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Participation; Even in Monitoring
and Evaluation?
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1.0 Introduction 

Social and development programs often struggle to achieve genume transparency, 

multi-directional accountability, and sustainable outcomes. Participatory monitoring and 

evaluation (P-M&E) has emerged as a promising approach to address these challenges by 

actively involving community members , participants, and local stakeholders in assessing the 

progress of the project. This paper will assess if such inclusive engagement fosters transparency, 

accountability, and sustainability through the increased community ownership. 

A previous analysis of a street-crew (gang-) violence intervention initiative, Project 

Restore: Bedstuy (PRB), examined how its hybrid Needs- and Rights-based approach helped 

shift a marginalized neighborhood from a cycle of systemic harm toward a protective, 

self-sustaining cycle of positive community impacts. 1 That paper addressed the programmatic 

mechanisms for this shift trom cyclical harm to sustaining health . This included removing 

barriers (providing basic income), supplanting safety, and status needs via credible staff and 

trauma reconciliation, and expanding leaders' capacity and impact through institutional exposure 

and scaffolded community engagement. What it did not address, and what this paper also does 

not treat at length, is the status quo from which programs like PRB must operate. The 

communities served by PRB exist under conditions of persistent structural neglect: poverty, 

housing instability, gun violence, substance misuse, and over-policing that compound and 

reinforce one another, impacting generations.2 This has forced younger and younger 'youth' to 
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step into adult shoes with largely underdeveloped brains. 3 & 4 These factors do not exist in 

isolation; they interact in ways that are both cumulative and exponential, eroding the subsistence 

and resilience of communities that have been systematically denied investment. System contact 

itself acts as a 'threat multiplier' 5 for the very conditions that contribute to crime, leaving root 

causes-like the decades of red-lining, and or the inability to meaningfully access usual 

low-interest credit avenues-largely unaddressed. 6 PRB is not a solution to these problems. No 

community violence intervention, however well designed or even participatory, can, by itself, 

undo generations of disinvestment. What PRB can do, as argued in the previous paper and in the 

pages that follow, is more limited but still important (arguably more so in the interim specifically 

because of the reality of disinvestment): it can help restore the conditions under which trust, 

social cohesion, mutual accountability, and residents' capacity to act on their own behalf might 

reemerge. These communities require more than programs of interruption or repair. They require 

coordinated government efforts, like that of the G.I. Bill7, where low interest rates on mortgages 

and business loans, and stipends for college, allowed the (predominantly white) middle class to 

grow and expand. They need sustained economic and social investment in housing, employment, 

education, and public infrastructure at the federal and the state level. This means mayors, 

governors, and city and state councilmembers committing to funding and coordinating long-term 

plans, i.e., housing, employment, education, public infrastructure, whose returns will not arrive 

within a single term, or even a career. This reality is not a reason to withhold the investment; it is 
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perhaps one of the better indicators of meaningful social health and value, and what distinguishes 

governance from politics. 

Without that funding, the space initiatives like PRB create will almost inevitably collapse 

under the weight of the very abandonment they are asked to confront. The analysis that follows 

should be read with this constraint clearly in view. 

By centering traditionally marginalized groups in the evaluative process , the paper seeks 

to understand whether P-M&E builds mutual trust, promotes inclusion, and empowers local 

participants with greater decision-making and problem-solving agency. Such collaborative 

processes are believed to amplify intended results and to capture incidental and unexpected 

outcomes that might otherwise be overlooked. This paper argues that PRB's case demonstrates 

what the literature anticipates but rarely documents: that when participation is designed into 

M&E (not grafted onto it), it fosters multi-directional accountability, sustained empowerment, 

and systemic change that outlasts the program itself. P-M&E is not supplementary to Rights 

realization; it is a primary mechanism through which Rights realization sustains. 

2.0 Literature Review 

The existing literature establishes why participation matters and what it can provide. 

What it does less often is document, in granular terms, how it functions within M&E specifically, 

and what happens when it does. Together, these dimensions shape the outputs, outcomes, and 

impacts. Much of the literature notes that technical results alone are not enough-the processes 

by which results are achieved determine whether improvements 'stick' and Rights are realized.8 
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Participatory approaches are emphasized as a catalyst for deeper change, helping shift power 

dynamics and generate ripple effects beyond immediate project scope. This review synthesizes 

insights from recent studies on how M&E, transparency, accountability, and especially 

participation, can contribute to-or hinder-the direct and indirect realization of Rights, 

multi-directional accountability ( downward, lateral, upward), and the sustainability of outcomes. 

It also identifies gaps where such approaches remain superficial or absent. 

2.1 Accountability, Learnin2, and Transparency 

M&E systems are intended to track progress and inform decisions, but their orientation 

greatly affects outcomes. Evaluations often have a "dual purpose" of upward accountability and 

learning,9 but these purposes often conflict. NGO 10 accountability skews heavily upward to 

donors, while downward accountability mechanisms "remain comparatively underdeveloped." 11 

Funders use evaluation "more as a control and justification mechanism ... than as a tool for 

learning," 12 emphasizing short-term outputs over processes needed for long-term change.'3 

Ebrahim notes that the audience of disclosed information determines accountability direction, 

"upward to donors, downward to clients and communities, or internally," and that increasingly 

reporting to donors has "limited use for enhancing downward accountability" if communities 

cannot access or act on the information. 14 Locally driven monitoring achieves greater legitimacy 

and strengthens downward accountability precisely because it places evaluative authority closer 

to the people affected. Genuine learning requires trust and candid reflection , which is difficult 

when evaluations become high-stakes judgments . 15 Integrating participatory and 
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learning-oriented approaches ensures interventions lead to meaningful change, not just checked 

boxes. 16 

2.2 Ripple Effect of Participation 

Participation is pivotal for transformative outcomes, meaning those affected by programs 

have genuine decision-making power. Ebrahim outlines participation from sharing information 

and consulting communities (first-tier participation), involving communities in project activities 

or contributions (second-tier), negotiating power with communities or giving them veto authority 

(third-tier), up to initiatives led entirely by people themselves (fourth-tier) 17 Often, NGOs stay at 

lower tiers or levels-community meetings or labor contributions-that vest "very little 

decision-making authority" locally, becoming mere "feel-good exercises" without altering power 

dynamics or accountability. Na jam terms this a "sham of participation," translating into a "sham 

of accountability". 18 Higher-level participation (third- and fourth-tier) empowers communities to 

shape interventions and ensure accountability, fostering resilient outcomes that address root 

causes. 

