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Abstract

The report presents the findings of an evaluation of CeaseFire, a Chicago-based
violence prevention program. The program is administered by the Chicago Project for
Violence Prevention (CPVP). Formed in 1999, it began to expand in Chicago and elsewhere
in Illinois during the 2000s. At its peak it was active in about 25 program sites. CeaseFire
focused on changing the behavior of a small number of carefully selected members of the
community, those with a high chance of either "being shot or being a shooter" in the
immediate future. Violence interrupters worked on the street, mediating conflicts between
gangs and intervening to stem the cycle of retaliatory violence that threatens to break out
following a shooting. Outreach workers counseled young clients and connected them to a
range of services.

CeaseFire's interventions are "theory driven." The program is built upon a coherent
theory of behavior that specifies how change agents could be mobilized to address some of the
immediate causes of violence: norms regarding violence, on-the-spot decision making by
individuals at risk of triggering violence, and the perceived risks and costs of involvement in
violence among the targeted population. Some of the program's core concepts and strategies
were adapted from the public health field, which has shown considerable success in
addressing issues such as smoking, seat belt use, condom use, and immunization.

The evaluation of CeaseFire had both process and outcome components. The process
portion of the project involved documenting how the program actually looked in the field.
This included issues involved in selecting target neighborhoods, choosing local host
organizations, and staffing, training, and management practices. The outcome evaluation used
statistical models, crime hot spot maps and gang network analyses to assess the program's
impact on shootings and killings in selected CeaseFire sites. In each case, changes in the target
areas after the introduction of the program were contrasted with trends in matched comparison
areas.

A large survey of clients found that they were high risk on many indicators. Once in
the program they saw their outreach workers frequently, and many were active participants in
CeaseFire activities. In interviews, clients reported getting a great deal of assistance with the
problems they brought to the program. These included needing a job, getting back into school
or a GED program, and wanting to disengage from a gang

An examination of the impact of CeaseFire on shootings and killings found that
violence was down by one measure or another in most of the areas that were examined in
detail. Crime mapping found decreases in the size and intensity of shooting hot spots due to
the program in more than half of the sites. There were significant shifts in gang homicide
patterns in most of these areas due to the program, including declines in gang involvement in
homicide and retaliatory killings.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

This report presents the findings of an evaluation of CeaseFire, a Chicago-based violence
prevention program. The program is administered by the Chicago Project for Violence
Prevention (CPVP), which is located at the University of Illinois’ School of Public Health. CPVP
was formed in 1995 with the mission of working with community, city, county, state and national
partners in designing community violence prevention programs. Developing and implementing
CeaseFire was but one of their roles, but it was a major one. CPVP began fielding an active
program in 1999. During the 2000s, it expanded to encompass about 25 program areas in the
Chicagoland region and other parts of Illinois. The decentralized, “local host” model that the
central office adopted for delivering their neighborhood-based programming in numerous and
diverse sites is a common approach to social service delivery, and the lessons learned from
CeaseFire’s experience may applicable to a broad range of human service programs.

CeaseFire is “theory driven.” It is built upon a coherent theory of behavior that
emphasizes norms, risks and choices. Many of the program’s daily activities target those factors,
which, in turn are presumed to be linked causally to violence. The first section of this chapter
describes CeaseFire’s underlying theory in some detail, and relates it to the structures and
activities that made up the program. The next section describes the evaluation of the program. A
final section reviews the detailed chapters that follow.

Program Theory

This section examines the theory lying behind CeaseFire, and the strategies involved in
making it operational. The theory underlying a program is the model of how the “inputs” that are
assembled and set in motion cause the “outcomes” that are the target of the intervention. A well-
articulated program theory opens for inspection the “black box™ of connections that link inputs
such as staff roles to the outcomes that are valued, in this case violence reduction. It describes not
what the participants are supposed to do and what they hope to accomplish, but also how these
activities influence at least some of the important causes of the targeted behavior.'

In truth, not all programs actually have a thought-out theory in the background. Often it is
left to the evaluator to assemble a sketch of a theory from the articulated assumptions, recorded
decisions, and mental maps of the participants, and then to try to link the theory (which the
evaluators developed) to the organization and strategies that they are evaluating. CeaseFire was
not in this category. It was built upon a coherent theory of behavior changed and managed — to
the extent possible — on the basis of systematic measures of its effectiveness. This chapter
presents our understanding of the theory underlying CeaseFire. It is based on program
documents, interviews with participants, and discussions that took place at meetings we

1Leeuw, Frans L. 2003. “Reconstructing Program Theories: Methods Available and Problems to be
Solved.” American Journal of Evaluation, 24 (No. 1), 5-20.
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observed. It organizes what we learned around a summary sketch of the theory, discusses each of
its elements, and reports what some of the participants had in mind when they discussed its
sometimes abstract components. How well this theory was implemented, and its outcome
effectiveness, are issues that are considered in the chapters that follow. This describes what they
thought they were doing.

Behavior Change Model

The behavior-change goal of the CeaseFire was very tightly defined: their direct clients,
other young men and women on the street, and gang members and leaders with whom they were
in contact, were called upon to stop shooting. CeaseFire did not make larger demands upon them,;
there was no expectation that the often inadequately educated and under-employed young people
they largely dealt with would — or could — “go straight” without a great deal of investment in
turning their lives around. If clients were involved in abusive relationships with parents or
partners, outreach workers would attempt to work with them to deal with the conflict. But they
knew that their clients and other young people they encountered “had to make a living.” One
violence interrupter described the plight of those he worked with: “All the skills they have is
selling a bag on the corner. They got street skills.” An appeal violence interrupters commonly
made to gang leaders was that shootings were “bad for business,” as gun violence brought the
attention of the police. The message was kept simple — stop shooting and killing. The staff hoped
for broader changes in behavior and lifestyle among their clients, but at any moment clients were
relatively few in number. For others, CeaseFire promoted a risk management approach aimed at
harm reduction, rather than personal redemption.

High Risk Youth Focus

A notable feature of the program is that it did not aim to directly involve a large number
of individuals. Rather, CeaseFire focused on changing the behavior of a small number of
carefully selected members of the community. Few outreach workers ever worked with more
than ten or so clients at a time, so to maximize their impact on the community CeaseFire
advanced a set of client selection criteria they considered predictive of being at high risk of either
“being shot or being a shooter” in the immediate future. To be classed as high risk, and thus
eligible for recruitment, individuals were supposed to meet at least four of a list of client criteria.
Ideally, they were to be between the ages of 16 and 25, have a prior history of offending and
arrests, be a member of a gang, have been in prison, have been the recent victim of a shooting,
and involved in “high risk street activity,” which in practice meant involvement in street drug
markets.

