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Fol10\'1ing is IllY review of California Taxpayers· A~sociation's Final Repor·t foY' 
the Chister Evaluat'ion of Juvenile Diversion Projects: . 

A. Background 

Th~ cluster evaluation is an attempt to measure the effectiveness of five .. 
diversion projects in reducing the incidence and severity of delinquency 
amo.ng project clients. The followi,ng projects \'Jere included :In the cluster': 

1. __ . _ Intervention Program· ... The probation departJ1'Jl2nt staff pr'ovide 
short-term crises counseling for 601 and 602 clients and their' families. 
Proj ect is ona of four components of' the County's YO.lith Ser'vi ce Pr,ogrq.m. 

2. . 601 Diversion Project.., Same as above •. 

. : 3. -Out'reach - Probat'ion department uses outreach approach to 
provide a .variety of recreational and counseling services to clients 
who areiidentified as being pre-delinquent (primarily, clients have litt~e 
involvement in delinqQent tendencies), This project is another of four 
components of th~ Youth Servi ces Program, .... _, __ 

.. . . 
4. Youth Service Bureau - prov'ides a variety of informa 1 ~ ,vm~y . 

short-term services for youth identified as beinq delinauent. Sprvirps 
are-provided by largely untrained~volunteers' (students-from'U,C. Davi~): 

5. _ .. ' County Juveilile Delinquency Prevention Program - Pr'obation 
depal~tment provides intensive~ lO.ng-term counseli.ng to'delinquent and 
pre-delinquent clients. (Note that only 33 ~lients were served during 
the period studied in the evaluatio.no) This p~~oject differs in that -, 
it treats the entil~e family, includ·i.ng.si.bli.ngs~ as the treatment,unit. 

B. Evaluation Outcome Measures 

The cluster evaluation focused on measul"ement of th.e fo11o'tli.ng data,elements:' 

1. Changes in the number and incidence of arrests 
2. Cha'nges in the severity of offenses committed 
3. Differences in probation and court dtspositions between the' project and 

contr:ol group clients. 
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Othet' variab'les studied included client arrest history~ staff training, . 
staff turnover, delT!ogl'aphic data and frequency and duration of treatment 
contracts. 

A major effort was made to call ect data on cl ients I al~rests at three interVals: 
six months prior to referral to the project; six months after referral; and 
one year after referral.' 

Perhaps the major failing of the evaluation concerned the inabtlity of the 
evaluators to clearly d'efine the nature of the IItreatment modalities" offered 
by each project. The evaluators were frustrated in their efforts to-identify 
clearly. defined differences in counseling approaches. Certainly the distinctions 
between counseling approaches were clouded (in all 'cases except proj'E=ct,#5-\'lhich 
provided long'~term, 'intensive counseli.ngl by the fact'that at least two of the 
projects received traini,ng from the same outside .agency. The prilnary consequenc:e 

· of thisproblem Has the failure of the evaluation to clearly meaSUl~e the relat'ive 
effectiveness of counseling techniques or the influence of the quality of 

. counsel i.ng services upon treatment outcome. 

Nevertheless~ the, results of the evaluation have demonstrated the need for 
larger scale ~amevalLlatio·;.J.;:,;to.disprove or verify the findings of the 
smaller-scale cluster evaluation efforts • .. 
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· Evaluation Results 
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1. Short-term counseling in form of the projects/\~s'more ~ffective in 
reduci.n~ re-arrests' them. the 10.ng .... term, i ntensi ve couns e1 i.ng pro vi dad 

.0. .' 

· 2. 

by proJect jl5; Doth at s; x months and one year after referraL 
This findJ'ng ne.ed,s to be examined by further evaluation research under" 
controlle . condltlons.". . '~ . -
Although re-arrests v/ere decreased tlmong project clients, th'e number at' 
re-arrests increased over time. In ma'DY instances, clients Vlno are. 
re-arrested are re-arrested for more offenses and for more sel'ious 
offenses. This s.u.ggests that treatment effects '\'leaken over time~ 

3. The severity of re-arrests was about the same as the severity of the 
offense 1 eaeling to the or; gina 1 referral to the proj ects. (Except in project #5 

where the severity of offense increased for the project clients 
in comparison to the control. group. 

4. P}~ojects brought about significant reduction in the number of petition 
filings, in compadson to the control group. (Petition filings \'lere 
50% lower in the f'rst six months after referral and 56% lower than the 
control group a year after referral.) 
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5. ~lhen petitions were filed, the courts declared 20% fewer wardships for 
project clients than fot~ the control, group. 

6 •. Overall) courts dismissed from 50% to 200% more of the petitions'on 
project cl i ents than on control group youths •. 

7 •. In every project, more than 50% of the project clients re~ar,~ested and 
referred to probation wer.e ei ther dismi ssed, counsel €d and rel eased or 
returned to the project. 

" 
8. Age had no ?i gn'j fi cant effect on treatment outcome. 