Participatory approaches create ripple effects extending beyond immediate project 

metrics. Merry and Levitt describe how Voices of Women transforms domestic violence victims 

into advocates by supporting them to become advocates, which, in tum, fosters a "distinct 

process of politicization and transformation in consciousness". 19 Survivors gain skills and 

confidence, becoming authority figures who lobby for systemic change, thus sustaining the 

movement. This participation reframes local issues as Rights violations, influencing institutional 
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accountability.20 Similarly, White and Pettit discuss participatory monitoring among marginalized 

Southern Indian communities, where villagers systematically recorded abuses using such tools as 

visual diaries.2 1 This empowered communities to recognize patterns, fostered Rights 

consciousness, and mobilized collective advocacy. Likewise, Participatory Poverty Assessments 

evolved from extractive tools into catalysts for enhancing local participation and voice, merging 

local knowledge with advocacy to shape policy directly. 22· 

Participation ensures sustainability and 'stickiness' of outcomes by embedding 

interventions in local contexts. Stremlau notes bottom-up approaches yield inclusive indicators 

and foster local ownership, making outcomes more likely to endure and expand.23 Communities 

who are meaningfully engaged sustain initiatives after external actors leave, thereby diversifying 

accountability relationships and promoting resilience and setting precedent for long-term 

Rights-centered missions.24 

2.3 Power Dynamics and Ri~hts 

Crucially, much of the literature stresses that realizing Rights requires shifting power 

relations, making participation indispensable. Snyder argues historically, "power leads, rights 

follow"- Rights advance when the social power of Rights-holders increases, not merely from 

top-down proclamations. 25 People must organize and build influence so claiming Rights becomes 

feasible and enforceable. Rights initiatives succeed when they "serve the interests of the 
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majority" and are supported by institutions capable of implementation.26 Snyder advocates a 

"mutually supportive tripod" of elite advocacy organizations (upward accountability), mass 

social movements (downward accountability), and progressive political parties (lateral 

accountability) .27 Without any one component, Rights gains become fragile. In women's Rights, 

local NGOs have "vemacularized" global norms, translating them into familiar local practices, 

reducing resistance and making Rights actionable.28 However, embedding participatory practices 

remains challenging due to persistent power asymmetries and reluctance among donors and 

governments to cede ( evaluation) power to communities. Sustained participation, however, can 

foster responsive institutions and a lasting culture of accountability and Rights.29 

2,4 Literature Review Conclusion 

The literature is consistent: where participation is absent or superficial, interventions may 

produce temporary improvements that fade once external pressure is removed. Where it is 

present, outcomes are more likely to endure, expand, and generate effects beyond initial targets.30 

As Gasper suggests, Rights-based accountability, attention to basic Needs, and genuine local 

participation are most effective in alliance.31 Programs, in fact, do not achieve anything 

themselves. It is the people interacting with the program who develop the agency to transform 

their own conditions. PRB 's design put these principles into practice. The analysis that follows 

examines how. 
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A Note On Positionality 

I am a white man from an economically privileged background in New York City. I am 

not from the communities PRB serves, nor have I experienced the systemic harms of 

incarceration, over-policing, housing insecurity, economic exclusion that shaped participants ' 

lives. In fact, I have materially benefited from many of the very structures and arrangements that 

have rendered such harms unevenly distributed in the first place. My position is not outside these 

conditions, but implicated in them. No positionality is neutral. It carries histories, permissions, 

protections, and limits that shape what one can see, how one is received, and what remains 

difficult to know. 

My involvement came through my role at the Center for Justice, where I contributed to 

PRB 's evaluation and operations and attended programming in Bedstuy 6 days a week 

throughout the initiative. The participatory methodology described in this paper was not a 

mitigation of any outsider status; it was the design. Participants determined the evaluation 

questions and how they were asked, not as consultants to a framework built by the institutions of 

the stakeholder team, but as authors of the evaluative process. 

A paper on participatory processes, written by someone outside the community it 

describes and published under a single author's name, carries a tension that should be named. 

But in this case, even the category of single authorship is unstable. My name appears on the 

paper, but the work itself is fundamentally collaborative, shaped through relationships, dialogue, 

and forms of collective labor that exceed any one person's claim. But there are two tensions, not 

one. Taiwo warns against a politics of deference that asks those who have borne the weight of 

systemic harm to also shoulder the labor of narrating and advocating for its remedy; it "asks the 
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traumatized to shoulder burdens alone that we ought to share collectively. "12 And Meyerson and 

Scully's work on tempered radicalism suggests that those who hold insider status within 

dominant institutions carry a corresponding obligation to leverage that access as a tool for 

change.33 My position is not neutral, but it is not solely a limitation. It is also, potentially, a point 

of access: this paper may reach institutional audiences and policy spaces that would not 

otherwise engage with the findings it reports. Interpretive authority here rests with me as the 

author. 

The interviews drawn on here were conducted with individuals I worked alongside during 

PRB 's implementation. That relational context enabled a candor and depth not typically available 

to an outside researcher; it also means the data was generated within existing professional 

relationships where power dynamics were present. Jason Bostic's contributions as an interviewee 

and as an intellect11al collaborator whose understanding of PRB 's participatory mechanism 

directly shaped the analytical direction of this work exceed what citation captures. Future 

iterations should explore co-authorship models that more accurately reflect the distribution of 

intellectual labor in participatory research. 

3.0 Methodoloi;:y 

This paper builds on a previous analysis of Project Restore Bedstuy (PRB), which 

illustrated how its hybrid Needs- and Rights-based approach pushed the transition of the 

marginalized community from a cycle of systemic harm toward a protective, self-sustaining 

cycle of positive community impacts. 34 This paper's research focuses specifically on examining 
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how P-M&E systems- designed and implemented collaboratively with participants an foster 

transparency and multi-directional accountability, seeding broader impacts that endure beyond 

the intervention itself. 

Primary data for this analysis includes the comprehensive PRB Evaluation Report35 and 

additional PRB program documentation and articles36, which discusses how partidpant and 

community input was integrated into continuous evaluation and iterative program improvement. 

This literature shows how using the participatory process influenced the direction and the 

implementation of the program via aspects like the participant-identified measures, feedback 

loops, and evaluative criteria. 

Supplementing this documentation are interviews conducted with Geraldine Downey, 

Ph.D., a central architect of PRB, and Jason Bostic, a PRB graduate turned scholar, advocate, 

and program facilitator. The interviews were not merely retroreflective accounts; they were a 

partic ipatory methodological choice; lessons gleaned during the program informed adjustments 

in real time; programmatic decisions changed in response to mid-point interviews, mon]toring 

quantitative data, and conversations case managers and mentors had with participants. These 

rooted, nimble responses deepened the interview questions and gave senior staff insights to guide 

participants. This mixed qualitative approach clarifies how PRB 's P-M&E process supported 

sustained accountability and transparency. 
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4.0 Data and Analysis 

4.1 Community-Led Desii:n within an 'Ecolo2y of Support' 

Project Restore Bed-Stuy (PRB) was conceived and operated as a community-led 

initiative, but one uniquely sustained by high-level institutional support and backing. I describe 

this model as "third-tier-plus" partic]patory, extending Ebrahim 's model to name a form of 

participation that remains community -led while atso being materially reinforced by institutional 

power. The "plus" identifies ceding of government and institutional authority to community 

actors, as well as meaningful investment and support they provide for what is identified as 

needed by community members and participants. The program was co-designed by 

justice -impacted community members alongside public officials at Columbia University's Center 

for Justice (CfJ).37 Participation was voluntary, reinforcing genuine buy-in rather than 

court-mandated compliance. 3& Critically, PRE reversed conventional power dynamics. Although 

agencies such as the Mayor's Office of Criminal Justice (MOCJ), the Brooklyn District 

Attorney's Office (KCDA), and the NYPD were involved, their roles were carefully restricted to 

supportive functions, almost as silent partners rather than visib le directors of the work. Law 

enforcement helped identify eligible youth and participated in community events as part of an 

effort to build trust, but only under strict limits: no surveillance, no information gathering, and no 

actions that would erode the protected space PRE worked to sustain.39 Program staff never 

shared participant information with police unless a young person asked, ensuring that 

"leadership, direction, and vision" remained rooted in the commun]ty.40 This balance of 

community primacy and institution "buy-in" created what was termed an "Ecology of Support , " 
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in which multiple stakeholders worked in tandem to support the youth . This coalition included4 1 

a local nonprofit managing day-to-day engagement, a trauma-focused CBO running healing 

circles, a civic and youth engagement team leading Life Skills workshops, the university 

providing M&E research support, and KCDA leveraging a dedicated $2.4 million budget42 from 

