses
Average number of new violent offenses

1.15

0.25

High-risk youths
targeted by the
Baton Rouge
program

Youths with similar
criminal histories not
receiving the program
COSMOS Corporation
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now more willing to rely on probation coupled
with the program rather than sending youthful
offenders to secure facilities. The judges know
that the whole community will surround these
youths and their families with the close
supervision, support, and services they need to
avoid recidivism.58

Will this work in the cities confronting
large gangs?
Can the approaches developed in Boston,
Philadelphia, and Baton Rouge also be part of
the solution for reducing gang homicides in
large cities facing traditional gangs like Chicago
and Los Angeles? There is sufficient reason to
believe that the collaborative approach of
combining tough enforcement with services
and support for gang members can be very
effective at reducing gang violence in those
cities.
In 2003, new Los Angeles Police Chief
William Bratton was able to rally police and
community efforts in Los Angeles to reduce
gang-related homicides in Los Angeles by 30
percent.59 The tactics used included employing
the COMPSTAT data-collection and mapping
system to encourage more pro-active policing.
That system allows the police to track gang
activity and other crime sources more
accurately and respond with closely targeted
enforcement efforts. John Mack, the president
of the Los Angeles Urban League said that this
will “be surgical and not a return to … profiling
every African-American guy on the street.”60
Chief Bratton is also experimenting with using
surveillance cameras in high-risk areas,61 and
more intensive supervision of new parolees.62
Finally Chief Bratton is attacking large gangs
with racketeering investigations as was done
with the Mafia when he was commissioner in
New York.63
In Chicago, the new Police Superintendent
Philip J. Cline is also achieving initial success in
reducing homicides by focusing on gangs using
many similar law enforcement tactics as those
employed in Los Angeles. Cline has developed
a high-tech deployment operations center that

allows his department to integrate intelligence
from the field with computer mapping and
deployment decisions. Cline is getting
administrators out from behind desks parttime to help increase patrols in drug gang
areas, and he is also deploying very-high-tech
cameras in more-dangerous neighborhoods
that can detect a gun-shot and zoom in to
collect valuable information. Anecdotal reports
are coming in that gang members are either
giving up or moving elsewhere.64
Boston, Philadelphia, and Baton Rouge also
certainly relied on better tracking of high-risk
violent youths with increased supervision and
sanctions when necessary. But those city
programs also developed extensive
collaborative approaches ensuring that, along
with the heightened supervision, the youths
received the increased support and services
they needed to turn away from crime. Wendy
McClanahan, the evaluator of the program in
Philadelphia, is convinced this collaborative
approach can help cut gang violence in other
cities too. After all, she points out, Philadelphia
is a large city with overall homicide rates
similar to or higher than Chicago and Los
Angeles.65
In fact, an initial effort to develop and study
the collaborative approach between law
enforcement and social services was
implemented in Chicago in the Little Villages
program. Administered by the Chicago Police
Department, the initiative utilized street
mentors and other strategies similar to the
previously discussed models. It produced
impressive results, including a 60 percent
greater reduction in arrests among the most
seriously violent targeted youth in the Little
Villages neighborhood compared to similar
youth who did not receive the program.
However, the project faced formidable budget
and organizational challenges, reinforcing the
point that the emerging approach can be
difficult to sustain.66
In Los Angeles the RAND corporation
replicated and studied the Boston model in the
Hollenbeck area of Los Angeles for six months.
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Their replication also highlighted the need for
regular budget support and sufficient time to
develop all the components of the intervention
to be fully successful. Nevertheless, a report by
RAND concluded that “in the aftermath of the
intervention, violent and gang crime did
decrease in the targeted area.”67
Similarly, Gary Slutkin of the Chicago Project
for Violence Prevention runs an ongoing
program in Chicago, titled CeaseFire. The
program pays close attention to the Boston
experience as it focuses on reducing gangrelated homicides in Chicago. In West Garfield
Park, where CeaseFire has operated the
longest, the program has helped reduce
homicides by 67 percent in two years.
However, in general, the overall initiative’s
collaboration between law enforcement and
communities is less intense than in the three
cities profiled.68
Each of these programs in Chicago and Los
Angeles met with important successes, and
each provide important lessons for
implementing comprehensive and sustainable
efforts in the future. McClanahan in
Philadelphia, Lewis-Day in Baton Rouge, and
Kennedy in Boston are convinced the
collaborative approach as it has evolved in their
three cities can be an important part of antigang efforts in large and small cities alike. The
experience with collaboration in these three
cities also shows that, if the collaborative
approach cannot be adopted citywide as it was
in Boston, it can be successfully phased in as
Philadelphia is doing and Baton Rouge has
already done.69