9. Proj ects had. greatest success \'lith fi rst offenders. 

10. The projects did better with 602 (d'elinquency) cases than with 601 
(pre~del i J1quent).cases. .. . , . , . 

.' . . .. '~ ::" ", ~ .. ," 
, ~~~""Tentative conclusions which may be inferred·{rom the evaluation 

... ':' .... 

1.. ~. Long-term i ntensi ve counsel ;ng is .1 ess effective than short'"'term~ 
inform;!'1 counseling in reduc'ing re ... arTests. This needs to be explored 
further with a lirger sample ~f projects. under stringent research-based 
evaluation settin~s . 

. 2! . p.('ojects \'Jhich provide 'si'milal~ counseling set'vices have similar' 
treatmel'l't outcomes, \"'egar'dl ess of the cOlimlun'ity setti.ng 'in ~'ih 'ich they 
are provided. This, 'too: is, a, generalization which requjres further 
invest,igation. . . ,'.:. 

. . 
3. Diversion seems to work - that is, it is possible' to keep minorOess servic~s) 

offenders out of the criminal justice ?ystem. .. , 
: ~ . . . . ':" , . 

Najar Pr'oduct of'the Evaluation - . 
" .' 

tentative . . . 
A major pr'oduct of thi s cl uster evaluation i.s a/rrodel eva] uation design for 
diversion projects. The des,-ign is admittedly outcome .... oriented, but 'has the 
benefits of a des.i gn whi en. ~onsists of Istandardized data. e1 ements. . .'" 
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5. ~lhen petitions were filed, the' courts declared 20% fewer wardships for 
project clients than for the control group. 

6., Overall, courts dismissed from 50% to 200% more of the petitions'on 
project clients than on control, group youths.' 

7. ' In every project, more than 50% of the project cl i ents re~arl~ested and 
referred to probation were either dismissed, counseled and released or 
returned to the project. 

8. Age had no ~.i gn'j fi cant effect on treatment outcome. 

9. Proj ects had, greatest success \'lith first offenders. 

10. The projects did better with 602 (d'elinquency) cases than ~"i.th 601 .. 
, (pre-delinquent) ,cases. " ,',,', ' . 

. ... . ':' .... 
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, -"-"'Tentative conclusions \'I1hich may be inferred from t.he evaluation 

1.. "'L,ong-term intensive counseling is ,less effective than short-.ternr, 
inform:!'l counseling in I~educ-ing r'e ... arTests. This needs to be explored 
further \'lith a 1 a'rger sampl e 'of projects" under st}~; ngent research-based 
evaluation settin~s. 

2. . p,tojects vlhich provide 'si'milal~ counse1-i,ng set~vices have sim11ar" 
- treatmewt ou·tcomes, r',egardl ess of the cOlilJnunity setti,ng 'in which they 

are provided. This, too: is a, generalization which requires further 
invest,igation. . . .' . ' .' •. ' ' 
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3. Diversion seems to \'lork - that is, it is possible' to keep minorOess services) 
offenders out of the criminal justice .?ystem. ", ' 

;.~ . 

Major Pr'oduct of"the Evaluation - , '. ',.' 

tentati ve ' , , 
A major pr'oduct of thi s cl uster evaluation i.s a/model evaluation design for 
diversion projects. The des:ign is admittedly outeome ... oriented, but 'has the 
benefits of a des5 gn whi en ~onsi sts of /standardizeddata e1 ements. "~ . 
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June 21, 1974 

Colonel Anthony L. Palumbo 
Executive Director 
Office of Criminal justice Planning 
7171 Bowl i n9 DriVe 
Sacramento, California 95823 

Dear Colonel Palumbo: 

In accordance with the contract agreement commissioning the evaluation of these 
projects, submltted herewith is our final report. 

The basic purpose of the 
projects, but we believe 
projects to some broader 
planning agency. 

study was to assess the OUtcome of five diversion 
the study has implications which go beyond these five 
funding and res~arch concerns of OCJP as ~ statewide 

,:1/ 

We understand that it is the present:' policy of OCJP to encourage evaluations 
which relate project results as directly as possible to the impact they have 
on crime prevention. We arE.\ convinced from this experience that impact type 
evaluations are possible. Furthermore, we believe the report presents a research 
methodology for assessing impact, as your agency views it, which can be easily 
and economically replicated for use in similar typ~, projects. 

The evaluation of these projects was based upon changes in the incidence an~ 
severity of offenses and the officially reported probation and court dispositions 
of 8.13 juveni lese These were all quantifiable, objective measures of outcome • 
The study design made no provision for relating project results to different 
therapy~pract1ces or counseling techniques which may hav~ been used except as 
they related to the duratitin and frequency of referral contact • 

We found at least two basically different treatment approaches practiced il) this 
cluster of projects. Two of the projeicts followed a service phi losophy ~~hl(ch 
provided for very brief an~ minimal iMvolvement with the Juvenile. Rrch~ond and 
sactamento were the best ex:amples of:this'and in our judgment they were both 
successful projects. Alameda, in contrast, maintained a very close, intensive 
long-term involvement withtheprojeclt referrals and was quite unsuccessful. 
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Californi~ Taxpayers l Association 
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\1 The preparation of these materials was financially aided through a 
II Federal grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
~ and the Office of CPiminaT Justice Planning under ~h~ Omnibus Crime , . 