MOCJ and prosecutorial discretion to assist participants, including intervening to secure housing 

or expedite legal resolutions when urgent safety Needs arose.43 . Coppola and Danie]s describe 

this kind of multi-level architecture as an "ecological network;" a web of support ive services and 

institutions characterized by engagement among state authorities , communities, and individuals 

entangled in the lega] system. Within this framing, programs function as what they term a 

1'two-way street": they transform the lives of individuals and their communities, but they also 

reshape how the state engages with those it serves. Harm, in this model, is addressed collectively , 

and justice is pursued through collaboration rather than imposed unilaterally. 44 

4.2 Lived Experience and Credible Messengers as Staff 

The majority of PRB's staff were themselves formerly incarcerated or justice -involved15 

and deeply rooted in Brooklyn neighborhoods. This deliberate hiring of "credible messengers" 

created near-immediate trust and cultural resonance. Participants saw mentors and case managers 

as people who "have succes:;,fully navigated similar challenges "46 and could offer authentic, 

useful guidance .47 The shared background fostered psycho logical safety- participants felt 
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understood rather than judged - and facilitated honest communication about trauma, crime, and 

distrust of authorit ies. Mentors leveraged their credibility to keep the young men involved even 

through setbacks.48 Additionally, staff could adeptly navigate institutions on participants' behalf 

(e.g., obtain IDs or help resolve court fines) because they had personally overcome similar 

bureaucratic barriers. This exemplified third-tier-plus partidpation by positioning 

system-impacted individuals not as consultants but as decision-makers and service providers. 

The result was a relational dynamic, reinforcing trust and open-mindedness toward change.49 

This dynamic is consistent with what desistance research identifies as a strength-based approach 

to change, in which positive social interactions reduce feelings of estrangement and prompt 

individuals to reframe their narrative identity- to see themselves as contributors to both their 

own well-being and that of others. Identity transformation studies within this literature examine 

how individuals in conflict with the law reshape their self- and public images through social 

interactions in new prosocial roles, and highlight that making individuals' productive 

accomplishments visible to the broader community is a specific strategy for facihtating this 

transformation. 50 

4.3 Participatory Monitoring & Evaluation for Transparency and Accountability 

PRE embedded participation in its design and delivery, as well as in its M&E processes. 

Program youth were not passive research subjects- they played active roles as evaluators, 

defining success criteria and tracking progress. Early on, participants themselves helped 

formulate the key evaluation question : "What do you want to say about this programs 

impact? "51 They brainstormed the outcomes that mattered to them- from personal growth to 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1IdkdcZkvOq5KN8KWXpnjyrln1rVOO3Km/view?usp=sharing
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community safety- and these perspectives shaped the metl'ics CtJ collected. This P-M&E 

yielded several benefits. First, it created transparency. Eve:ryone involved knew what was being 

measured and why. othing was hidden from participants: the evaluation wasn't a prescriptive 

test imposed by outsiders but an elicitive story they co-authored. 52 Downey observed that as the 

young men "started to come up with the questions" and data to assess PRB, it "pushed them to 

think of it as their program rather than one imposed from outside. "53 The youth assumed a sense 

of ownership for demonstrating results- " they have to show that it can work " in their eyes. 54 

This fostered upward accountability, as participants strove to prove to authorities that the 

intervention was effective; holding themselves accountable to the program 's goals. Coppofa and 

Daniels term this dynamic ''relational accountability'': the shared and interconnected 

responsibilities that different stakeholders hold in reducing harm and promoting systemic 

change. Unlike traditional individualistic models of accountability, relational accountability 

seeks to address harm through the lens of interpersonal relationsh ips, community dynamics, and 

state-citizen interactions. It also expands responsibility for hann beyond individuals and 

communities by recognizing the state's role in producing and perpetuating the conditions that 

ultimately lead to such harm .55 Second, the open flow of information created downward 

accountability : community members and participants could see that institutional partners were 

honoring their commitments. I.e., participants requested a meeting with the NYPD , and program 

leadership made it happen. 56 This responsi eness signaled respect and accountability to the 

participants' Needs and ideas. Furthermore, PRB's collaborative structure generated lateral 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1IdkdcZkvOq5KN8KWXpnjyrln1rVOO3Km/view?usp=sharing
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accountability among all stakeholders. The combination meant that PRB would not fall :into the 

bucket that Najam noted as "sham accountabiHty."57 The evaluation team itself had a mix of 

backgrounds: academic-tenured & doctoral, and private/corporate-sector researchers; 

humanitarian workers; and formerly :incarcerated individuals- a configuration that kept the 

analysis grounded and multi-perspectival. 58 Throughout implementation, weekly meetings 

brought together program staff: partners, and youth representatives to review progress data (e.g., 

attendance, conflicts mediated) and to troubleshoot issues fo real time.59 These meetings were 

also used to assess meaningful progress. It was here where the team could identify, highlight, and 

decide to celebrate particular progress or improvements. Many of the positive milestones were 

identified from these meetings. This meant govemment, institutions, service providers, and 

community members were continual!y answerable to each other, adjusting strategies 

collaboratively. The P-M&E process also explicifly empowered the youth with new skills. One 

PRB graduate, who now works at CtJ, Jason B., described how helping with PRB's evaluation 

(conducting interviews, analyzing outcomes) improved his critical thinking and even gave him a 

leg up in college courses: "A lot of stuff that I did at [CJJJ made me more equipped than a 

regular college student... I'm doing [evaluation) while I'm in school. "61J He learned to formulate 

problems, analyze data, and present findings, which he then applied in academic projects. 61 This 

is an instance of what Coppola and Daniels call "epistemic inclusion": the recognition of 

historically marginalized individuals as credible experts and valuable knowledge producers. By 

treating lived experience as a critical source of knowledge for addressing the social and 

community challenges that contribute to criminalization and legal-system involvement, 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1IdkdcZkvOq5KN8KWXpnjyrln1rVOO3Km/view?usp=sharing
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collaborative justice corrects epistemic imbalances between people on different sides of the law, 

ensuring that experiential knowledge meaningfully informs policies and practices. 62 This 

capacity-building is a form of empowerment rarely seen in conventional programs. By engaging 

in evaluation, participants transitioned into roles of researchers and advocates; able to articulate 

community Needs as well as program impacts to audiences beyond their immediate circles. In 

the long run, this cultivates local expertise to sustain change. In fact, after PRB 's formal end, 

alumni continued gathering data on neighborhood safety and mediating confhcts, positing 

insights to local officials- a legacy of multi-directional accountability and transparency that 

PRB instilled. This was also in concert with participants continuing their Public Safety Working 

Group advocacy, facilitation , and mediation- work on the ground that kept them informed as 

they floated between street-level realities and government and institutional spaces, leveraging 

their richly informed knowledge-of both street dynamics and M&E metrics, outcomes, and 

impacts- to challenge government personnel, many of whom they were now intimately 

connected with, for systemic reform and more sustainable funding streams. Since then, several 

other NYC borough DAs have expressed significant interest in utilizing the model in their 

districts to address similar retaliatory cycles of youth violence. 