By academic standards this was a rough and ready list. Research on risk factors for
youthful offending has identified a list of reliable predictors of getting into trouble. These include

2 Kemshall, Hazel and Jason Wood. 2007 “Beyond Public Protection: An Examination of Community
Protection and Public Health Approaches to High-risk Offenders.” Criminology & Criminal Justice, 7, 203-222.
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low grades, a sense of marginality, believing that it is acceptable to steal, strong peer networks,
negative life events, low parental supervision, and impulsivity.? However, street workers were
not in a position to assess potential clients on many of these dimensions, at least until after they
had recruited them and gained their confidence. They had to make do with what they could
observe, extract during in a brief conversation, or gather through rumor networks.

As later chapters describe in detail, CeaseFire recruited on the street, not through
institutions. A feature of the lives of young people who could meet the criteria listed above is
that, in the main, they had already become marginalized from the rest of society. They found their
friends, among whom they could find identity and respect, among others like themselves. They
developed these fellowships on the street, as far from the constraints of adult supervision as they
could put themselves. The program’s high-risk focus explains why schools and many other local
institutions were not found on the list of CeaseFire’s key program partners. As one CeaseFire
staff member bluntly put it, “Gangsters aren’t in school.” He was quick to add that gangsters are
not found in church, either, but that the clergy could play important roles in mobilizing the
community and might have influence over at least some gangster’s families, so they were
prominently featured in the plan.

Lever Pulling

CeaseFire’s program theory emphasized three causal factors: norms, decision and risks.
Most CPVP staff members came from a public health background, but in a language common in
criminal justice, these were three “levers” that could be “pulled” in order to bring a halt to
shootings.* First, the program aimed at changing operative norms regarding violence, both in the
wider community and among its clients. A second goal of CeaseFire was to provide on-the-spot
alternatives to violence when gangs and individuals on the street were making behavior
decisions. Finally, the program aimed at increasing the perceived risks and costs of involvement
in violence among high-risk (largely) young people. The place of these three causal factors in
CeaseFire’s overall program theory is illustrated in Figure 1-1.

The “lever pullers” in this theory are described in Figure 1-1 as well. These were the
individuals and organizations identified by CeaseFire as potentially having some influence on its
short list of causal levers. In another terminology, their activities were the “inputs,” or the
components of the program that could effect causal mechanisms that influenced the outcomes
that were to be reduced, shootings and killings. The lever pullers included outreach workers and
violence interrupters, key members of the staff at each CeaseFire site. In the program model their
principal levers were stimulating norm change among clients and street youths, and guiding them
toward alternatives to shooting as a way of solving problems. Mobilizing two key groups in the

3 Malcolm Klein, 2007. Chasing After Street Gangs: A Forty-Year journey. Upper Saddle River, NJ:
Prentice Hall.

*The “lever pulling” metaphor was popularized in criminology by David Kennedy. See "Pulling Levers:
Getting Deterrence Right." National Institute of Justice Journal (July), 2-8.
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community, the clergy and residents who could be stirred to direct action, was another key part of
the program theory. The efforts of these two constituencies were primarily aimed at norm change,
both in the community at large and among the outreach worker’s clients and other high-risk
youths. Community involvement also targeted the perceived costs of violence. CeaseFire’s public
education campaign was aimed at both changing norms about violence and enhancing the
perceived risks of engaging in violence. Finally, actions by the police and prosecutors, and
tougher anti-gun legislation, were seen as targeting the risks surrounding involvement in
shootings.

Figure 1-1
CeaseFire’s Program Theory
street
intervention \
client outreach
widen decision
alternatives
clergy
involvement | =
vioclence
community _<
mobilization
risk/cost
_ / {enhancement
educational
campaign
police and /

prosecution

As Figure 1-1 suggests, CeaseFire’s program was built on a broader behavior change
model than that underlying its better-known counterpart in Boston. The law enforcement
component of Chicago’s program plan resembled the strategy behind Boston’s Ceasefire
program. As David Kennedy described it, Boston’s approach was:

.. . [D]eterring violent behavior by chronic gang offenders by reaching out
directly to gangs, setting clear standards for their behavior, and backing up that
message by “pulling every lever” legally available when those standards were
violated. The deceptively simple operation that resulted made use of a wide
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variety of traditional criminal justice tools but assembled them in fundamentally
new and different ways.’

CeaseFire-Boston also involved the clergy, their principal role being to help spread what
the program dubbed a “retail deterrence” message emphasizing that crime would not pay. In
contrast, Chicago’s strategy involved assembling a broader array of lever pullers, ranging from
the clergy to social service providers, and they targeted a range of causal factors leading to
violence, and not just the risk of incarceration.

Causal Factors

The causal factors sketched in Figure 1-1 include community norms, awareness of the
risks and costs associated with violence, and the availability of on-the-spot alternatives to
resorting to violence when the situation arose. CeaseFire’s programmatic elements aimed at
influencing these causal factors, which in turn were presumed to be among the major
determinants of violence.

Norm Change. Social norms are the beliefs, attitudes and values that make up the
culture of a community. They define the range of behavior that is normally acceptable, and draw
some limits outside of which people are not supposed to stray. However, we know that norms
relevant to CeaseFire vary from community to community, they are stronger in some places than
in others, and their link to residents actually doing something when they are violated is
problematic in too many areas. Residents of poor, high-crime neighborhoods frequently are
estranged from society’s institutions, and especially the criminal justice system. There, even
adults espousing conventional values can be resigned to violence, because they know that
institutions have failed them. In surveys, African Americans and Latinos report less tolerance
than others concerning violence and other crimes, but the actual impact of this is blunted by the
fact that residents of poor neighborhoods have fewer mechanisms by which they can actually
realize their values.®

Encouraging local debates over what people “will and won't accept" was one of
CeaseFire’s core strategies. Outreach workers were to carry the message that “the killing must
stop” to their clients, while the clergy were to speak to their parishioners and CeaseFire staff to
the broader community. Marches, rallies and prayer vigils, backstopped by the widespread
distribution of promotional materials, focused on stirring concern among the public. If the
program was successful in actuating normative resistance to violence, the payoff could be

> Kennedy, David. 1998. "Pulling Levers: Getting Deterrence Right." National Institute of Justice Journal
(July), 2-8.

6 Sampson, Robert J. and Dawn Jeglum-Bartusch. 1998. "Legal Cynicism and (Subcultural?) Tolerance of
Deviance: The Neighborhood Context of Racial Differences. Law and Society Review, 32, 777-804.
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considerable. Research indicates that mobilization efforts that successfully encourage active
intervention in defense of community norms should directly lead to a reduction in violence.’

Risk and Cost Enhancement. The second core concept in CeaseFire’s theory of
violence was risks and costs, both to the individual and the community. The risk component
reflects a classic deterrence model of human behavior. Among the risks that are to be highlighted
are those of incarceration, injury and death. Emphasizing these risks to high-risk young people
was one important task of violence interrupters and outreach workers. As a program manager
described one of his most successful operatives:

J has tried to help change men's mindsets. He tells them people leading this
kind of lifestyle have "short life spans." If they tell J that they are unique
and can avoid these issues, he responds, "You aren't different. You aren't that

special." He asks them to "look at the long-term."”