I,: Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended • The opinions, 
It findings and conc1u§ions in this publication "are thos,e of the author 
1\ and are not necessari ly those of the Law Enforcement Assi'stance 
\\,Administ'ration. or the Office of Criminal Justice Plal'lning. "OCJP 
\\reserv~s a ;royalty-free, non-exclusive and irrevocable license to 
\\~r-produce, publish and use these materials, anCi to authorize others 
!, ~o dOSO. 11 
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June 21, 1974 

Colonel Anthony L. Palumbo 
Executive Director 
Office of Criminal 5ustlce Planning 
7171 Bowl ingDrive 
Sacramento, California 95823 

Dear Colonel Palumbo: 

In accordaRce with't-he contract agreement commissioning the evaluation of these 
projects, submitted herewith is our final report. 

The basic purpose of the study was to assess the outcome of five diversion 
projects, but we believe the study has implications which go beyond these five 
projects to some broader funding and research concerns of OCJP as a statewide 
planning agency. 

We understand that it is the present policy of OCJP to encourage evaluations 
which relate project results as directly as possible to the impact they have 
on crime prevention. We are convinced from this experience that impact type 
evaluations are possible. Furthermore, we believe the report presents a research 
methodology for assessing impact, as your agency views it, which can be easily 
and economically replicated for use in similar type projects. 

The evaluation of these projects was based upon changes in the incidence and 
sev~rity of offenses and the officially reported probation and court dispositions 
of 8.13 juveniles. These were all quantifiable, objective measures of outcome. 
The study design made no provision for relating project results to different 
therapy~practlcesor counseling techniques wh~ch may hav~ been used except as 
they related to the duration and frequency &f referral contact. 

We found at least two basically diffenent treatment approaches practiced il') this 
cluster of projects. Two of the projects followed a service phi 10sophy ~:Vh\'ch 
provided for very brief and, minimal ihvolvement with the juvenile. Richri,ond and 
Sacramento were the best e~~amples"of ithis;and in our judgment they were both 
successful projects. Alameda, in conl~rast, maintained a very close, intensive 
long-term Involvement with thecproject referrals and was quite unsuccessful. 
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Colonel Anthony L. Palumbo June 21:, 1974 

Based on our research the evidence seems to bear out the hypothesis that the 
likelihood of positive outcome results are greater when the extent of the 
treatment encounter is minimized. 

Secondly, it appears that when service philosophies are similar and staff 
capabi lities and training are the same that consistent treatment outcomes are 
likely. This seems to be true, in spite of what differences there may be in 
the social and economic characteristics::;f the community, the prior delinquer,cy 
characteristics of the referrals, or the age and racial makeup of the treatment 
populations. 

We have completed this study concluding that there are forms and types of 
diversion programs which appear t.o have promise of being effective alternatives 
to regular court and probation handling of 601 and minor juvenile 602 offenders. 

In funding other demonstrations of this type we see the need, however, for more 
clarification and more precise definition of the diversion concept as a pre~ 
requisite to both improving evaluatfons and establishing the diversion concept 
as a formalized part of California's Juvenile Justice System. 

In the course of review;,'1g the prior evaluations performed on this cluster of 
projects we were also persuaded that the methodologies in research tracking 
studies like this one must build study designs that can account for the juvenile 
at every place where he Is involved with the juvenile justice system rather than 
just in probation. We found that 30% of the youth under study in these probation 
experiments were being handled by the police in ways that were entirely unknown 
to probation or the projects. Only one of the projects in the cluster recognized 
subsequent police incidents in their assessment of project's impact. 

itwas apparent to us in working with the police that the attitude of the police 
departments is. changing from one of strictly enforcement to one of thinking that 
the counseling opportunity in a police setting can be just as effective, appro­
priate and as timely as counseling done in a probation department or anywhere 
else. 

There were police juvenile diversion units in all five countiesi~here these 
projects were located. We worked closelY"with them in the cour!.~ of collecting 
our data. These units were staffed with specially selected and trained juvenile 
officers. We ca~{j; comment about their treatment or service philosophy except 
to observe that th'Ei' pol ice feeT that the counseling thley do in the semi­
authoritarian atmosphere of a police department where there is complete and 
immediate knowledge of the incident and, in many cases, of the family situation 
as well, is just as likel~ to influence behavior as the counseling done later 
in any other setting. 
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Colonel Anthony L. Palumbo 

tt was a pleasure to have served your agericyand to participate in a research 
assignment that we hope has value and wider application to the Office of 
Criminal Justice Planning inlts efforts to impr'o'.'eCallfornia's Juvenile 
Justice System. We wish to express ourappr;eciatJ~n to the staff of OCJP 
for the assistance and cooperation extended th_LJ,s/;over the past ten months. 
Some of your staff made·'important contributions to the report. 