4.4 Empowerment and Rii:hts Real.ization 

The participatory structure of PRB was not an end in itself; it was a vessel for substantive 

individual and collective empowerment. One immediate outcome was the fulfillment of concrete 

Needs as Rights. Rather than viewing the young men as clients receiving aid, PRB treated them 

as "citizens with denied Rights" whose basic entitlements had long been unmet.63 For example, 

obtaining legal identification was framed as realizing their Right to Recognition Before the Law, 
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and securing housing or income as fulfilling their Right to an Adequate Standard of Living. 64 

Geraldine Downey emphasized that PRB was "a Rights-based program , with the Rights being 

re_fiected in Needs ... you have a Right to basic Food and Shelter ... to the IDs needed to 

work ... removing obstacles to your Civic Participation. "65 By June 2023, all 30 participants had 

government IDs, financial accounts, and stable documentation - tangible restorations of 

Personhood and Economic Inclusion.66 These outputs translated into broader outcomes : nearly all 

secured stable housing or income streams , and many re-enrolled in school or gained 

employment, exercising Rights to Education and Work.67 Such gains were reinforced by the 

participatory ethos- because the youth actively shaped their goals, they were more committed to 

achieving them (for instance, setting and pursuing personal 5-year plans with case managers , 

which would subsequently guide the guest speakers or workshops who were invited to sessions in 

support of their stated goals). 68 The participatory model a]so cultivated collective empowerment 

and Rights-realization at the community level. In the latter half of the program, PRB youth 

convened a Publk Safety Working Group (PSWG) composed of the participants- particularly 

leaders from both 'sides' - community members, and institutional stakeholders. This group, led 

by the youth, met regularly to address neighborhood safety challenges and mediate lingering 

conflicts. Through the PSWG, the young men stepped forward as community peacebui1ders- a 

striking role reversal from befog seen as "perpetrators." The group successfully "squash[ed] 

beefs" among the participant crews and even expanded to involve additional at-risk youth.69 

Members of the PSWG were gi en an 8-month paid internship with CfJ to continue their 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1IdkdcZkvOq5KN8KWXpnjyrln1rVOO3Km/view?usp=sharing


23

70

71

72

73

74

75

76

77

 Ibid. 
Coppola & Daniels, supra note [X], at [section III.A]. 
Downey et al., Project Restore Bed-Stuy: Evaluation Report, 26.
Ibid. 
Feldman, "From Unmet Needs, to Collective Rights Realization," 8.
Ibid., 6. 
Geraldine Downey, interview, transcript, April 2025, 1-2. 
Geraldine Downey, interview, transcript, April 2025, 2. 

community work.1° Coppola and Daniels argue that collaborative-justice programs can function 

as points of contact for individuals reintegrating into society; spaces to express their needs, 

access resources, and reclaim their roles within their communities. Crucially, under this model, 

individuals are not viewed as passive recipients of services or objects of surveillance but as 

active participants in reconstructing their social identity, increasing the likelihood of community 

reacceptance and successful reintegration. 71 As a result, even after the program's official end, the 

PSWG, which now includes 10 members, having risen to ~25 by the end of 2025, has committed 

to ending violence within their neighborhoods. 1-They deliver presentations to local schools and 

organizations on how community-led strategies can improve public safety,73 advocating PRB 's 

approach and holding public agencies accountable to support such strategies. This program 

evolution reflects what I referred to as the community's emerging "Right to Self-determination 

regarding public safety. "74 By empowering those most affected by violence to lead prevention. 

PRB advanced not only individual Rights (like Security of Person), but also the collective right 

of the Bedstuy community to live in peace and to have a say in how that peace is achieved. 75 The 

long-tenn empowerment is evident: participants transformed from marginalized youth to 

recognized stakeholders whose voices influence policy. The Brooklyn DA, for instance, began 

consulting PRB alumni on youth violence issues and publicly championing the program's model 

as a new paradigm for justice. 76 In fact, when a surge of shootings occurred after PRB 's pilot, the 

NYPD reached out to PRB graduates for help, rather than resorting to mass arrests, a sign of role 

reversal and downward accountability to the community's methods.77 With funding streams 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1IdkdcZkvOq5KN8KWXpnjyrln1rVOO3Km/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1IdkdcZkvOq5KN8KWXpnjyrln1rVOO3Km/view?usp=sharing
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being cauterized, these kinds of mindset shifts risk being wasted if sustained investment does not 

follow. Ultimately, PRB's participatory structure improved the likelihood that impacts endure 

beyond the pilot 's end. 

4.5 Conditions for Transformation 

Underlying PRB 's success were certain psychosocial conditions intentionally cultivated 

through its participatory, community-rooted approach. Carol Dweck's framework on human 

motivation and self-coherence is instructive here: individuals can only truly embrace change 

when they experience a basic sense of safety, a feeling of belonging , and a belief in their own 

efficacy or control.78 PRB's program design aimed to foster all three. Psychological safety was 

established by creating an environment of trust and consistency. The youth knew that PRB was a 

"safe space for tramjormation "- information they shared stayed confidential, and neither staff 

nor policies/protocols would penalize them for setbacks. 79 This safety was reinforced by staff 

consistency and the absence of coercion (as mentioned , participation was voluntary, eliminating 

fear of punishment for non-compliance). One participant shared that prior to PRB, he never 

revealed his true self for fear of ridicule or surveillance, but in PRB's groups, he felt "able to 

express myself" without judgment. so That newfound sense of security enabled him to open up 

about personal interests and trauma, which was the first step toward growth. Belonging was 

nurtured through group-based activities and a culture of unconditional acceptance, buttressed by 

the "realness" of the staff, which meant that none of it was performative. PRB brought youth 

from rival crews into an inclusive space, and, via the PSWG, e entually, together to work toward 

common goals. This structure satisfies what Allport,s contact hypothesis identifies as the 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1IdkdcZkvOq5KN8KWXpnjyrln1rVOO3Km/view?usp=sharing
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conditions for successful intergroup contact: equal status among participants, common goals, 

cooperative (non-competiti ve) engagement, and i11stitutio11al support. Coppola and Daniels 

argue that by embracing these conditions, collaborative justice fosters mutual humanization by 

breaking down prejudice and social distance through close dialogue, cooperation, and 

institutional backing. This process enables individuals to transcend their assigned social roles 

and recognize each other as equal contributors to the collective good. st 

Jason B. recounted how engaging in Life Skins (LS) and healing circles allowed him to 

shed the tough fa9ade he wore on the streets and find kinship: posit ive behaviors that were 

"deemed not cool" in the neighborhood became sources of pride within the PRB group, and 

peers began "prais[ing} [ each other} for the positive things they did. "82 This affirmation was 

novel for some of the youth who were used to primarily negative attention. Finally, PRB 

promoted agency and control for the participants. Youth were engaged as decision-makers m 
their o\vn development plans and in program governance. They set personal goals (with social 

workers' help) and co-designed the steps to achieve them, rather than having goals handed down 

by funders via compu]sory programmatic /funding expectations. In community meetings, their 

ideas drove action- e.g., when participants suggested a session with police or a community 

basketball or cookout event- PRB staff worked to implement those ideas.83 This conveyed to the 

young men that they had real influence over their environment. Over time, this experience of 

contrnl translated into a greater internal sense of control: participants started seeing themselves 

as active agents of change rather than powerless victims. Downey observed a dramatic shift in 

mindset, from a fatalistic "it is what it is" attitude at intake to a more hopeful outlook where 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1IdkdcZkvOq5KN8KWXpnjyrln1rVOO3Km/view?usp=sharing
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youth felt "they could do more" with their lives . 84 Several even took on facilitation roks ( e.g. i 

co-leading LS or mediating peers ' disputes), further reinforc ing their sense of competence and 

leadership. Figure 1 iUustrates hmv these supportive conditions helped catalyze a transition frmn 

a Cyck of Hann to a Cycle of Growth and Rights Fulfilhnent 

Figure 185: PRB .'s third-lier-plus participatory model bridged the "C)icle of Unmet Needs 

& Harm ' (be/oi,v) - characterized by structural neglect , unsafe survival strntegies , and 

retaliatory violence, and the "qycle of Rights _. Rest oration & Protection" (right} m which basic 

Ne.eds are met, dit:ect Rights are realized, and empoi,vered youth sustain the communit_v sa/et_v 

they co-authored. PRB 's data undersc-0re that meaningfu] transformation reqmres more than 

services; it require s a context that addresses unmet , fundamenta l Needs. By coupling a 

community -Jedi participatory stmctu:re with high-level support , PRB helped participants foe] 

safoi value d, and in control , allowing them to rea lize Rights for themselves and their commun ity. 

fjgure #1: Transition from Cxcle of Harm to Cxcle or Protected Rights 
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86 PRB was co-founded by a formerly incarcerated community leader, a career prosecutor, and a tenured professor 
who had spent decades teaching in maximum-security prisons. Their shared conviction—that those most impacted
by injustice must be co-creators of solutions—shaped every aspect of the program's design. 