“The street mentors in
Philadelphia are currently funded
by JABG [Juvenile Accountability
Block Grant] funds, but the JABG
funding stream is once again
under attack in Washington and
may even be eliminated.”
Funding is crucial
Many law enforcement and social service
agencies are facing budget cutbacks and law
enforcement is stretched thin by the need to
allocate increased resources to Homeland
Security. To implement these successful new
anti-gang measures will require a greater show
of political will at the federal, state and local
levels. The federal government, in particular,
has a critical role to play in disseminating more
information to cities on how they can adopt
successful programs and in assisting them with
critical funding.Yet, even the administrators of
the proven collaborative program in
Philadelphia are currently holding up
expansion plans of the $4.7 million program
until funding from the Department of Justice’s
Juvenile Accountability Block Grant (JABG) is
more secure.70 The street mentors in
Philadelphia are currently funded by JABG
funds,71 but the JABG funding stream is once
again under attack in Washington and may
even be eliminated.72
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Step Two:
Keeping Troubled Youths
Out of Gangs
James Howell, a leading researcher and
author on gangs at the National Gang Center,
reports that communities “can control and
reduce gang problems by targeting serious,
violent, and chronic juvenile offenders who
may not necessarily be known gang
members.”73
Most states and localities are desperate for
better options on how to respond to youths in
gangs. Currently, many communities may have
only two real options: locking up youths in
juvenile facilities or putting these troubled
youths back on the street with little or no close
supervision. That often ensures that the local
police and judges will see these same youth
again – after more people are hurt. In other
localities, while there may be a range of
intermediate sanctions that offer both
increased supervision and services to these
youths, too often those local sanctions are not
designed using solid theory or evidence about
what practices are proven most effective.
Therefore, they are frequently much less
successful than they could be in preventing
recidivism. Here are three approaches that have
been shown to effectively reduce recidivism by
turning youths away from a life of gang
violence and crime. Because they work to keep
the public safe from gangs and violence and
they keep these youths out of prison, the
programs also save a lot of money.

A short, effective intervention for the
families of chronic juvenile offenders

Functional Family Therapy (FFT) is a short
family-focused intervention of as little as eight
hours and as long as 30 hours that teaches
families to better control their children’s
behaviors. Convincing families that change is
both necessary and possible, professionals start
with a number of concrete techniques for the
whole family to communicate their needs and
wishes more effectively. They then coach
parents on proven ways to monitor and control
their children’s behaviors. Next, the staff
members guide families to practice these new
family management tools. Finally, the staff
move to connect these troubled families with
other resources in their communities – friends,
family, government agencies and community or
faith-based organizations – to support them as
they make continued progress.
In Salt Lake City, families with troubled
youths were randomly assigned to one group
that received this intervention and one that did
not. The youths whose families received family
therapy were half as likely to be re-arrested as
the youths whose families did not receive
family therapy (26 percent vs. 50 percent). In a
later study conducted in Sweden, those who
were randomly assigned to receive family
therapy were 37.5 percent less likely to be rearrested than those who were randomly
assigned to receive the usual social work
assistance (50 percent vs. 80 percent). Another
study, also conducted in Salt Lake City with
random assignment, proved that the youths
who received family therapy were one-fourth
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Family Therapy (FFT) Cuts Re-arrests in Half
Percent of youths re-arrested