Another violence interrupter reported on the salutary effects of a recent police crackdown
that he had been talking up:

“Since they [police] did that raid, everything’s been cool. The guys we 've been
talking to are kinda nervous. The young guys see the ones that are older getting
locked up, so they re kinda nervous. We gotta keep them cool.

In addition, staff members emphasized what might be called the “social risks” of
involvement. This was the potential impact of violence on the families of clients and gang
members: their parents, siblings and children. This included families’ loss of a breadwinner if
things went bad, as well as the emotional impact of the loss of a son or daughter.

The costs component of the model posits that shooting will be reduced through more
widespread realization of the direct human costs of violence. In CeaseFire’s view, “shooting
first” had become a standard way of conducting oneself on the streets of Chicago. Young people
on the street had become desensitized to the real consequences of what they were doing. A senior
CPVP staffer described the strategy:

The idea is to move the direction of the thinking of the shooter. One way they do
this is by talking about the risks or negative impact of the shooting — how it would
impact their family and loved ones, how they would pay the price of
imprisonment, etc. The goal is to move the "have to" thinking to "this doesn't
make sense." " We want a norm shift."

7 Sampson, Robert J., Raudenbush, Stephen W. and Earls, Felton. 1997. "Neighborhoods and Violent
Crime: A Multilevel Study of Collective Efficacy." Science, 277: 918-924.
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As one CPVP staff member put it, community responses — the marches, prayer vigils and
other on-the-scene events organized by CeaseFire immediately following a killing — were a
“teaching moment:

During a response, "guys were hanging out watching this. They're seeing the
mom crying, they don't usually see that." By observing the event, individuals
inclined to be shooters may internalize the incident: "next time, it might be the
shooter, his friends, the gang." Responses are a ‘teaching moment." They are an
opportunity to expose gang bangers to grieving mothers and crying siblings.

Decision Alternatives. CeaseFire treated the young men and women they encountered as
rational actors, capable of making choices. Their strategy was to promote their consideration of a
broader array of responses to situations that too frequently elicited shootings and killings as a
problem solving tactic. This reflected the often accurate view that a great deal of street violence
is surprisingly casual in character. People shoot one another in response to perceived slights to
their character or reputation, in disputes over women, or for driving through the wrong
neighborhood. Competition between drug selling groups or over control of corners that were up
for grabs is not conducted in a business-like manner. Worse, in the gang world, one shooting
frequently leads to another, perpetuating a cycle of violence. Once initiated, retaliatory violence
can send neighborhoods down a spiral of tit-for-tat killings. Violence spreads “like a disease”
because it is copied (“modeled”), a learned response to situations, or the outcome of peer
pressure. At a meeting we observed, one staff member:

... [G]ave an example of an instance where a young man might feel pressure to
shoot. His friends are saying to him, like, “He looked at your girl; what are you
going to do about it?”

CeaseFire strove to intervene in this by providing situation-specific, often negotiated
alternatives to shooting it out. Working with clients and changing community norms were part of
the process, but violence interrupters in particular worked to provide on-the-spot alternatives to
the parties in a conflict. They disparaged the stupidity of resorting to gunplay in unthinking
fashion or over trivial matters. They promoted truces during which alternatives short of warfare
could be negotiated. They occasionally steered combatants into physical violence and away from
shooting, and sometimes negotiated the payment of a fine in lieu of receiving a beating. Harm
reduction, as well as harm prevention, was seen as a successful outcome.

Six Causal Levers

Figure 1-1 also sketched the principal causal levers that CeaseFire attempted to pull in
order to reduce violence. Some of these efforts were the responsibility of their own staff.
However, CeaseFire itself was a small program, and could only hope to affect the causal factors
lying behind violence by forming alliances that could coordinate and focus the resources of other
community groups and agencies on violence prevention in general, and their clients in particular.
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Client Outreach. The richest linkage in Ceasefire’s program model was that between
their full-time outreach workers and the young men and women whom they recruited as clients.
In public health, outreach staffers would be “lay health workers,” or indigenous people hired to
reach sex workers or needle users. As chapters in this report on the program and on clients
describe in detail, CeaseFire’s outreach workers were to provide counseling and mentoring for
their clients. Their conversations ranged over topics including conflicts with their families,
partners, peers and the police, and how to deal with them. Outreach workers were to develop an
assessment of client’s personal needs, which ranged from family and health issues to education,
employment and their emotional state, and connect them with appropriate services. They were to
try to get them back in school or in GED programs, help prepare them for the job-finding
process, and get them into drug treatment programs. On occasion they interceded with probation
and parole officers, promising to take personal responsibility for straightening out clients’ lives.
Pulling them out of gangs and away from the drug business was very much on the agenda.
Outreach workers encouraged clients to participate in “Safe Haven” programs that brought them
into gyms and game rooms where they could relax and interact with their peers in a secure
setting, rather than on the street. OWs regularly visited client’s homes, to build personal
relationships with family members and assess the many problems that could be found there.

Street Intervention. CeaseFire’s violence interrupters (VIs) had a more focused role,
that of identifying impending violence and responding by providing the participants alternatives
for resolving disputes and protecting their honor. As noted earlier, on Chicago’s streets disputes
over honor and status too often have violent outcomes. One attack leads to another, for inter-gang
shootings create collective responsibility for a quick retaliatory response. Killings lead to
retaliatory killings, and violence ripples through the community, ricocheting between
organizations and sometimes involving bystanders and others not involved in the underlying
conflict at all. A senior CeaseFire staff member offered this example of how peer pressure and
social norms encourages shooting behavior:

Last year, a guy’s sister was shot in Austin. If the man failed to avenge his sister’s
death, his peers and people within his community would say, “What kind of man
would not protect his sister.”

Within gangs, violence is exercised in order to impose discipline, collect street taxes, and
maintain the standing of power-holders (as when former kingpins return from prison demanding
their share). Between gangs, violence is a tool for settling disputes over drug markets and control
of other illicit enterprises, and those too can escalate into retaliatory spirals. Describing one
suburban site, a CeaseFire staff member noted:

A lot of shooting violence continues to be gang-related. In [the site] the Mafias,
Stones and Four Corner Hustlers are now shooting at one another after a Four
Corner Hustler accidentally shot a Mafia, while attempting to shoot a Stone.
CeaseFire violence interrupters are struggling to mediate this conflict.
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In CeaseFire’s program model, violence interrupters were to work the streets at night,
ferreting out situations that threatened violence and stepping between the parties. They
capitalized on their status as former gang members themselves to monitor impending conflicts.
They organized truces between gangs, negotiated solutions to specific issues that were in
conflict, and suggested alternatives to shootings and killings (such as an organized beating) that
would at least reduce the overall level of harm that came from the incident. As a newspaper
reported described it, they were . . . trained to parachute into conflicts and cool them down.”
Backstopping their personal skills was a continuous review of their experiences and constant
training in conflict resolution at CeaseFire headquarters.