ARLEN K. BEAN 
Project Director 

.. ~~~ 
Assistant Project Director 
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~SUMMARY OF, FIND I NGS 

,\ 

-Most readers would accept we think that an evaluation based on tr~cking 
,., 

opolice, probation, and court outcomes of 813 juveniles necessitates a lo~ of statistical 
'l 

presentation., If 'such studies a'r.e hard to read they are ,even harder to summarize in 

a way that brings together al 1 that may be relevant 'for every reader. The problem is" 

compounded in this case by the fact that we were required to show results on not only 
)' 

five separi3te projects but overall results on all the projects as a group. In the 

narrative analysis ~hich accompanied each Set of tables in Section III we tried to 

assist the rea~er by making many of the correlatio~s and comparisons of~he data which 

seemed significant to us. 
.. 

It was difficult to state any ~eneraT conclusions at any point in the study 

because each section and each Set of tables dealt with individual segments of the data. 

In this summary we will attempt to draw together some of the main findings about the 

projects. The summary Is organized around answers to a series of posed questions. The 

quest ron and answer format was merely a devic~ which enabled us to 'Present some of the 

main conclusions along with some amount of subJective commentary based on our exposure 

to these projects over the past 10 months. 

To a large extent, the quest,ions were derived from questions, we had been 

asked about the evaiuation results and the outcome of the projects generally by OCJP, 
, ~, .- G 

pr,~ject director.s, and 10calc~im'ihal Ju~tice planning -staff over" the course of the 

study. Some of the questions which seemed to be Im~ortant to the project~ arid the 
" 

o ~tannrng agencies involve answers which go beyond the limitsGof oUr data. =_ 

,-. 

Wha.t are. the personal char.acteristics of the, law enforcement and 
.-, probatiqn referrals to these d.ive:psion projects? (Tables 1 through 
; 7') • 



I 
f ~ 

, 
, , 

r _, 

referra' 1 to these projects was ,white (77%), 
Seen as a group, the typical 

male (53%), and betwee~ 14-17 yeaj"s of age (73%).' The control groups had 9% more 

I. t ' no" f the target communi tywas' over 80% 
female,~~ Even in Richmond where. the pop'~.0a Ion,) 

" '" of ~l~ck, 50%'of the project referrals were white. The cHaracteristics 
the referrals 

\~/./ ' 

in I ndol v.I dual proJects, however.; var i ed ipa few respects. 

In Sacramento, botnthe project anod control groups had considerably more 
.' 

feinales(60%). The age and racial makeup of "the§acramento""referral 5 was otherwi se 
, Q 

the same; The small cont'rol group in Alameda hac more minof'ities (60%) }han any other 
~ . \! 

project. T.he 'YoIO project conformed ,closel¥\to the average of the groups except for 

having sl ightly younger referrals •. 

What was the nature of the offenses the refert'a1s committed which 
resu1 ted; in their referral to ~hese projects? '" (Tables 8-12 and 
13-18) ., 

As a generalization, the offenses committed byall the cases tracked in this 

~tudy were very minor. Fifty-four percent of the youth referred to these projects were 

referred for delinquent tendencies. The greater part of these offenses consisted of 

runaways and youth beyond control of their parents. Another 26%coOlmitted acts of 

petty theft or malicious mischief which was primarily fighting ,and trespassing. Girls 

tende,p to commi t more of the del inq~ent·tendencies and petty theft violations than boy.~ 

(table 8). 
.{.' 

With I itt,le e)<ception mares tended to commit more"of the serious felony 

offenses. These, however:-, accounted for only 15 to 20% of a I t the re(erra 1 sin either 

group. 

Eighty-one ~ercent of the controlca,~es ~W~\~ referred for del inquent te~'-' 

denc i es, and I ike the proJect, more of the off¢nses Were commi"tted by fema les .. ,!' 

Even in Alameda where the P, ,r,oJect'referral, s ',W, e',re seen as . cases in "imminent 

i J 
Ii 

, /j . 

• I' 
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Jeopardy of being declared wards of the juvenile court," 63% were 
'I 

referr;ed 
/; 

" for de 1 i nquent 

! 
l tendency or minor 602 offenses. 

,0 
Ii 

Our findings on the seriousness of the referral offenses s#~ms to be corrob-
., 

orated In other studies of diversion. Ohe of the studies we foundlwhich seems to 
i 
" ,I; 

ral,:se ~ost of thepertlnent issues involved in the selective handJing .of predelinquent 
f)'-'~~':,-~,· /'. 

and Jelinquent tendency referral~, was a study by the'Nation~Y Aisessment of Juvenile 
'.- " 

Corrections.* 
, 
" 

"Most diversion units have been established to/handle 'pre-
del inqlJent' ,or 'del inquent tendency' cases. The th!'inking appears 
to be that children with such characteristics are ~ore in need of U 
counseling than of supervlsjon or de~ention, and that counseling 
and gui dance techn i ques wi 11, work wi ththese caselJ, wh i ch are hot 
yet 'hard core.' The questionable corollary--wht~h tends to reduce 
the frequency of divers ion out of and from the s)/stem--i s that such 
techniques \I',llT not work with cases legally defi1ned as more;~evere •. 
No one knowswhetii'er either suppo~ition is corr~ct. The ma'ii'er i,s 
c()fTIplicated by the fact that one Juvenile might/be a 'hard core' 
predelinquent and immune to counseling, whilea inother arrested for 
a more legally serious offense would respond td just such help. 