50%

26%

Youths receiving no
program

Youths receiving
Functional Family
Therapy
Blueprints for VIolence Prevention

as likely to be either incarcerated, in a
psychiatric placement, or placed in foster care
than those who received alternative therapeutic
treatment (18 percent vs. 72 percent).74
By reducing recidivism among juvenile
offenders, family therapy easily pays for itself
many times over. The Washington State
Legislature asked its agency, the Washington
State Institute for Public Policy, to examine the
costs and benefits of various programs that
prevented crime. The Institute team led by
Steve Aos estimates that the average cost of the
program is $2,161 per participant, and family
therapy produces a net return to taxpayers of
$14,149 for every participant by reducing crime
and incarceration costs. When savings to crime
victims are added in, the net savings climb to
an amazing $59,067 per participant. The total
savings amount to over $29 for every dollar
spent.75

For chronic, violent, or substanceabusing offenders, a more extensive
program
Typically, Multi-Systemic Therapy (MST) is
not available in the same areas as the family
therapy program described above but where

possible they both should be provided because
MST’s more intensive family therapy is
advisable for youths who have more severe and
chronic problems with criminality. This
intensive family therapy provides 60 hours of
professional interventions over four months
with the families of chronic juvenile offenders.
The staff members are available 24 hours a day,
seven days a week. Though that is more
intensive than the FFT family therapy described
above, either of the programs can be used
successfully for many of the same troubled
youths.
The intensive family therapy professionals
begin by determining the specific risk factors in
each youth’s environment such as associating
with delinquent peers, drug or alcohol abuse,
school failure, and ineffective parenting
practices. Then the professionals strengthen the
families directly by teaching parents more
effective practices for controlling their
children’s behaviors. Next the program staff
seek to develop a network of positive ties for
the families with their school, recreation
programs, other extended-family members and
friends providing positive influences to further
reinforce the new behaviors these troubled
youths are learning.76
Studies of the program have reported sharp
reductions in re-arrests. One study in
Simpsonville, South Carolina compared
intensive family therapy to usual services (e.g.,
court ordered curfew, school attendance,
referral to other community agencies) and
found that intensive family therapy produced a
43 percent greater reduction in re-arrests.
Another study in Columbia, Missouri, which
compared graduates of intensive family therapy
with graduates of more typical individual
therapy for troubled youths, saw a 70 percent
greater reduction in re-arrests for those in
intensive family therapy.77 However, research
reveals that programs that are not carefully
implemented and supervised will not produce
significant, or even positive results. Because of
that, intensive family therapy has become one
of the most carefully replicated programs in
FIGHT CRIME: INVEST IN KIDS

Intensive Family Therapy (MST) Graduates are One-third as Likely to be Re-arrested
Chronic juvenile offenders who graduated from intensive family therapy (MST) were one-third as
likely to be re-arrested within four years as the graduates of individual therapy*

Percent of juvenile offenders re-arrested within 5 years
Intensive family therapy (MST)
graduates

22%

Individual therapy graduates

71%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

*The data on juvenile offenders re-arrested within five years that was reported in the Blueprints for Violence
Prevention series are: MST graduates (n=77) 22% re-arrested; MST dropouts (n=15) 47%; Individual Therapy
graduates (n=63) 71%; Individual Therapy dropouts (n=21) also 71%; those who refused any treatment
(n=24) 88%.
Blueprints for Violence Prevention

social services.78
Based on the results of three evaluations of
intensive family therapy, all with randomized
samples, the Washington State Institute for
Public Policy team estimated that the average
cost of the program is $4,743 per participant,
with a net return to taxpayers of $31,661 per
participant. When the savings to crime victims
are added in, the net savings climb to $131,918
per participant. The total adds up to $28 for
every dollar spent.79 Once again, it clearly pays
to keep these youths from becoming career
criminals.