5.0 Conclusion 

PRB demonstrates that a deeply participatory design86- especially one built on 

P-M&E-can drive meaningful, scalable, and systemic change. From the outset, PRB 

implemented a "third-tier-plus" participation model that placed community leadership at its core 

while leveraging institutional support. In practice, this meant the program was co-designed and 

guided by those directly affected, even as partners such as the DA and Columbia provided 

resources and infrastructure. Participatory structures were at every level of PRB-from hiring 

staff from the community, to designing and altering programmatic parts, to interacting with 

funders-ensuring that leadership, direction, and vision remained community-centered. By 

combining grassroots insight with institutional buy-in, PRB created an "Ecology of Support" in 

which multiple stakeholders worked in tandem and community voices carried authority across 

decision-making tiers. 

A cornerstone of this approach was PRB 's P-M&E, which seeded multi-directional 

accountability and transparency throughout the program . Upward, downward, and lateral 

accountability mechanisms formed as everyone- from youth participants and neighborhood 

members to service providers and officials-were answerable to each other for 'success.' This 

transparency accelerated traditional outcomes: immediate Needs were met, and Rights realized 

more swiftly and credibly because participants themselves helped define and track these goals. 

At the same time, the inclusive M&E brought emergent impacts that were beyond initial targets. 

Local NYPD officers began reaching out to PRB graduates for help de-escalating conflicts rather 

than resorting to mass arrests, and participants co-created the Public Safety Working Group to 
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continue peacebuilding in their neighborhood. These unplanned outcomes show that authentic 

participation can amplify results while sparking spontaneous, systemic ripple effects. 

PRB's participatory approach was not symbolic; it was foundational to the program's 

effectiveness. The complexity it introduced in coordination of inclusive governance and 

feedback loops, building trust and adaptability that a top-down model could not, was worth it. 

Future research should examine the push-and-pull of community and what it means to have to 

name 'participation' for marginalized groups, but not for majority groups already receiving the 

nuanced support of institutions. This is not a hindrance to this work; it is a critical factor in 

long-term success. 

The case of PRB illustrates that participatory monitoring and evaluation, done 

authentically and comprehensively, is compulsory for lasting success. Participants as real 

partners in evaluation and implementation lead to genuine empowerment, which lays the 

groundwork for transformation, including structural transformation. Looking ahead, other 

development and justice initiatives would do well to adapt similar participatory frameworks as a 

strategy to undo marginalization and reduce reliance on reactive, ' after-the-fact' interventions. 

Ultimately, participation (democracy) is not an accessory to programming-it is infrastructure 

for justice. This aligns with the collaborative-justice framework's grounding in deliberative 

democracy; a form of governance that places people at the center of decision-making and 

provides them with a more direct route to participate in decisions that affect their lives. As 

Coppola and Daniels argue, incorporating diverse perspectives into policymaking fosters 

transparency and cultivates shared ownership of justice processes, empowering all stakeholders 

as agents of both legal and social change. 87 By treating community engagement as foundational 

infrastructure, future programs can build more just, resilient systems that uphold dignity and 

agency for all involved. 
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lligurc #2: Logistical Framework - Nl.-cds to Rights to Fortified Reta inment 

J.npul·f Ourpuo 
Unmel Need, PRB NBA Activitie~ &,icJ Urgent Need, Mer 

Sufci) ' fn1111 lni lial t:ngag..:mnl ! lmmoo.iate physici.11 si.tfoly ~ 
violeuce (livi11g in \\Ahivcrs of, ,iok::ncc; !safo cnvirowncr1t 
fear, uwatC) K.;.x.l)Uig lhun Bu::.) and l 

uff thc .sln.--ct; ! 
Pro,•i<ling Sate Spaces i 
Meutorihip & Caliie l 
Mnnagcmcn t j 

Judice"""' lc1,.tul KCDA t:ollahnralion'. \cgal protc:ction: l.C)ward 
n:rolulion l)jH:r.s:iouof~~~for !rcsok.:.xl ~ummts/i.;i1sc:s: 
(, uurd n ls, Tisk ur dw.nce lo tah: la \·oid ing incanxn.tli un 
imprisowucnt) odvantagcofPRD ! 

! 
l!.du rntion & johs Saluried Employmc:111.; ! loco,ne stability; 
{Jru~ ut.s: Iuh .. m:sl1ips-. !EcJu..:utiou ._,,1g~11k.!nt 
unemp loyOO) St.n1clun .:: & Ro uli1k::; !Emplo ymai l 

GED .suppo11 j 
Life Skills i.~ j 
lnrc rn ship ~ & Ba!ioic i 
Incom e j 

Menta l HL~ulth Hi::.tli.ng cin:ll..':s: lmw11..1 !Emot.iunal lu,:uling. 
( i.rnumu, 
dysrcgulation) 

coun~lmg lTrusL..xl rdal iuns hips 
Mentoring, Life Skill~. ! 
& In.side Circle : 

Belonging & , ·oicc- Non-judgm1::11Lal sU1IT: Slatus ~ cllnfidt."O.ci::, ug1::ncy, 
(st igmatiz,;J , participatory <lcsi~ and voice: Self-cobeffnce 
\ 10icdcss youth) c011s.isccucy irresµa::liv\.! 

of pruticipoms· initial 
c:ug"!lcmcnr or 'success.' 

Citat ion Ke) ·: 

UDHR: Universal Declarntion ofl -Junrnn Rights ( 1948) 

JCCP.R : lntcmational Covenant on Civil and Political Rights ( 1966) 

IC[ SCR: lnt1,,'Tl1ational Co,·cnant on 1,:conomic, Social and Culmrnl 
Rights (1966) 

Tr.an.,laLioo 
Lu 

Immediate 
Righr, 

Oul Wmb 
Direct Righi, Realized Inputs 

PR8 RDA Acthiti e'i 

Ou1wmr1 
lndlr« r Righi\ RealiJed 

(Implicit) 
lnpuu 

PR8 RHA Acthit ies 
lmpact 

Colleun·e Rigbh Realized 

lm1,uct & ln1•u1 
PRB RBA Participant/ 
Youth-Led Acthities 

Su•t1tned Impact 
ProteUing P~it h·e Cycles (Explicit) 

.SL.-curitv ofpcnu n ; Life 
i(fu.-x:<lo;n frolll violo\Cc; no 
jincan.:i;.,;:ttionJ 