cJ..) , 

"If you put all six variables--'predelinqlJent, , 'lawbreaker,' 
'hard core,' 8 no t hard core,' 'amenable to"'l;ou~nseljng,1 and"not 
amenable to counseling'--into an eight-fold tdble and stare at it 
a whi Fe, you can only conclude that selectionf.ofcases for attention 
by a diversion unit on the basis of the offense ought to be 
thoroughly investigated. At present, selectt'on on the basis of 
offense seems to come from a combination of' /Jgencies' reluctance 
to assume responsibility for serious lawbreaking cases that might 
g.O sour ." ••• 

() 

How serious were the delinquent acts the r(~ferrals cpmmitted before 
referral to the project? (Tables 19-24 aTf'd tables 36-39). 

Toc';iepattern of offenses ih both project !~nd control populations prior to 
r 0 

referra 1 was essept I a l1y the sam¢ as the patter,~ tf offenses ,,!;h I ch res~ 1 ted In reFerra,l'. 

. I' 
I' \ 

,*Diversion From"the Juvenile Justice System by N~tional Assessinent of Juveni Ie ~ 
Corrections, t,heUniversity of Michi'gan, June 1973, Donald Cressey and Robert 
McDermont. 

ii i 
<;) 

~! 
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. h ,I:. t w re for del i nquent tendent i es and In I nor 602 "0 E, g ty percetft of the iP re-p rOJ ec tar res.s e , \ 

offenses (petty theft ~~d mallci~us mischief). 

, ~ had ever been arrested six mohths prior to Only 30 - 35l of,all the cases 

referral. The average:!number of arrests for the project population Was 0.6 and 0.5 for 

the contrql popula~~on~ The only sub-groups ~f the population which had a significantly 

highet number of pr~-proJeci arrests was Alameda control (1.1) and Rtchmond Inter­

vention (0.9). Yolo was the lowest with 0.4 prior arrests per referral. 

Whether judged by the nuniber or the seJ" i ousness of the offenses, It is appa ren t 

that the nature of the delinquency problem with which thi projects are dea~lng is 

quite minor. This is not really surprising recognizlng that the target case for these 
, " 

diversion programs had been the "predelinquent." Only one of the four projects was, 

specifically referred to as a 601 project but our data shows that in spite of how 

different the referral criteria were, the referral offerises appear to be much the same. 

By the way the cases were described and the case selection process in Alameda . 
~orked, we thought initially that the character of the referrals would be distinctly 

different. The cases were described as juveniles in lIimminent jeopardy of being declared 

court wards." In many instances, being sent to the project was regarded as the last 

resort before court adjudication. (,By studying the data closely, one can see some 

difference in the delihquent characteristics of the Alameda referrals but as a general­

iza~ion~ th!ir r~ferrals were essentially lIke the others. 

Observing, also, that the great majority of the cases in these diversion 

J I d f II 'I I' pro ects cons ste 0 runaways, actng out, I Qr other types of offensessWhi¢h are 

"pecul iar to onl~j Juveni les, prompted these observations' in the study by the National 

Assessment of Juvenile Corrections: 
'r:' 
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"If recent attempts to guarantee the civil liberties of minors 
prove successful, pr~sent definitions of what constitutes Ipre~ ~. 
de 11 nquency ~ will become both i nadequl''?te ahd unconst i tut I ona 1. 
Juveniles now defined in negativistitterms as Irunaways'or lout 
of control' probably will be I,"edefined. as individuals with a legit­
imate say about their place of residence and ot~~r living conditions, 
including the nature and degree of control ImpoSed by 9arents or 
other adults. At present, when communication within a:~Tc#mlly breaks 
down, aggressive action$,of ,the adult members are viewed as un­
fortunate, while aggressive acts of,a mInor are typically viewe~,as 
'predelinquent,' 'delinquent~' or even crimInal. As our laws a~~ 
reformulated to correct this injustice, they will extend constitu­
tional due process rIghts to youngsters, creating ~ cri~r~.l need 
for agencie~i and programs that are truly helpful and noncoe,"cive." 

It is significant, we thought, tha't by the endJr,qf the secQndyear the Yolo 

project stopped dealln~) with statutorily-defined delinqllerl'ts altogether and moved 

their p~ogram into the schools. The schools repeatedly stressed that the children 

they were counseling we~re not dellnqt,lents or even predelinquen,L Yet, the rationale 
If 

for continuing the program Is sti<l1 "delinquency prevention" predicated on the 

assumption that treating a problem in the school is going to prevent a problem with 

the police. 