What about serious offenders who
cannot yet go back to their families?
Multidimensional Treatment Foster Care
(MTFC or simply treatment foster care) can
take the place of group residential placement
for many high-risk and chronic juvenile
offenders. One or at most two youths are
placed with special foster parents for six to 12
months. The treatment foster care professionals
carefully recruit, train, and closely supervise
foster families to ensure that they can manage
and fundamentally alter the behaviors of these
troubled youths. Along with close supervision
at home, the program arranges for teachers to

quickly record the youths’ behavior in their
class each day on cards the students carry with
them. Clear and consistent limits with
meaningful consequences, such as removal of
privileges, and positive reinforcement for
appropriate behavior are provided. Initially the
youths are constantly supervised. By
demonstrating positive behaviors, however, the
youths can gradually earn more rights to
participate with acceptable peers and without
constant supervision. The youths also receive
individual therapy from the treatment foster
care staff on how they can develop more
positive ways to deal with their problems.80
Meanwhile, the program trains the youths’
biological parents or caretakers to maintain
effective supervision of their children when
they return home. After the youths are back
home, staff members provide support to
parents or caretakers as they establish clear
limits on their children’s behavior.81
One randomized evaluation that compared
boys in a group home to boys in treatment
foster care showed that the boys in foster care
averaged half as many new arrests as the boys
in group homes (2.6 arrests vs. 5.4 arrests). And
six times as many boys in treatment foster care
as boys in the group homes had successfully
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Parent Training to Control the Behaviors of Troubled Youths
Prevents Future Crime and Saves Money
Cost of the
program per
participant

What the program
saves taxpayers (from
less crime) minus the
costs per participant

What the program saves
taxpayers & crime
victims minus the costs
per participant

Dollars saved by
taxpayers and crime
victims for every
dollar invested

Functional Family
Therapy

$2,161

$14,149

$59,067

$29 for every
$1 invested

Multisystemic
Therapy

$4,743

$31,661

$131,918

$28 for every
$1 invested

Multidimensional
Treatment Foster Care

$2,052*

$21,836

$87,622

$44 for every
$1 invested

*This is above the cost of the alternative, care in a group home, because foster care youths cannot be returned to their homes at this time.
Washington State Institute for Public Policy

avoided any new arrests (41 percent vs. 7
percent).82
Such dramatic reductions in crime will easily
pay for the program. Aos of the Washington
State Institute for Public Policy analyzed the
evaluations of treatment foster care and found
great savings. Treatment foster care costs
Boys in Foster Care with Specially
Trained Foster Parents vs. Group Homes
are One-sixth as Likely to Have any
More Arrests
Percent of youths re-arrested at least once

41%

7%
Boys in group
home

$2,052 more per youth than placement in a
regular group home, yet the net savings to
taxpayers from reduced crime equaled $21,836.
Adding in savings to crime victims brought the
total savings to $87,622. The total amounts to
almost $44 for every extra dollar spent
compared to placing delinquents in typical
group homes.83
All three of these programs and the
collaborative efforts to stop gang violence
discussed earlier share a common commitment
to strengthen the parenting of these troubled
kids. Many, though by no means all, parents of
troubled kids are themselves troubled. Being a
parent is a hard job, especially today. So when
given the right tools for the job, even parents
who may not have made very good choices for
themselves will better guide their children to
make wise choices. The evidence is clear:
coaching parents to be better parents can be an
important part of the solution in helping
troubled youths to change their ways.