.l' rruibiliLv esta bl ish~ \'iu l l\tcnllll m :11-bcin~ (frt!Wom from 1(PSWG): Supjxlrt or di\ 't."r.it! \Public :!iufch'/pt.-ucL· !On gui n i,.: cuntl icf mediation ; !O n~oing pcucL· rn1>ucity (PSWCi-
!rdinbk, c~a11l)g imcnh.:.tiou.s, \foar, trnulllB. ltcalin~}. !group; ri\'al h.~dJS,crcdibk kcommtn1ity.1itt of viok·ucc, !P!-,,'WG susulinell: Continuation !wcdiati.:ng contlicts, violcr1cc-frcc 

j(UDHR Art. 3; 
jlCCPR Art 6, 9) 

Due 1>ro1.:css & lihcrty (foir 
I.mils~ di\1cnsiou frow p1ison) 
(IID HR Art. 9- 11; 
ICCPR Art 9, 14) 

!utiliziug tru:st,:d.commuuity !Fam_ily n:_un_iricutiun (rcstoro:1 jstaff._& Partucrs to. :stnttcgizt !i.:0U1.-cti,•<: SC1;urit)) ]11ucJ ~istit11tiouo1~izotio11 of . !.:..1.1viiomucm suµµons fotun; 
jms.:ulors Lo 1mxbatc jn:lall unsl~J j:m::;lamt.'U comwwu ly sull}". j{ODHR Ar t. 3, it:lmOu,:.t-re::rul11LJon nu.x:l.w1U;SJUs lu jSi.lfdy) 
inucrpcrsonnl conllicts. i(ICESCR Ari. 12; i ilCCPR Art. 9) iproscrvc l011,1>,-tcnn pc,ocruid i 
!Deepened Me.ntori.ng and jJCCPR Art. 23) j l ]sot:ry. 1 
! Inside CiKlc- guidance j j ! : ! 
!cuse m:mtiger ~uptx)rt resol \•ing !cMc purdr ir,atl1,n (engtiging \\ ith iAJ'ls: Ftil'.llitaLing partner..hips !cummu nicy j lnstlrn1iun11lizutlon of PRB ! Institu tiona l rcfom 1 (sh ill s in 
jl..,.ll,a1 iss ues ; ck:urin1:: burricns lo juuthorilics: voice in couuuuu.ily). l \\'ilh kt\\ 1,,1Uorccm1,,1,t. j~clr•tlel~rminaliun jmudcl: R1,,'plicmiou aud jDAl}.:fPD ~1ppr0och, PRB mo&.:l 
jcl,1 ic trust & cngag ... -mnl j FamilJ' unitJ (p rc ~ :nl faL11t:n./ jcom m unity organiz ations.. muJ j(pwticipalUf) ;u slic~ ji:lnbci.J<li.ng o rPRB 's jrnplicallon ~ tsuring n~s- basctl 
[Case Management & Partner !sons) ln.-:sidaus for rcstomtivcjustii:c icollcctivc agency inso tct1') icoU11nw1ity-ccmric, divcrsion• !support) 
1Ecologyof Support aclivadon i(JCCPR Arr. 23; iATu \\ll<:ro •wropriMc, 1(JCESCR Arr. 1: itoc\lsO<I app.-ooch \\ilhin local ! 

: i j lCRSCR Art. 10) l jlCC PR An . I , 2~) jjtLc;ticeandcivic~rnch1res. i 
j m ght to L'ducation ({iEJ), !Perso1,ul and profe:.sion al ! Econo mic s ta bility (income , jParticipanl<: urged Lo act as !co mmuni ty dc, ·c lop mcnt : E.mpln)c r & sc h ool !Po~iti\ 'C economic cyck- (red uc:~ 
!:school \.."lUulhm:ul) (UDHR hm .. ·ntoriu~; 2nJ ruw1J u[ i:s.nings, bctl'-'r hou.sing): ipo:sitin: 1ulc moi.L.:l:i: to bi.: tin.: i(km ..:r pov ... Tty &. 1,riuu.i~ l11urLncnhip.'i: Estuhli:shing lusliu~ i!X)vcrty, more invcslm\!n\ uuJ 
)Art 26 ; ICESCR Art. 13)~ !UJtun::;hipi., foc uSt.'O on C<.Ul:!t!'[ jHL-ullh (l..:ss Mri::ss~ routine f. inc .d gtln. or cnxllblti lt!Jdt:ni \ 't.luc:..1Lal worl.Jorc c:); \ollubornllon:s \ul h t!lnplop:n• <1nd joppurtuml u:.-::. funo ulh, modd 
jRight to work (jobs, jpad1~ bu.ildiug coufidcui;~ !Family supJ>Ort (ability to pro,•idi:.)ltoward bro.1dcrconununity \Rig.hi to de,·elopmeut (social jcducfltional iusti.ru.rions to sustain lscalOO 111 othcr~is) 
ji.m~u.ships) (UDIIR Ar t 23; jcmploymcut r~d iucss, & j(UDJIR ArL 25; iPI'og.rcss. jprogr~ through youth jccouomic swbilit)' aud j 
j lCF.SC R Art. 6) jperso nal grnwth. ! ICRSCR Art. I I, 12) j jempowe m,ent) joppommitic~ for yom h . ! 
j \lot~m~hlph~ .Ba.sic l_ncoo.1~ j j \OCESCR Art. I) ! j 
i lmpnn L•J ps~-rbulo-,4ic11I !R..:lutubl~. uppli(;ltble guill.w1cl.! !Pusilil l~ ide nt ity; cmotiunul iTrnllting um! e1.11powL--ring \Cullcl'lh•c ht:11linJ.:; n:d uccd ]Community •~ lur.,ti\ ·c pructkcs !Tr:tumu-infunnLJ communit y 
!nell -bci ng; !on anolio1m1 mmwgi::mi::nl and i n..,:.ulutiun lvu uth lo tni::d)ul1:: connii.;(s 1, ·iuk:ncc i cun t inu cd: Embo.kling R.$(ornlin:·, !culiurc 
!Renen·ed ~ense of dignity !ctccision-rnaking. from mcmors. ! !~ong& peers, to directly ! !tmuwa•infonncd apprnachcs ! 
j jE :cp)lndtJ :Mrnloring & Li ft i jrcducc i:01runu11i~·-k\lcl 1 witlii11 COlli.U.1l1liity rstruct\a:cs &k.l i 
j jSkills Facilitation as well a~ j jviolcncc. jpmcticcs. j 
· !.Rxc:n·ati\'C lmid e Circle work ! l · ! 

! ! ! ! 
\Purth:i put ion (youth m jc ommunity & Puhlic :.-pc:1.tking. jAi cncJ· & idi.:n1ity (self -worth; jcommunity Conn:rsali,ms: jcu llcd i\'L' cm1wwcnni.:nt :Onj.tuini,: youth in,o lvcmcnt in jsu~tainctl c i, ·k cn~ugcmcnt 
lprogram design, say Ill public ICulti\•ating leadership skills and l''right to have rights" mind.set)~ iDc,·cloping interactions l(i.nclusi\'C i;?Ovcruanc,:., youth l civic lire: Eusnring sustained i(youth lcackrs/lllcntora rcw..1i.11 
jaffairs) (UDHR ArL 21; jtunplit)~ youth ,•oicc:s, jCulluritl connecl.ion (rcjoiui11g jbct\\C,.,u }Outh. couunwtit) js1X11 ,ts co11111u11rit~ itSscl~i, ]cn_gagCJ.n ... 'lll of youth iu !1.ctiv.:, couuuuiril) mouitorS its 
JICC PR Arl 25) ; 1c11nblit1[t acti\·c 1Xlnicipmion in jcommw1ity/family lite) ; jlcndcrs, andjn .~ticc system ro jSocial cohesion (renewed jcomnnu1ity leadership, jncodsJ, 
j.Dignity (respect, agcucy jconw.nmi.ty dialogues. !Mental health (trawna addressed) !promote i11clus1vc governance. [social contract) jgovctuaJlCC. and do:isiotMnaking ! Local ownership (rig.Ins practices 
ircsrorod) (UDIIR Art I) 1Partldpa111-l<d Community \(UDIIR Art 22, lCESCR Art. 15) \(JA pa,ticipmion) j(ICESCR Arr. 1: \processes, croating lasring \embedded ill culture, ensuring 
i iCo"' ·cn :1tinns and Lc111Jinj!; i i iUOHR An . 27) ]t:m(X)Wennenl and accountahility. ilong-lenn !-Upport for basic needs) 
j j Ute Sl.:ill .'i scs~inn~ ! j · ! 