A violence interrupter described a conflict between gangs over street corners, and why
violence was (at the moment) seemingly under control. He also illustrated the “gotta make a
living” attitude of street workers toward the drug business.

The [Black Peace} Stones are based on the South Side, whereas the Fours [four
Corner Hustlers] and Vice Lords are based on the North Side. Last year, the
Stones tried to “cross the street” to sell drugs. The conflict, then, was about
territory between “pack workers” [men selling on corners]. So far, [the area]
has been ‘‘fortunate.” They have not had any retaliations. One reason K and
D have been so successful in keeping conflicts down is that “they all work
together. They all sell the same sized bags for the same amount of money. They
got nickle [85 bags], mid-grade, saw bucks [310 bags].”

Clergy Involvement. Local clergy were regarded as one of CeaseFire’s most important
local partners. In poor areas that are too often bereft of functioning local institutions, the city’s
many small churches are often one of the most vital elements of the community. Many of the
program’s collaborators (in our sample, 87 percent) had not-for-profit arms providing services
that were paid for by foundation grants and contracts with the state. Clergy were seen as opinion
leaders in the community, people who were strategically placed to help change norms regarding
violence. A local minister observed:

... [C]hurches in places like West Garfield Park and West Humboldt Park are
“oases." They represent and offer a "counter-culture.” We value education and
non-violence. We want to elevate people's way of thinking and way of life.
Normal, civilized people don't have these kinds of problems.

Clergy were also asked to take a role in many of the community mobilization events that
are described in the chapters that follow. They led prayers and were asked to take a prominent
place in the marches, vigils and shooting responses sponsored by CeaseFire. Clergy were also
asked to open their churches as places for counseling and mentoring. If a church had a
gymnasium, there would be interest in using it as a Safe Haven. Pastors representing a wide
variety of denominations got involved in the program. In a study reported in Chapter 7, we found
that 20 percent of the clergy connected to CeaseFire were Roman Catholic. The remainder were
Protestants, principally Baptists, but 18 percent described themselves as “nondenominational.”
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Community Mobilization. Community mobilization is a common public health strategy
for addressing maladies ranging from obesity to immunization. The targets of CeaseFire’s
community mobilization efforts included residents, local business operators, other community
groups, and elected officials. The centerpiece of this component of the program was the marches,
rallies and prayer vigils that were held to help carry the “Stop the Shooting” message to the wider
community. A priest active during CeaseFire’s early days recalled the visibility of their efforts:

You could see CeaseFire’s presence in the area. They saturated the area with
material. We declared the gymnasium a CeaseFire zone. We had marches and
prayer vigils. We mobilized people whenever there were shots fired. Through
organizers and outreach workers, we were able to mobilize people in a given area
where the activity took place: we prayed and walked.

At a more recent meeting reviewing the activities of various sites:

Reporting for [his site], E says they have had “quite a few marches” with
“30 to 40 people minimum at each march. ”This is taken as a sign that CeaseFire
is “getting more popular in the neighborhood.” Adding more details on their
organizing for the marches, E shares that each of their staff people has to
learn 5-6 chants. He declares, “our people love chants.”

An important program strategy was to organize rapid community responses to shootings.
Following an incident, outreach workers and other staff members were to conduct a door-to-door
canvass in the vicinity of the event, distributing program literature and spreading word that a
collective response by the community was being organized. These rallies and marches were to be
held within 48 hours. Clergy were asked to lead prayers and march near the head of the
procession, along with CeaseFire staff and other community leaders. Their goal was to spread
word both about victims and the horror that violence had brought to their families. CeaseFire
hoped that visible community outrage would impact the attitudes of high-risk youth. As a CPVP
staff member described responses:

Responses "have all kinds of benefits," They assist in "signaling disapproval and
changing the thinking of the shooter." Shooters continue their behavior, because
"their thinking is that the community doesn't care.” Responses also deter future
shootings, because shooters "don't want attention drawn to them."

But it seems more likely that visible community responses could reinforce community
norms against violence, and give individuals the sense that they can take positive, collective
action against crime. In CPVP’s view, the goal was to get to, and over, some “tipping point,” so
that the message and indigenous responses to violence could take off on their own.

If you’ve read The Tipping Point, it is possible. Ninety percent of the community
members have been tipped. They don’t want shooting, but they are afraid. It is a
take back the street effort.




Public Education. A feature of Ceasefire’s program was the emphasis on what they
dubbed “public education.” This emphasis grew out of successes in public health in targeting
smoking, seat belt use, condom use, and immunization. As indicated in Figure 1-1, CeaseFire’s
public education campaign was aimed at both norm change and increasing awareness of the costs
of violence to individuals, families and the community. Recognition of CeaseFire and it’s logos,
and perhaps support for the program, might also be a fallout of the public education campaign.
“Pub Ed” activities included distributing printed material: flyers, posters and bumper stickers.
Outreach workers dropped off materials when they did door to door canvassing, often in the
context of mobilizing community members to attend a shooting response. Participants at rallies
carried signs, and stores in the program areas sported window posters. Clergy were asked to
speak about the program on Sunday mornings. CeaseFire staff regularly appeared on the city’s
cable channel, and they lobbied local sports teams in an attempt to secure endorsements from
local heros.

The message was always short. “Stop the Killing” or “No More Shooting.” An
advertising firm working pro bono with CeaseFire developed a “Stop Killing People” campaign
and associated signs and bumper stickers. CeaseFire managers frequently drew parallels between
their efforts and campaigns to stop smoking and promote seat belt use, where the messages
included "smoking kills" and "click it or ticket." They cited public health research indicating that
the volume of literature distributed is paramount in changing the way people think, rather than
the details of the message. A senior program manager argued, “It’s not so important how perfect
the message is, but the intensity of the messaging. The goal is ‘massive messaging’.” Almost all
of this material was centrally produced and paid for, but distributed by the individual sites.

Law Enforcement. Police and prosecutors comes last on the list of program inputs.
CeaseFire’s promotional material gave law enforcement agencies a prominent role. In the
program’s widely distributed “Eight Point Plan to Stop Shooting,” two of the eight points
featured law enforcement. This and other statements called for stricter enforcement of existing
laws. They called for “serious prosecutions and sentences . . . for shooting or involvement in
shooting,” and “community advocacy to ensure prosecutions.” The Eight Point Plan promised to
distribute information on prosecutions and sentences to high risk persons, part of the strategy of
using public education to raise awareness of the risks associated with being involved in violence.
CeaseFire also called for stricter gun control laws. As Figure 1-1 illustrated, in CeaseFire’s
model enforcement was aimed primarily at enhancing the risks that were associated with
involvement in shootings and killings. As later sections of the report will document, the gap
between program theory and reality was probably greatest in the case of law enforcement.