Boys in
multidimensional
treatment foster care
Blueprints for Violence Prevention
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Step Three:
What Else Works to Shut-Off the Pipeline
Delivering Kids Into Gangs?
Staying away from gangs in the afterschool hours
The after-school hours (3 to 6 PM) are the
prime time for juvenile crime84 and gangrelated crime85 on school days. Moreover,
unsupervised time spent with friends has also
been shown to be a leading risk factor for
joining gangs.86
It is crucial for troubled and not-yet-troubled
teens to secure adult mentoring relationships
and to develop ties with more positive peers if
they are going to stay out of trouble. That is
why all these troubled youth programs
discussed earlier in this report try to connect
youths to supportive programs or activities
during the after-school hours.
The Boys and Girls Clubs have proven that
they can succeed in attracting and keeping
troubled kids in their programs,87 and the clubs
can reduce vandalism by 50 percent and drug
activity by 30 percent in the housing projects
with clubs compared to those without.88 An
intensive after-school program for low-income
high school students, called Quantum
Opportunities, also dramatically cut crime. The
program combined academics, personal
development, community service, and
monetary incentives to keep at-risk young
people on a path leading to high school
graduation and adult productivity. Six years
later, compared to those in the program, boys
left out averaged six times more criminal

convictions.89
But too often good quality programs simply
do not exist. Or if they do exist, the charges for
the after-school program or the lesson fees for
music and sports activities may be too
expensive. Also, transportation to the programs
may not be available. After-school programs
often compete with the neighborhood corners
that all too frequently offer excitement and
money to disadvantaged teens. If the parents or
other adults in the lives of at-risk youths are
not available to supervise them, communities
must make sure that there are high-quality
programs available for youths during the afterschool hours.

Bullying prevention programs can
prevent gang violence too
Severe bullying at school can cause youths to
turn to ethnic or other gangs for protection.
Preventing bullying at schools becomes
another important tool for preventing gangs.
Successful anti-bullying programs also change
the climate at schools, encouraging young
people to report to school authorities that gang
violence is about to occur – either at school or
in the neighborhood. This early warning
system allows school and other authorities to
intervene before someone is hurt. FIGHT CRIME:
INVEST IN KIDS has addressed this important
issue for preventing gangs in its 2003
publication of a report titled Bullying
Prevention Is Crime Prevention.90 A nationally
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representative survey cited in that report found
that bullying is uniformly widespread throughout urban, suburban, or rural schools.91
Children most commonly respond to
bullying in one of two ways. Some internalize
the torment – bullied boys are four times more
likely to be suicidal than other boys, and
bullied girls are eight times more likely to be
suicidal.92 Others become bullies themselves.
A national survey of America’s youth reports
that six percent of youths in the sixth through
tenth grades are both victims and bullies,
which amounts to 2.2 million youths.93 The
survey also found that compared to those who
were neither victims nor bullies, active bullies
who torment others at least once a week and
continue their bullying away from school are
seven times more likely to report having carried a weapon to school in the last month.94

bystander, increase the chances that at least
one student will report imminent gang and
other school violence to authorities so that
youths can be protected.95 Anti-bullying
programs typically suggest that schools set up a
suggestion-style box or phone number where
students can anonymously report incidents of
bullying, threats, or weapon-carrying by other
students. As Ken Slaby, the developer of one of
the promising anti-bullying programs said,
“The best metal detector in any school is
another kid!”96

Begin at the Beginning

In a column in The Washington Post, Marc
Fisher discussed the gang-related killing of a
young girl at the Sursum Corda housing
project [see box above on page 6], and he
reported that most of the younger brothers and
sisters of the gang members as well as other
The FIGHT CRIME: INVEST IN KIDS report on
neighborhood children are already far behind
bullying documents effective, relatively
on their reading and math skills.97 When these
inexpensive programs that schools can adopt to younger children grow up with few marketable
reduce bullying and thus reduce student
skills and the lure of the drug trade beckons,
compulsion to join gangs for protection. These
will they be able to resist joining a gang? And
programs, which teach youths to reject being a
should society wait to prevent gang violence
until these children have
already become heavily
Effect of Neglect on Brain Development
involved in criminal
violence?