Description: 
This table ouLlin~s lhc progrus.-sion from Umnet Busii.: Ne~s of higlM'isk yOL1d1 through specific Project Rttslo~ B ... -".lstuy (PRB) inlet\'c:Jltions, too~ n.-:alilt1tio11 of ln<livi<luul wl<l Colk"\:liv~ Human Rights. umJ fumll), to the ~xJX,.acle<l 
eSUJblis hmt:nL of sdf-n;infmcing Cycles of Com m unit y Stahihl) and Wdl-he ing E<.1ch nm : repr-~nts u lhemutic domain--sa fd~·. j ustice , ed ucation , mental health , rnxl social indusiun--<lenmnslrnting l'RH's hol is1it:, righls-o riCJ1lcd 
oµprood1 (RBA) activatOO by ru1 initial uco.ls-be.scJ approach (NBA). KC) lnumiu rights fraw.cworks rcfcrcnccd mcludc the Universal D:clanuion of Hmnan Rig.hts (UDJ.ffi). the hucm..,tional Covenant on Ci,ril aud Political Rig.hrs 
(ICCPR), anJ lhc Iutcrnational Cov1.1u111t ou Economic, Socittl iw.d Cultuntl Rights tICESCR). This shucwrcd progI\.-ssion maps out how 1tddn:ssi.ng, iuun.;.·diatc vni.,,;tienl needs dir«:,tl) with sustaiilll.-·d. int(.'Utionul ,1igagt1Jk.'l1l can :rnpµort 
individu.11 rights fitlfillment, indirectly fosters broader pcrsonnl right"I nnd community coherence, and nlt.immcly, cnn insiihlt.ionn.li7..c prorccrivc factors, J)(acticcs,. ond policies thnt cnn snstain long•tcnn community rcsilK'ncc nnd security. 
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Figure #3: Right s Identified - Direct , Explicit , Indirect, and Imulicit 
ExR licit Rights PRJJ Directl) ' Fulfills 
PR u ·s core serv ices co rrespo nd clea rly to certa in fund amen tal rig hts. These rights were direct1y and 
deliberately adva nced by PRB 's program design (even if PRB did not label them as such): 

Right 

Right to l.ife , Liherty and 
St.~urily of Person 
UOliR. Art. 3: ICCPR, 
Art. 6& 9 

Righi lo Educ.ation 
UOHR, Art . 26; ICESCR , 
Ari. 13 

Right 10 Work (and 10 fair 
Conditions) 
UDHR, Art. 23(1); 
ICESCR , Art. 6 & 7 

Right to an Adequate 
Standan l ur Lh ·ing (incl. 
Housing) 
UDHR. Art . 25(1); 
ICESCR, Art. 11 

Right to Health 
(Physical & Mental Health) 
ICESCR , Ari. 12; UDHR , 
Arl.25 

How PRB Fulfilled 11,is Right 

PR B's primary goa l was to reduce gun violence and keep participams safe. direc tly 
protecting their lives and personal securit y (Dow ney ct al.. 2024). By de-escalating 
conflicts and preventing retaliatory shootings. PRB helped ensure that no one is 
arb itrarily dcp1ivcd of life or security . ln prac1ical terms. community safety 
improved (shoot ings drop ped ~28 % in the targe L precinct s), meanin g bo Lh PRO 
inlt:rns and th~ir neighbors (.·oukl live frtt from Jc:adly violence. PRO alM> kept all 
JO young men out of jai l during the program, preserving the ir libe rty by preventing 
criminal invol vement. 

PR B fullillcd the right to education. which guarantees everyone access to learning 
and personal development. Parti cipant s engaged in life•skills classes, tu toring , and 
were suppo rted in conti nuing their schooling or vocatio nal training (D owney et al .. 
2024). By reconnecting youth who were ·•disconnected from educa.tion" to learning. 
oppo rtun ities (Downey e t al.. 2024). PR B met this righ t 's aim of ed ucati on for the 
full developme nt of lhe person. 

PRB provided paid internships and job training. directly enabling the rigl11 10 work 
the right of everyone to ga in a living by freely chosen work . lnlems earned a 

bas ic income while lea rnin g job ski lls, which nol only ~we them imm ed iate 
employment but also impro, 1cd their futu re employability. Th.is aligns with the 
obliga tion to ensure "the opportuu..ity to gain fonc's ] living by work•·. PRD' s 
supportive work envi ronment , ,,,ith mcntorship and a living st ipend, reflects ••ju st 
an d favourable con dition s of work'' and a wage worthy of human dignity. cons istent 
with interna tiona l labor standard s. 

PR B addressed bas ic needs integral to an adequa te sta ndard of living. Tt helped 
par ticipants obtain stable housing and im .. -orne, i.:ruci,11 for ''health an<l well.being ... 
including food, clothing, ho using and medical care". For ex.ample, staff a!5Sisted 
1hose at risk of homelessness in finding temporary housing. The program's stipend 
and con nections to socia l services allowed these youn g men to i1fford food and othe r 
necessities. embodying !he right. to Jiving conditions sufficient ror themselves and 
their fam.ilics. ln sllort. PRBcu surcd panicipan ts weren't lcfi destitute. but had the 
essentia ls o f a dignified life. 

By providing 1rnuma-i11.formcd counseling. healing circles. and access 10 therapy. 
PRB advanced lhe righ1 to 1hc highest allainable standard of health . l'hi s right 
encompasses both physica l and menrnJ health . PRB explicit ly focused on hea ling 
" unhea leJ trauma •· and p:-.yd1olog ical harm caused by violence (Downey et al., 
2024). Participants rn ~ ivn l emotiona l s:upporl and l~arned copi ng s:kills. which 
improved their menta l wcll•bc ing fulfilling the right to health's mand::itc that 
everyo ne sho uld enjoy medicHI eiirc and heal th services. Addi tion:llly. hclpin_g youth 
avoid violent injury (e.g. avoiding being shot or harmed) protected their physical 
hea lth. PRB's holistic app roach thus cusurcd participan ts could at taiu bet ter l1calth 
outcomes, consistent \llith human rights stand ards. 

lmRlicit Rights PRB S u~l!!!rts indirectl y 
Beyond the above, PRll 's model impl ic itly uphe ld othe r hum an rights as a byprod uct of meeting participants ' needs. 
Th ese right s were not the stated goa ls of the program , but PR B's ac tivities helped realize them in pra ct ice: 

Right 

Right co Socia l Security 
(Socia l Protection) 
UOHR. Art. 22; 
ICESCR, Art. 9 

How PRB Indirectl y Protected or Fulfilled This Right 

lnternation~l law recogni1es everyone's righ t to ,oci:l l secur ity - su pp ort in times of need . PRR, while 
KGO -run, fun(.·tione<l as a form of social suppon for a vulnerJble group. The progrnm providOO a 
safety net (a sti~nd. ba8ic nee<ls ass i~tam:e. hdp 11avigati1.1,g services) much like soc ial St:Curity bendits. 
By ··addressing eco nomic insecur ity" and lack of income (Dow ney et al.. 2024), PRB ensured 
paflicipants had support if unemployed. or i11 crisis. echoing the rig ht to social security's promise of 
assistance again st life's risks (unempl oyment. poverty, etc.). ln essence, PRT:I filled gaps in 1hc social 
saJCty net for these you ng men. indirect ly upholding their righl to socia l protect ion. 