The Yolo Bureau Is" in all sincerity, sti 11 carrying on its program' in the 

. name of crime prevention, now serving a completely noncriminal jU5ti,ce set of community 
11,1 

institutions who refuse to regard the clientele as delinquent. It i~ c:nlronic 
,:~. 'II 

contradiction that clearly indicates how great the latitude for experiment!n providil;l9 

social services can be wi'thin the present definitional boundaries of the term IIjuveni Ie 

delinquency." 

We have said !;o far that with some minor differences the project and control 

referrals came from the Same source, i.e., probation and police d,epartf!.1ents. The age, 

sex and racial·make~p of both project and control population~ were essentially similar. 

The number and seriouspess of the offenses the referrals comwitted before referral were 

v 
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,~ l' 
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I' 'i V' few of the referra I s " h I referrat offchses 0,' ,'J ery generally the .same, as Were" t eactua 

~ an,d of those that had be~n arrested the had been arrested, six months prior to referral 

.1' 
----' t,;,~ 

d • or minor 602 offenseS~ arrests. were usually for delinquent ten enc.les 

5 tar t I n~ w(t h -ta b f e> 19 through '34. the, pro J eo t> a re a n~1 Y"zed from /t h~."fanci='-'-'''~ t.:' 
point of the effect th~y had on reducing delinquency. 

, : 
; 
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..-

Used were: ... ~ 

i" I • Changes in the number and inc i dence of rearrest. 
:-, 

committed. 2. Changes in the severity of the g;ffenses 
.=-~-,' 

3. Differences in the probation and court dispositions 

between the project and control referrals. 

First, we consider ,the question of whether. the projects were able 
to reduce the llUmber and incidence of rearrest? (Tables 19 _ 24). 

Considering referrals;to these projects as a group, we find that fewer project 
<", 

referrals 'were rearrested both six months and a year after referral than control. Forty-

one percent of the projec'} 'cases had bel~n rearrested in compari son to 56% of the contro I 
\\ 
T . 

. cases six months ,after ref~rra 1 •.... 

A year after referral, ~O%9~~he project referrals ~nd 65% of the control 

? referraL~ had been rearrested. Whi Ie the data shows that the number of rt'~arrests 

increase over ~ime fpr both groups, the number of rearrests for project ,youth are still 

lower than control focr the entire twelve-m'onth period the cases were tr;~cked. 

When we examined the two groups" for the frequency 6f offenses commltted,after 
() , . - . 

referral w; find that th" differences between the two groups Is much less pronounced. 

Wht'=}n individual pr.oject referrals are rearrested they are rearrested just a';'--;;~:'~~.~,-"",::~-
~:r' 

as referrals in the control group, 

II . V'\\ 
,. 
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Among the four individual projects outcome resufts varied considerably. 
~" 

In S~cramento 53* of the ~xperlment referrals Were rearrested six mo~ths ~fter referral, 

while 6b% of the control group had been rearrested. A year laier, 63% of t~e experi-

ment~l cases and 69% of the control cases had been rearrested. While the project had 

··.an overall lowerrecidivistn rat;,e than control, the ind.ividual projec~ youths who were 

rearrested committed more offenses. Twenty-seven percent of the project referrals re-

arrested 'six months after referral committed 'more than two offenses, while only 13% of 

the control group who Were rearrested committed more than two offenses. 

A year after referral~ the individual project case who was rearrested was 

stil I being arrested more times than control. Sixty~two percent of the control youth 
, " 

who were rearrested a year 'after referra I commi tted more than one offense, wh i Ie 66% 

of the project referrals who were rearrested committed more than one offense. 
. 

In Yolo J only 24% of the referrals were rearrested six months after referral • 
. . 

Twelve months later, the percentage of rearrests increased to 32%. These were the 

lowest rearrest rates of any project in the cluster. This was also the only project 

in the cluster where the arrest rates were lower six months after ref·erral than six 

months before referral. Referrals that were rearrested tended to commit only one 

offense. 

In order-to have ~ comparison group we constructed an artifical . reference' 

group in ihe Richmond project. It consisted of referrals who were initially admitted 
/---\ 

tp. the project and thEm rejected by the project f&.;:;~·fefus I ng tQ cooperate. 
// v .f" 