These images are from studies conducted by a team of researchers from the ChildTrauma
Academy in Houston, Texas led by Bruce D. Perry, M.D., Ph.D.
Permission for reproduction granted by B. Perry, 2003

When a woman is
pregnant, exposure to high
levels of toxins such as
alcohol can do permanent
harm to the unborn child
and even predispose a child
to violence later in life.98 Prenatal coaching of new
mothers can reduce drug,
alcohol, or even cigarette
usage during pregnancy.99 If
an infant or toddler is
severely neglected or abused,
the bonds that will last a
lifetime are not established
and may never be fully
established.100 Research
shows abused and neglected
FIGHT CRIME: INVEST IN KIDS

children are much more likely to become
criminals.101 Coaching for first-time parents
can teach them effective techniques for coping
with a crying child in ways that can prevent
abuse. Almost all children learn from older
siblings or peers how to violently take a toy
from another child. But if young children do
not learn by Kindergarten to use means other
than violence to get what they want, they are at
high risk of becoming involved in serious
delinquency.102 Quality pre-kindergarten
programs not only teach kids their ABC’s and
to count to ten, they carefully teach young
children the means to get along with others
and how to make friends – lessons that can last
a lifetime.101
The most effective, most fiscally sound, and
most humane time to prevent a child from
becoming a gang member is at the beginning
of a child’s life. High-quality parent coaching
through home visitation programs beginning
prenatally, followed by high-quality prekindergarten programs, will help ensure that
young children begin life heading in the right
direction. With the right start, children can
enter kindergarten well on their way to
becoming happy, productive members of
society, instead of starting kindergarten already
troubled and behind and at risk of becoming
the next generation’s gang members.

The Nurse Family Partnership
The Nurse Family Partnership (NFP)
randomly assigned half of a group of at-risk
families to receive visits beginning during
pregnancy and continuing until the child’s
second birthday by specially trained nurses. The
nurses provided coaching in parenting skills
and other advice and support. Rigorous studies
then tracked the families until their children
were age 15. The results proved that the
mothers who were not in the program were
three times more likely to have been arrested,
and their children were almost five times more
likely to have been victims of abuse or neglect.
In addition, the children not in the program
were twice as likely to have been arrested by
age 15. 104

Coaching New Parents During Home
Visits Cuts Children's Arrests in Half
Total arrests per 100 youths by age 15

45 per 100

20 per 100

At-risk children
whose mothers
did not receive
parent coaching

At-risk children
whose mothers
received Nurse
Family Partnership
parent coaching

Journal of the American Medical Association

The RAND Corporation concluded that the
NFP program serving new parents and their
infants saves more than it costs by the time the
children are just three years old. The program
ultimately saves the government four dollars
for every dollar invested. The figure does not
even attempt to include the savings from
reduced welfare costs and increased tax
revenues when these children become
productive adults, much less the benefits to the
children themselves.105

The Chicago Child-Parent Centers
Chicago’s federally-funded Child-Parent
Centers are high-quality pre-kindergarten
programs that have served over 100,000 threeand four-year-olds since 1967. A study of 989
program children and 550 comparable nonprogram children shows that children from
low-income neighborhoods who were
excluded from the program were 70 percent
more likely to be arrested for a violent crime by
age 18 than the children who attended the
program. 106 The program will prevent an
estimated 33,000 crimes by the time the
children who have attended the program reach
age 18.107
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A cost-benefit study of the Chicago ChildParent Center program showed it saved
taxpayers, victims, and participants more than
$7 for every $1 invested. For the children
already served, the calculation translates into a
savings of approximately $2.6 billion.108

The High Scope/Perry Preschool
Program
Michigan’s High/Scope Perry Preschool
program served three- and four-year-old
children from low-income families. Rigorous
research has found that children who were not
in the program were five times more likely to
become chronic lawbreakers as adults than
those who were in the program.109
The High/Scope Perry Preschool Program cut
crime, welfare, and other costs so much that it
saved more than $7 (including more than $6 in
crime savings) for every $1 invested. These
savings counted only the benefits to the public
at large – in taxes paid when the preschoolers
became adult workers and in reduced costs of
crime, welfare, and remedial education. The
figures do not take into account participants’
increased earnings or the increased
contribution to economic development those
earnings represent.110