Right to Participation in l' K.lfs pan icipatory approach gave young co111muulty mc1nbcrs a voice in shaping the program - a 
Comm unity/Public Life 
JCCPR, Art. 25 

Right to Equality and 
Non-Discrimination 
UOHR , Art. 2; ICCPR , 
Arl.26 

prdctice aligned with Lhe righ t to take part in public affairs. Parti cipants were treated as '' interns .. an d 
partners , invited to provide fec:<lback. help dcfint: success., and cvc::n adjust programming. T his mirrors 
the hum an right of everyone to participate in decisions ,dfccting their community. Although not formal 
po liticul panicipat ion (like voting), this inclu sion cmpowe .rcd a margi.t.mlizcd gro u p to influcncx: an 
initiative in the ir neighbor hood. Jt rcflec1s the spirit of Article 25 ICCPR (the r ight to pani cipatc in 
governance) ~1pplied at a community level. Tn short . PRB fostered tigency find voice- an impli cit 
recOb'llition of the p.tr li(.ipants' right to be heard in m;1!Lers of public L-Ont-ern {in th is case. (:ommunity 
safety and developme nt). 

PRB advanced equaJ rights by focusing on young men of color impacted by sys temic aud inre.rpcrsoual 
violence- individuals who often face social exclusion and discr imination. The righl to equa lity 
guarantees all people the same rights and oppo rtun ities '•without distin ction of any kind . such as race. 
sociaJ origin , or other status'' . By providing these margina l ized youth wil h educat ion, employm en t, and 
healing on an equal basis, PRB worked to level the playing field. l l impli citly chal lenged the 
discr iminatio n they might otherwise tncounter (e.g. in job markets or publi c services due to cr imin al 
records or rac ial bia s). In practice. PRB affmncd thut thc..-sc men arc equal in dign ity and rights, 
deserving the same investment and chan ces as anyone else. Thi s co mmitmen t to non •discrimim ition is in 
line with UDHR Ari. 2 and ICCPR Ar i. 26. even if PRIJ never explicitly cited those law, 

Collcctjve Rig!!l:tl:illgngl&J!y PRJJ's Model 
PR B's impact touche s on collect ive right.I. Th ese righ ts are n' t always explicitly named in the mai n human rights 
treatie s, bu t they are recognized in principle (or normatively) and emerge from fulfilling individual rights at scale. 
PR B's strategy of meeting individua l needs in turn promoted these broader , collective ent it lements: 

C oll~ti, ·e Right 

Right of a Commun ity lo 
LiYe in Safety ("freedom 
from Fear") 
- implicil in UDHR 
prcmnblc and SOG 16 

Right of Peoples to 
"Economic & Soc ial 
D('velopmcnt 
- ICCPR/ICllSCR, Art. 1 

How PRH E.ng!lged or Fulfill~ It 

Every commu nity aspi res to live free from violence esse ntiall y i:t right to a safe ne ighborhood . While 
no single article of Ille UDHR or Covenants states this outright, ifs implied by the "freedom from 
fo;1r'' that the UN chartered .1s a fundamcntaJ goal. PRB made 8 1..-dstuy s.akr by curbing shoo tings and 
conn icts. thu s realizing the comn,unity 's co llective r ight to secur ity. Residents of the 79th u1,d 811,t 
Precincts expe rienced a tangible increas e in safety (a 22'% drop in felony ass..1ults during PRB ). In effect, 
the program created condit ions in which everyo ne in the arc:i co uld more fully enjoy their flghts 
witho ut rear of vio lence aligning \\rith the idea that peop le have a right to peace and pub lic secu rity in 
the ir commu nity. 

l nternational law affirms that "all peop les"' hnvc the right to freely pu rsue the ir econom ic, socia l and 
cu ltural developmen t . PR B's commun lty~level work exemp lifies this pri ncip le. By lifting up individua ls 
- helping tl1em get educmed, employed, and civical ly engaged - PRB contrib uted to the broader 
development of the Bedsruy commun ity. Each success story (e.g. a young m:rn obtai ning, stab le work or 
avoiding incarceration) has ripple effecLs: families arc more stable, neighborhood economic prospects 
improve. and a culture of posi tive achievement grows. In this way, PRB suppor ted the co mmunit y"s 
collective right Lo improve its social and economic well•being. Jl's a grassrooLs rulfilhncnL of the right to 
development: the collllllunit y, through a local initiali\ 'C. gained grea ter capac ity to thrive and deter mine 
its future. 
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THEORY OF CHANGE -

. 

. 

. 

. 

Context/ 
Challenges 

Exposure to 
trauma & 
violence 
Economic 
instability & lock 
of legal income 
Disconnect ion 
from educa tion 
& employmen t 
Lock of 
mentorship & 
reliance on 
street networks 

• Street rival ries & 
violence 

• weak social 
cap ital & lim ited 
agency 

• Mistrust 
between 
community& 
institutions 

• Few youth 
leadership 
opportuni ties 

. Reliance on 
Punitive 
Approaches . Lock of Funding 
for Nan-
Carcerol 
Violence 
Prevention . Harm ful 
Percept ions of 
Gang -I nvo lved 
Youth 
Limited 
Collaboration 
between 
Stakeholders 

Intervent ion 
Strategies 

Stipend 
Payments 

• Tailored Case 
Management 
Restorative 

• Restorative 
Justice & 
Conflict 
Resolution 

• Public Safety 
Working Groups 

• Youth 
Leadership & 
Community 
Investment 

• Bridging 
Community& 
Institutions 

Community-
Government -
Academic 
Collaboration 
Reframing 
Narrat ives on 

Understanding 
between 
Community & 
Government 

• Advocating for 
Policy Change 
& Funding 

Figure #4 : 

Inte rmediate 
Outcomes 

Imp roved 
Economic Security 

Stronger Social 
Support 

Expanded Positive 
Peer Networks 

Better Coping Skills 
& Decision - Ma ing 

Lower Risk of Arrest/ 
Incarceration 

Less Retaliatory 
Violence 

More Youth-Led 
Safety Initiatives 

Improved Trust in 
Government 
Instituti ons 

Stronge r 
Comm unity 
Connecti ons 

More Fund ing for 
Community -
based Safety 

Wide r Adop tion 
of Restora tive 

Justice 

Shifts in 
Perception of 

Hig h-Risk Youth 

Stronge r Multi-
Sec tor 

Partnerships 

Long- Term 
Outcomes 

• Sustained 
emp loyment & 
financia l 
independence 

• Educationa l & 
career 
progression 

• Identity shift to 
student 
profess iona l, 
and leader 

• Reduced 
cr im inal legal 
system 
invo lvement 

• Sustained 
reduction in 
violence 

• Safer, more 
resilient 
communities 

• Inc reased civic 
engageme nt 
Youth as ro le 
models& 
mentors 

• Expanded 
ev idence -
based vio lence 
prevent ion 

• Fewer Punitive 
Policies 
af fect ing 
Marginalized 
Youth 

• Shift towards 
Community- Led 
Safety 
Youth & 
Commun ity 
Leaders 
Shaping Policy 
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