Six mon'thsafter referral, 54% of the project referra Is had been rearrested 

~~~'aQd this in~reased to 64% twelve months later. In contrast, 83% of the referenco 
~ ,,,.~ , ~ C! 

grou~h~d been r'earrested six months later and 92% a year later.' Fifty percent of 

h ·" 'h' h '" t d . t d' h" ff' . t t e proJecl yout W 0 Were rearres e commit e more t an one 0 ense In comparison 0 

65% for<he~fe .... nce group. 
vi i 
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h . rat"e' s for proJ'eOct referrals wereconsid-In t e Alamcid~ project, rearrest 

erably h'i'gher "than for the control group. ThJ'y were also higher than any population 

or sub-population in the ei;ltire cluster. Sixty-nlne percent of the project referrals 

had been rearrested six months after referral in comparison to 39% for control. A 

,year later, 70% had been r~f~rrested in contrast to 48% for the control. group. 

Siblings~of the prbj<=ct referrals were also treated and tracked in the 

Alameda project~ Gener&lly speaking, th~ project had no more success in reducing the 

number of rearrests for the ~iblings than they did for the primary referrals. Eighteen 

percent of the project siblings had been rearrested six months after referral while 

only 5% of the control sib~ings had been rearrested. 

What effect did the projects have on reducing the seriousness 
of the .offenses committed after referral? (Tables i91.:o 24).. 

The severity of the offenses committed after referral were about the same as 

the offenses committed before referral. This is true for both project and control cases. 

The offenses do t~tld to become sl ightly more serious, however. About 80% of the pre-
I' 
1\ 

project ~rrests were either fo~delinquent tendencies or minor 602 misd~meanors. Six 

months after referral this waS reduced to approximately 68%. ~esults were about the 

same a year later. 

The perc:;entage results on severity given for the cluster as a whole wasn1t 
" . 

~ppreciably dIfferent for any individual project, except Alameda. In Alameda, half 

of the referrals were committing serious fe
i

lohy offenses six months and a year after 

referral. This was much higher than"any project in the cluster and 40% higher than 

the Alameda project's own control .group. 

\.- ' 
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What differences were,· there in the probation and court outcomes 
of the youth w'90 were rearrested and referred back t'o probation? 
(Tables 30 to /$4) • 

-' 

Much of the theoretical ratio~ale for diversion focuses on the prospects of 
". :". ~., 

being able to minTmize or avoid the need for court· adjudication in many juvenile caseS. 

T'her<e)is a growing professional concern that the-Jimited sentencing alternatives 1 
available to the Gourts are neither necessary nor appropriate for handling many juvenile 

cases. It is not surprisina, therefore, to see 50 much of the research on the diver~ion 
t\ 

concept ~elying heavily upon departmental and court decisions as impact criteria. 

::::~\ 

'\ ~ere able to effect a considerable reduction 

Looking at the cluster as a whole, it is readily apparent that the projects 

\\, 
in the number of petition filings in 

comparison to the '~ontrol groups. Petition fi 1 ings on the experimental group are 50% 1 /( 
lower in the fi rst six months after referral and 56~6 lower than control' a year later. 

When petitions were filed, .the cqurts decJared. 20% fewer."wardship.5. for ~r.?je~-t .. 
. , 

youth than they did for the control.g~oup. Overall, the courts dismissed from 50 to 

200% mere of' the petitions ~n the project referrals than they did,on the control~ 

referrals. Formal probation, as a sentence, however, is i.jsed much more 

wi tJl project cases. 

freque~;t 1 y ~.' ~ 
'J/ ~:J .. 

As ohe would expect, departmental decisions resulted in 48% more of the 

project cases either being dismissed, counseled and released or returned to/project 

than control. About 44% mo're of the control cases are placed on informal probation. 
- . 

The s~me p~ttern.holds true both six'months and a year after referral. 

The perc~ntage comParison we have made from table 30 varies~lig~tl~ betw~en 

p'rojects, but tnesame_ .genera J oUtFOmes~re the same' throughout the c 1 us ter. The 
~) 

project which had the lowest p~Tcentageof petitions filed was Yolo a.t 21% and' 

'Richmond. had the highest at 41%. The number. of wardship's sustained on project cas&s\~ 
-'. ,~ 

ix 

\\ 
\I 

k 



! '.' ,. , ~,' ,'" 
'~.. -' 

", ., 

j 
I 

zl~::·· ".: - , 

!) 

o 
~,,'. 

<t, 

varied {rom a ,low of, 17% in Alameda to a h.igh of 83% in Sacr,amento. 
One of the primary 

" ' nu'mb,e'r' of wardsh,tps in Alameda reasons that We feel accounts fo'r thee>C,ceptionally low , 

is discussed in our critique oPthe·'o.'projec~ eyalu~'tions~:r:ormal pr~bation was used 

b • : U' sed more frequently, more by the courts on' project cases and informal pro atlonwas ' , 

on c6ntrol cases. 

I n every project, more than 50% of th.e experimenta I cases comi ng back to 
, . 

pf6batJon on subsequent offensei were either dismisied"counseled and released or 

returned to.the p,:oJect. In the" Sacramento and Alameda projects these dispositions 
~ ~ 

ran as high as 75%. 

=T~~~yingto refine interpretations and ~eperalizi)about comparative 