Quality Pre-Kindergarten
Cuts Future Crime
At-risk 3 & 4-year-olds randomly excluded from the
High/Scope Perry Preschool program were five times
more likely to become chronic offenders (more than
4 arrests) by age 27.
Chronic lawbreakers
at age 27

35%

7%

Those who attended
the preschool
program

Those who did not
attend the preschool
program
High/Scope Perry Preschool

Institute for Early Education Research,
estimated that the High/Scope Perry Preschool
Program produced savings that exceeded
$70,000 per participant in crime-related savings
alone, and $88,000 once welfare, tax and other
savings were included.111

Dr. Steven Barnett, Director of the National
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Conclusion

The more than 2,000 law enforcement
leaders and crime survivor members of FIGHT
CRIME: INVEST IN KIDS know that America will
never fully address its terrible crime and gang
problems unless it becomes more proactive
about stopping juvenile gang violence and
preventing kids from growing up to be gang
members in the first place.

problems by themselves. The Major Cities
Chiefs’ Organization, the Fraternal Order of
Police, the International Association of Chiefs
of Police, the National District Attorneys
Association and the National Organization for
Victim Assistance have all endorsed the call by
FIGHT CRIME: INVEST IN KIDS to invest now in
what works to help at-risk kids avoid crime.

When Mason-Dixon Polling and Research
asked police chiefs, sheriffs and prosecutors
nationwide which one of four strategies would
have the greatest impact in reducing youth
violence and crime, 71 percent chose providing
more pre-kindergarten programs for preschool age children and after-school programs
for school-age children as the most effective
strategy. A majority also favored hiring more
police officers (15 percent picked hiring more
police officers as the most effective strategy
and 52 percent picked it as the second more
effective strategy). However, the chiefs picked
the investments in after-school and prekindergarten programs as “most effective”by a
more than a four-to one margin even over
hiring more police officers. Twelve percent
chose prosecuting more juveniles as adults and
two percent chose installing more metal
detectors and surveillance cameras in schools
as their top choice for the most effective way to
prevent youth violence.112

To stem growing gang violence, this report
has shown that it is crucial to:

Police Chiefs, Sheriffs and District Attorneys
are well aware that law enforcement cannot
solve the juvenile crime or gang violence

Invest in collaborative approaches that
unite the efforts of street mentors, the
broader community, probation officers and
law enforcement officers. In Boston,
Philadelphia, and Baton Rouge, these
collaborative efforts have demonstrated they
can reach the most at-risk, gang-prone
juveniles before they are either killed or kill
someone else. By increasing supervision,
applying prompt sanctions if necessary, and
also ensuring that these most at-risk youths
have the support and services they need to
change their lives, these programs have shown
that committed communities can reduce gang
violence.
Catch kids in trouble before they become
full-fledged gang members. Well-tested
interventions for the parents or foster parents
of these troubled youths strengthen these
families so the parents can effectively control
the behaviors of their children and keep them
from becoming life-long criminals.
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Start early giving parents the support they
need. In addition to effective after-school and
anti-bullying programs, children need help as
soon as possible to avoid gangs. With the
assistance of parent coaches in home visitation
programs for new parents and high-quality
pre-kindergarten programs, young at-risk
children can develop the social and cognitive
skills they need to succeed in life and avoid
prison.
There is no need to surrender more of our
neighborhoods and children to gang violence.
But it will take strong public will and adequate

funding in order to reap the tax savings and
cascading benefits that come from safer
communities. It is like dealing with a leaking
roof on a house. We can repair water damage,
or we can find the money to really deal with
the problem and fix the hole in the roof. The
law enforcement leaders and crime victims
who make up FIGHT CRIME: INVEST IN KIDS are
committed to seeing that America adopts a
successful, comprehensive approach to gang
violence. Anything less will not adequately
protect America’s families.
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