“Culturally Appropriate Messengers”

A notable feature of CeaseFire’s staffing was their commitment to hiring what they
dubbed “culturally appropriate messengers” to carry the word to the community. Who they hired
was a strategic consideration. The program was not staffed by trained social workers. Outreach
workers and violence interrupters did not, by-and-large, do their work in an office. They had to



fit in, they needed enough street savvy to maneuver through an often rough-and-tumble
environment, and they had to pass muster with gang members and leaders.

The program was fielded almost exclusively in poor African American or Latino
neighborhoods, but a racial fit between staffers and the communities they served was only one of
the selection criteria. They gained legitimacy among potential clients and gang leaders because
many had themselves “lived the life.” Many staff members had been active in an area gang, and
most had gotten in trouble with the law. In our interviews and surveys we deliberately did not ask
CeaseFire workers about their past. However, at program headquarters numbers like “70 percent”
of violence interrupters having done time in prison were widely quoted. The archetypal
CeaseFire staff member had been in trouble, had turned his life around, and now wanted to help
others do the same.

A senior program manager explained the hiring strategy:

We hire ex-cons, and it is not because we are nice people, we hire them because
they are a technology. They are far more likely to get the attention of the potential
shooters. Our message becomes more credible when we use a similar population
to deliver the message.

Their background help staff members navigate the dangerous world of street gangs within
which they operated, because they were familiar with the players and they had an intimate
understanding of gang culture — the rules and codes of behavior that they had to respect. Asked if
he had problems negotiating the street, one worker replied,

Naw! I just follow the rules, for all y’all in the job, you know there’s a chain of
command. 1 follow the rules, cause if you don'’t, they'll deal with you proper like.

At a training session for new staff members, the same staffer observed that his
background also built his legitimacy among potential clients:

The young guys that came up under me, respect me. I'm thirty-six. They [ “the
young guys ] know what I did when I was involved in the mob, and they trust me.
Many of them still call me OG [original gangster].

Monitoring and Evaluation

For evaluators, one of the notable features of CeaseFire was their commitment to
developing systematic indicators of program activity and outcomes. CPVP wanted to “manage by
outcomes,” and their in-house evaluation unit maintained systematic data on beat-level trends in
shootings and killings. At times they had the active cooperation of the police, and received
listings of monthly crime statistics by beat. At other times, and when they needed data rapidly,
they accessed the city’s publically available on-line crime mapping system and printed out the
most recent numbers for their target areas.



These data were to be used to identify nonperforming programs, by which they meant
sites with upward rather than downward trends in shootings and killings. In principle this could
lead CPVP to intervene in site operations, in an attempt to fix the problem. In practice this was
difficult, for the decentralized structure of the program (which will be detailed in sections of the
report) gave them influence but not control over site-level operations. Presenting comparable
trend lines across sites also enabled them to compare their successes — or lack thereof — with
each other.

Especially after 2004, the evaluation unit also began to assemble systematic measures of
program staffing and activity at the site level. The list of activity indicators was a long one. It
included monthly staffing levels — the number of outreach workers and violence interrupters on
duty. They counted the frequency of major activities on a monthly basis. These included the
number of shooting responses and community events, the number of people who turned up for
them, and the volume of public education materials that were distributed. They used site records
to count the number of home visits conducted by outreach workers, and the number of times they
accompanied their clients to court. CPVP asked violence interrupters to fill out elaborate forms
whenever they mediated a conflict. The forms asked about reasons for the conflict, the number of
people, and what the interrupters did to prevent an impending shooting. Gathering the data often
involved hectoring the sites, for the detailed nature of the data that was being requested diverted
them from “doing” to “pencil pushing,” and they had not signed up to be accountants. CPVP
staff also made frequent visits to the sites, to glean for themselves what they could from client
and activity records that were filed there.

Crime trend data and their association with activity counts was useful for dealing with
two important constituencies of CPVP: the press and funding agencies. At a meeting with a
group of foundations supporting the program, our observer noted:

L walked the group through each handout. The notes were divided into
three groups. The first and second sections focused on the data on homicides,
shootings and assaults. It also included both historic and recent data on each
CeaseFire zone and their contiguous beats. Police data was also included in the
area where each zone is situated. Some citywide data was presented as well. The
major message in these data was that there has been a reduction of aggravated
assaults and batteries with a firearm, shootings, and killings in the CeaseFire
zones. Numbers varied by zone, but all were doing better in each category.. . [One
foundation official] commented that she is pleased with the data provided by the
CeaseFire staff today and realizes they are putting forth an enormous effort.

CPVP produced analyses showing crime trends in selected program beats, and contrasted
these to events in nearby areas. More sophisticated charts associated variations in staffing levels
with shifts in crime, to illustrate the importance of securing enough funding to support a
powerful-enough program “dosage.” In our experience, reporters were impressed by the data, and
by the sheer fact that CPVP had data. In a typical comment, one reporter noted that, while many



community groups made bold claims about their effectiveness, CeaseFire was virtually alone in
having “hard numbers” they could point to.

About the Evaluation

The evaluation of CeaseFire had both process and outcome components. The process
portion of the project involved documenting how the program actually looked in the field. This
included issues involved in selecting target neighborhoods, choosing local host organizations,
and staffing, training, and management issues. The outcome evaluation used statistical models,
hot spot maps and gang network analyses to assess the program’s impact on shootings and
killings.

The process evaluation began at project headquarters. There, we sat in on meetings,
which ranged from gatherings of site directors to sessions of the project’s steering committee,
and we participated in a host of internal planning and review sessions. In total we attended and
took observation notes at 63 headquarters meetings of all types. We also attended a total of 52
weekly meetings of violence interrupters and gatherings of outreach workers. In addition,
evaluation staff members attended 10 staff training workshops, five special events, and three
sessions with the panels that oversaw the selection of site-level staff. We also conducted personal
interviews with 10 headquarters staff members over the course of the evaluation, some multiple
times.

In the field, we worked to independently document the nature and extent of program
activity. We conducted multiple site visits and personal interviews, administered staff surveys,
observed site meetings, and attended special events. Our goal was to describe the program in
action and how it was being administered. In total we made visits (often several times) to18 sites.
While there, we conducted 79 personal interviews with staff at all levels, sat in on a half dozen
staff meetings, attended 31 other events or activities and went on 15 neighborhood ride-alongs
with local CeaseFire workers.

Based on what we heard and observed during the first round of site visits, we developed a
systematic survey for program staff. The survey gathered information about how they spent their
time — interacting with clients, canvassing the streets, attending meetings and completing
paperwork. It examined their contacts with local partner organizations, including schools,
churches, service agencies and the police, as well as their involvement in programmatic activities
such as participating in shooting responses, visiting clients” homes, and connecting clients with
services. We also asked about their clients and client load, and their assessments of clients’
problems and prospects. The survey also gathered self-reports of respondents’ adherence to
administrative rules and productivity standards. The survey included questions about their
satisfaction with training, personnel policies and management practices. These surveys were
gathered on site or during meetings, sometimes with a mail followup for staff members who were
not there. In total, we surveyed 23 outreach worker supervisors, 78 outreach workers and 52
violence interrupters. In addition, we took an in-depth look at the work of violence interrupters to



better understand their activities. Much of what they did took place on the street, late at night,
and there is a discussion in Chapter 5 of the problems involved in understanding their work.

To gauge the extent of CeaseFire’s collaboration with local agencies and other
stakeholders, we conducted telephone interviews with potential collaborators in 17 sites. We
drew samples of organizations and interviewed their representatives in each of six community
sectors: business, clergy, community organizations, police, schools and service agencies. The
survey focused on their familiarity and contact with CeaseFire and clients; involvement with the
program; the costs and benefits of collaborating with CeaseFire; and assessments of the agencies
hosting the program locally. A total of 230 interviews were conducted, and in addition we sat in
the back and observed 10 local meetings of coalition partners. Because of their importance to the
program, we developed in-depth case studies of the involvement of church leaders and the police.

To learn more about CeaseFire’s clients — the issues they were facing, the level of help
they were receiving, their assessments of the program — we interviewed active clients. Personal
interviews were conducted in the field with 297 clients from13 CeaseFire sites. They were
questioned about their problems, the help they received, and the impact of CeaseFire on their
lives. We initially considered two alternatives to simply surveying clients. A randomized
experiment assessing the impact of the program on their lives was impossible, for we could meet
none of the requirements of an experiment. At the site level, we had no possibility of controlling
the intervention. We could not control which areas received the program and which did not. This
was determined largely by funding politics in the state legislature and the interest of legislators in
having the program in their district. We also could not control the program’s dosage level.
Dosages were highly variable, both across sites and over time as program funding waxed and
waned. What the program actually looked like varied from site to site, and this was ultimately in
the hands of the local host organizations, which had their own agendas. At the individual level,
we had no possibility of controlling who became a client. As later chapters will document, there
were massive selection effects in the recruitment of CeaseFire’s clients. Potential clients were
approached on the street by outreach workers, who were constantly in search of suitable,
high-risk young men to meet their caseload quota. Many likely-looking prospects refused to
become involved at the outset, while others dropped out quickly. We had little prospect of
knowing whom any of them were. In order to reassure their clients — and protect their records
from subpoenas — outreach workers identified their clients in their records, and to their
immediate supervisors, only by code numbers and nicknames. So closely held was information
about clients that, if an outreach worker left the program, by-and-large his clients were lost as
well. This also meant that we did not have access to the information required to track clients’
arrest history using official records.

We also rejected comparing program clients with “matched” non-client comparison cases,
again because of the massive selection processes involved. By-and-large, clients were very high
risk: they were not in school, they had long arrest records, many worked in drug markets, many
reputedly carried guns, and most were affiliated in some way with violent street gangs. We
became convinced that measured and (worse) unmeasured differences between those who ended
up as clients and individuals that we could run down and interview as “comparisons” would be
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very large. This is a common problem in criminology; Spergel reports that in comparison-group
evaluation studies of gang programs, the comparisons are rarely equivalent in terms of gang
membership, gang identification, and prior arrest. He notes the tendency of gang research to end
up with younger, less delinquent comparison group samples, since more equivalent individuals
may not be known or accessible outside of the program context.® In evaluations outside of
Chicago, Spergel himself used students attending nearby high schools as controls for program
clients; for CeaseFire, being an active student was considered a disqualification for involvement.
Matching designs always under-match, and in this instance discrepancies between CeaseFire’s
client load and non-client populations that we could practically identify and personally interview
would have been so great that the effort would not have been worth the time and expense.

It is important to note the concerted cooperation that we experienced in conducting this
evaluation, both at program headquarters and at the individual sites. At the sites, we were free to
interview anyone, and we also sat in on staff and coalition meetings, attended special events, and
observed hiring panels in operation. Site managers played an important role in helping us
develop lists of the groups, organizations and agencies with whom they collaborated. When we
turned up at their offices to sample and interview clients, they spent a great deal of time and
energy in making that effort a success, including vouching for us with their clients. They helped
us navigate the neighborhoods, and involved us in rallies, marches, and late-night barbeques. At
program headquarters we were free to sit in on meetings and conduct interviews with staff
members. Everyone there freely shared paperwork and internal reports, and kept us abreast of
program events. We were in constant dialog with CeaseFire’s own internal evaluation staff. Later
in this chapter there is a discussion of the role they played in program management.

It is also important to note that we played no role in formulating or implementing the
program. Based on a long-gestating theory, program development began in the 1990s, and the
first CeaseFire sites were established in 1999. Our evaluation team was formed much later, in the
Fall of 2005. We began the project in response to a request from NIJ for an evaluation of the
initiative. When we completed a major piece of the evaluation we shared the findings with CPVP
for their feedback, but by then the program was quite mature and running in many sites. We also
occasionally appeared at CeaseFire event, taking advantage of the opportunity to describe who
we were and what we were up to.

About the Report

The next section of this chapter describes the program theory that drove CeaseFire.
CeaseFire was built upon a coherent theory of behavior and managed — to the extent possible —
on the basis of systematic measures of its outcome effectiveness. The remainder of Chapter 1
describes key elements of the theory and how they were operationalized, in the form of
responsibilities for program employees, their community partners, and public agencies.

8 Spergel, Irving. 2006. Reducing Youth Gang Violence: The Little Village Gang Project in Chicago.
AltaMira Press, p. 259.



Chapter 2 examines some of the complexities involved in selecting program sites and
local partners for CeaseFire. The decentralized, “local host” model that CeaseFire headquarters
adopted for delivering a neighborhood-based program in numerous sites in Chicago and around
the region is a common approach to service delivery, and lessons learned from this experience
may applicable to a broad range of human service programs. This chapter describes the host
model and processes for selecting sites and local organizations. It then sketches the
organizational structure imposed on the hosts. There is a brief description of the sites and host
organizations themselves. This is followed by discussion of a list of issues and difficulties
CeaseFire confronted in making the local host model work.

Chapter 3 examines issues in staffing and funding the program. Implementing a program
like CeaseFire presents complex managerial challenges. Hiring staff, providing staff training,
maintaining control of operations, and identifying and securing funding streams that can support
a long list of sites plus central office operations, are activities that must be carefully orchestrated.
The first section of this chapter examines staff hiring, training and supervision. These were key
problems because hiring was itself a strategic consideration. As the next section of Chapter 1
details, hiring “culturally appropriate messengers,” many of whom had themselves been “in the
life,” set CeaseFire apart from many social service programs. Chapter 3 examines management
issues ranging from background checks and drug testing to staff career development, and
employee turnover. It also addresses some of the special issues raised by the involvement of
faith-based local host organizations. Another section examines the realities of funding CeaseFire.
From the late 1990s, CeaseFire spawned 30 or so sites in Illinois. The central office took the lead
in identifying a diverse collection of funding streams to support their activities, including federal
and state governments and private foundations. The arrangements they were able to secure were
fragile, and Chapter 3 concludes with a description of the funding crisis of the summer of 2007, a
crisis which led to a radical, and perhaps permanent, downsizing of the program.

Chapter 4 examines CeaseFire’s client outreach. Identifying and involving individual
clients was one of the most important components of the program, and in practice client outreach
may have been the most successful elements of CeaseFire. This chapter describes outreach
workers and their clients. The first section describes the background, recruitment, training and
supervision of outreach workers, and details some of the mechanics of their work. The second
major section describes the client recruitment process, the background of clients, and the delivery
of client services. This is based on personal interviews with almost 300 clients that we conducted
in 17 site offices.

Observers of CeaseFire regard the role of violence interrupters as an original development
in the violence prevention arena. As Chapter 5 documents, violence interrupters cruised the
streets, striving to identify and intervene in gang-related conflicts before they escalated into
killings, and to step in and halt retaliatory spirals of violence if the shooting had already begun.
Themselves former gang members, and often graduates of the state’s prison system, violence
interrupters capitalized on their former roles to gain access to street information and the parties to
conflicts, and attempted to negotiate workable settlements to withi- and between-gang rivalries.



This chapter explores the recruitment, training, activities, management, and impact of violence
interrupters.

Chapter 6 describes the networks of collaborating organizations that arose in the sites.
CeaseFire was a modest program, and the sites of necessity had to engage with a diverse set of
local partners in order to leverage services and jobs for their clients, access their facilities, gain
scale in the distribution of public education materials, and populate the marches and vigils that
were held in response to homicide. Because many of the sites were funded by local politicians,
having a broad base of support in the community was also an important aspect of partnership-
building. This chapter describes typical members of the sites’ coalitions of collaborators. The
first section is based on survey interviews with 230 representatives of local collaborating
organizations. The following sections present in-depth case studies of the roles played by two
collaborating organizations: the police and churches.

Chapter 7 examines the impact of CeaseFire on shootings and killings. The first section
utilizes statistical models to identify the effect of the introduction of the program on shootings
and killings. These analyses use 192-months (16 years) of data on selected sites and matched
comparison areas to examine trends in violence. The second section of Chapter 7 utilizes crime
mapping technologies to examine the impact of the introduction of CeaseFire on short-term
trends in the micro-level distribution of shootings. Each CeaseFire site featured initially at least
one “hot spot” of violent crime. This section tracks what happened to those hot spots over time in
the program and comparison areas, looking for possibly disruptive effects of the introduction of
the program. The third section of this chapter focuses on gang homicide. It utilizes graph theory
and social network analysis to examine the effect of CeaseFire on networks of within-gang and
between-gang homicides, and the number of violent gangs active in the area. Like the mapping
study, it probes for possibly disruptive effects of the program.

Chapter 8 summarizes the major findings of the evaluation.



agency had been very active politically in the 1960s and 1970s, and had developed an anti-police
stance. District officers recalled their conflicts with the organization, and there was reluctance on
their part to get involved with an agency that had been so actively anti-police. In the end, they
worked things out. A newly-arrived commander told officers “they were living in the 1960s. Get
over it.” The commander observed that, “most radicals from the 1960s have since become
corporate, and they’ve softened their positions.” He became an important supporter of the
program.

In another area, the issue was not so easily resolved. The host agency had developed an
oppositional stance toward both the mayor of Chicago and the superintendent of police. Years
before, the host had organized a protest demonstration at the mayor’s family’s home, as part of a
residential picketing initiative, and they had attempted to embarrass the police superintendent at a
press conference. These incidents were not well received. When the organization was selected to
be a host agency for CeaseFire, objections were raised by both parties. Indeed, the host agency’s
sentiments had not changed much, and some of its staff members continued to have issues with
the police. This led to very poor communication between them, and eventually to conflict and
name-calling. In the end, many CeaseFire employees were let go, and the police commander in
the area made a point to work with the new staff hired by a replacement host organization.

Other politically active host agencies did not have these problems, and we also observed
some of the positive features of being known for passionate community commitment. In
particular, other hosts with strong activist ties evidenced a strong capacity to build and participate
in local coalitions, and they were able to surround themselves with organizations that could
provide needed services for their clients. But an example of political entanglements that required
CPVP action was provided when a host agency was reported to be supporting a particular
political candidate in an aldermanic election, and the staff was doing political canvassing while
wearing their CeaseFire jackets. Their involvement was no surprise; this host was a powerful and
long-time player on the local political scene, and they wanted to oust the incumbent alderman.
CPVP stepped in to halt this overt intervention, but the alderman lost anyway. On election night
she complained bitterly on local television about the political involvement of CeaseFire against
her.

Location and Environment. The physical location of the host agency proved to be
problematic in some areas. We often observed that the geographic area designated as the
CeaseFire site was controlled by a particular gang. However, CeaseFire was attempting to
provide services to a range of clients, including those associated with other gangs. Finding
neutral territory, so that high-risk individuals from diverse backgrounds could be served, was
sometimes difficult. CPVP was on occasion confronted with whether to select the agency best
suited to run CeaseFire locally, although they were anchored in one gang’s territory, or go with a
different agency that was located in a more neutral location. One site recognized this issue, and to
compensate, the host’s outreach workers met their clients off-site and out of the area. This
became an issue for the evaluation, when we attempted to interview clients at the host’s office.
According to site supervisors, clients associated with rival gangs did not, as a rule, enter the area
where the host agency was housed because they feared for their safety. This issue was not easily
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resolved, and it is important for program planners to be cognizant of gang dynamics selecting site
boundaries and planning program activities.

Another issue with the physical location was whether it encouraged or discouraged clients
from dropping in. Some sites could provide computers, games, comfortable furniture, and music
to entertain drop-ins. Other sites were more sterile and business-like. Some had entrances that
were hard to find, or which were locked and required that visitors be buzzed in from offices
located on a higher floor, making them less accessible. When we made our site visits we often
saw clients hanging around the places that offered a more youth-friendly environment. In some of
the more business-like places, we never saw clients come by. At one time a site was located in a
church where the nuns were terrified by the clients, who were primarily members of a local street
gang, and there was absolutely no incentive for them to come on the premises. Churches were not
necessarily bad host agency locations, but the comfort level of the clients had much to do with
the attitude of churches’ congregations and pastors.

One host agency was situated in a large building in which many questionable activities
were also taking place. Because the CeaseFire program was housed in the same building, these
activities risked being attributed to them. The staff talked to the building manager about dealing
with the problem, hoping to shut down activities that were giving them a bad reputation. The
building manager was responsive, and the problems quickly diminished.

Competing Agendas. A difficulty with the host agency model for delivering a program
with a clearly articulated strategy was that active and experienced local organizations almost
inevitably had their own agendas and interests, and their own programs. At one site, CPVP
partnered with a host agency that provided teens with a place to come and socialize in a highly
supervised after-school setting. Participating youths were required to participate in volunteer
activities within the community, but in addition were constantly encouraged to join the
organization’s church. Because of the time and resources devoted to this ongoing initiative, very
little effort was devoted to the highest-risk young people in the area, including those not in
school, not interested in becoming associated with a church, and with no interest in participating
in volunteer activities. The outreach staff found themselves assigned to this after-school facility,
as opposed to canvassing the streets and recruiting high-risk clients. While the host agency’s own
program had merit, it was in conflict with CeaseFire’s agenda.

Host agencies also sometimes simply did not agree with aspects of CeaseFire’s program
model. At another agency the director had a great deal of difficulty with the amount of time and
effort that was supposed to go into the task of distributing printed public education material. The
distribution of such materials was an integral part of the public-health oriented model at CPVP,
and they monitored its execution. Instead, this executive director wanted just to focus on building
personal relationships with neighborhood youths. As we observed elsewhere, when local
priorities came in conflict with the program model, the former more frequently won out.

Technical Assistance or Central Management? As the program was conceived,
CPVP’s preferred role with the host agencies was that of providing technical assistance. In that
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role, CPVP would assist in site selection, help with program documentation, provide training,
hold regular meetings to assist with program implementation, and participate in securing future
funding. But in practice there was uncertainty about CPVP’s actual roles in relation to the local
sites. This was obvious among CPVP staff and at the host agencies. While serving in a technical
assistance role may be the ideal model, there were good reasons for CPVP to tailor their
relationship to each host agency individually. Our observations suggested a list of characteristics
of hosts that could benefit from a technical assistance role, as well as the characteristics of hosts
that could benefit from a central management role, especially in the early stages. As the host
agencies differed, there was not a “one size fits all” response in terms of program management.
The types of agencies that could benefit from CPVP acting in a technical assistance capacity had:

* an organization with existing leadership

* an organization with a strong infrastructure

« the ability to quickly mount the program utilizing current resources

« independent ties to local politicians who could leverage state funding

* services they could provide to clients

* well-developed community partners who could open doors that outsiders could not
» the respect of other local partners

* good relations with the police

The types of host agencies that could benefit from CPVP taking a central management role had:

» adversaries and turf where they were not welcome

+ a small organization with little administrative experience

* a bad relationship with the police, due to an incident or conflict with the administration

* an agenda that conflicted with CeaseFire’s program model

* policies that excluded populations that CeaseFire hired and served

+ a relationship with politicians who supported the host organization over CeaseFire,
which could keep failing sites open

During the evaluation period we saw a tightening of policies and procedures on the part
of CPVP that reflected the adoption of a more centralized management role. CPVP took a more
active role in regulating program activities and reviewing site records. CPVP staff made an
increasing number of site visits to ensure better program implementation, and new central office
positions were created to handle program implementation and documentation issues. Sites were
held more accountable to meeting standards regarding shooting responses, client caseload size,
and other program activities. CPVP also became more assertive about the hours that sites were to
be open, to parallel the hours when violent crime actually occurs. However, at the same time
many sites became more self-sufficient, and CPVP was able to hand many of the responsibilities
they previously bore. This included taking charge of organizing CeaseFire week, political
lobbying for program support, and handling day-to-day crises in program administration.

Other Management Issues. We observed other, often generic issues that hampered
program implementation. Many local CeaseFire staff were ex-felons and had their own history on

2-25



the street. This path had not allowed many of them to complete their education or gain
marketable skills. Many had never held a job that required compliance, structure, documentation
or accountability, and the host agencies were generally not prepared to take on the task of
training them. In response, CPVP instituted hiring panels to better screen candidates, and they
provided ongoing training and workshops to address these issues. Also, outreach workers often
found themselves with no career ladder within the CeaseFire program, because only a limited
number could become supervisors. This impacted salary and promotion opportunities for the
CeaseFire employees.

Another problem that was prevalent throughout the program was that site staff were often
fundamentally confused about lines of authority within the program. Each site operated
differently in terms of their lines of supervision. Some sites had strong violence prevention
coordinators, others had a strong outreach worker supervisors, and some relied on CPVP to
resolve problems as they arose. Additionally, our interviews revealed that many outreach staff
members did not understand the fundamentals of the CeaseFire model, and this had an impact on
program implementation. Even some CPVP headquarters staff did not agree that the program’s
official model was the correct way to approach community violence prevention. Instead, they felt
the root causes of violence — poverty, unemployment and delinquency — needed to be addressed
first. This disagreement surfaced in meetings and in personal interactions, and CPVP did not
speak with a united voice about their program’s theoretical underpinnings. Rather, their voice
was fragmented and often contradictory, leaving the sites to piece together a program as they
could.

An important consideration to some was that CeaseFire’s program theory did not seem to
take into account variation among communities. For example, we found that some sites were not
happy about organizing marches and vigils in response to shootings. A few were in the process of
gentrifying, and shooting responses were not appealing to new property owners. Shooting
responses, to them, signaled a problem and a threat to the value of their real estate. Residents of
other areas felt that shooting responses brought shame to their families and their neighborhood.
Shooting responses did not fit their expectations, and participation was slim in those
neighborhoods. Our research on community policing has documented that in Latino areas where
the primary spoken language is Spanish, the most effective mode of communication is relational
in nature. No amount of public education material, even if printed in Spanish, will be as effective
as one-on-one communication. Allowing individual communities the ability to tailor the
program’s model to their specific community needs would have been beneficial. Such local
variations should be important considerations when managing a program across diverse areas.

As noted earlier, CPVP on occasion took oversight responsibility for managing individual
sites. This occurred when no suitable host organization could be located in a high-need
neighborhood. These sites provided a bit of a test of the local host model of program delivery, for
we observed difficulties in this centralized management role. CPVP is located at the University
of Illinois at Chicago and did not have the community-level ties that were needed to develop
solid relationships with local partners. We saw this very clearly when we conducted our
community partner study in some areas that CPVP managed. There was poor program
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recognition among the potential local partners we contacted, and even weaker actual involvement
in the program. Many who were believed to be CeaseFire partners by the staff at those sites,
claimed that they had never heard of the program, or that they only knew of it by name and had
never had any interaction with the program. Clearly, coalition building took a back seat in these
areas due to a lack of local direction. But CeaseFire did directly provide services, and depended
upon local service providers. Due to the lack of local connections, it was difficult to develop a
solid and lasting referral base for clients in these areas. There was no replacement for not being
intimately connected to a community, or with managers being present at a site on a day-to-day
basis.
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