, data-' like these, a question that, can alwag:S bs asked is what 

influences outside tl1e projects could have affecte,rJ., individual 
project results? 

/ 

As important as this may be, we hesitate to comment on this question for two IT'!_ 
\.:-( 

reasons. Fi,rst, the study design. made no special proyisi?n to,,,answer the question. 

Second, in urban a'reas as" t'~rgeas Sacramento, Richmond" Qr Oakl and hay i n9 a mu I t i tude 

of service agencies operating in the target areas and sometimes on the same person 

or fami ly, it seems extr~mely hazardous to us to .. start qual ifying the dtt~ for 

extraneous factors~ 

The one exieption~we will make is with the, Yolo project. The target 

communi ty is sma II; and becauseof its proxi m i ty to Sacramento We have more persona I 

know1 edge of it. All of the ~ommunlty I s' pol i ce ~ervice is prov i ded through a sma 11 
_o~-t.--;"·.c-=-"';;:''--=--.-;:''''- "-.~ 

sub-station of the county sher·iff's office and we··became"·wel1 acquainted with the 

pe:rsonne 1.tha t handled juvenile ca s~s. We al so had the opportun i tyto contact 

i:lbout ~;yery other social s,ervice C3gency that "works in the, target area. 
1',;. 
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There was no control group, but the treatment outcomes on,.the~refercra'ls to 
\ .. :::,:;: 

~ ',1 ':0.:; 

ithe Yolo projett were·,the best of the four projects in th.is cluster •. This Is, true~ 

whether judged by incidence of arrest, sev~rity of offenses, OP court dispositions. 
,. 

It is also true that the pattern of offenses committed by the r.ef,erra15 was slightly 

more serJous than any of~the other proj~cts. 
.. 

Without knowing ourselves exactly what effect it may have had on the project 

we believe we should point out a few ci rcum.:stances which tend to make us cautious' 

abdut accepting Yolo's results at face va.lue. 

Shortly after the incepti?n of the Yolo project a very competently staffed 

juvenile uni't was added to the local sub-station of the sheriff's department. In .. ~-\ 
'," 

terms of just manpower r~,§ources avai lable to work with the areals juveni Ie prob·lems, 
.j 

the sheriff's office had far more resources ~ith tw~full-time officers than the 

Bureau had with Its. whole ~orps of part-time volunteers. 

The Sergeant in charge of the unit lectured in all the schoolsabputdrug 

and, current ~uvEmile problE}msi He knew the area vie 1 1 and most of' its resident law 

. enforcement problems intimq'\tely. The unit was given a 'lot of dlscr,etionary latitude 

in dealing with juveniles. ii.'it WelS the policy not to arrest i·f i;t could be avoided, 
I: ' 

but instead to warn, counsel,andreprima.nd in whatever manner the unit considered to 

be in the best interests of.the youth. 

We can't make a lot of comparative references to how,. the juveni Ie unit 
If 

operated, but this one seemed to ust,obe effectively and properly run knowing what 

we do about the target area. The jJ,yenile unit alwayshaclthe first·-contact wJth a 
1;r . \.\ .'1 /) 

,~'. '}\:\ ",' .' -' 

juveni'le eVenaf.ter being referred to the Bureau. We can't help qut .think·that the 

police involvement with the referral was'just as important an influence as the 

Bureau's. 
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", (\ 1/, i. df 1 of the organizat1ona an 
~tl c; . " Iii n: "t;:fki ng!}"th-i,s j Udg~l~~~;, ; we are lialso min u 

~ - ~ ; . "\. I • d' 
s\'t~ff'p~,Oblems that ifj'terfe"redwj~h the BJjireau'sentire operation during the perro 
, , '. ,/ " v / .;,. 0 ,'0 ,~, II 
thiseva1.uatiol1' covere"d. eWe know there W135, ofteJi/'alapseofseveral months'before 

" "·':'l).", 0 " . , . , ", ii, 

the, refer,r~j'\~as ever contacted by the case a ides, that ther~ferrals 'were seen very 
~ R, ~ . 

tJ"1,es ,and, there was Ii t t"le ,cont I nui ty" to the \\~oulise l}ng '-after it started. 

I.n addition to showJng overall outcome ,as related to rearrest,severity, 

etc., We also thought it WQuld be worthwhile to analyze the general outcClmes for any 
D r;\ 

differences or partic;ular~uccess the projects may have had in dealing with specific 
.) 

agegrClups, offense categories anpwith respect to the !;lumber of offenses a referral 
~ >.; 

coniin i tted pri or to referra 1. 

Thefiist piece qf the sub-analysis of the general outcome data 
, dealt with t. .. he. question .of whether the projects hadany,,'partic­
ular success with different age groups? (Tables 45-54). 'e, 

!)uF d,ata shows thatageis apparently not a factor which cont'ributes signi­

ficantly ,to the overall success of a project. When a proJ~ctjssuccessful it is 
() 

because they are, successful In treating referrals',in_ ,every ageca'tegory rather than 
Q ," .• " ~ 

referrals of a specific age. 
.. ':)-

Stated another way" Successful projects are Just as 

/,... ',. 

As "a group, t;hep'rb~,ects had a higher percentage of their c'ases in every a~e 

;gr'oupwhd:"were neverJ'r,earrested both six months and a year after referral than control. I, 
~{ " £/,: 
f ' 

TheQne excepti o~was "" Alameda, 
,,/p. !.? - -

~here cc:>ntroLhadhrmore Success. than did the project 
9:".;, . 

eVery age,categ6r'y ;except o 
oJ 

• . -. "~.' f~ . . . .' _. _ , ' 1:+'.. t..:.., . 

T~e 5uccesS- the Alameda project hac!withtheirI6-1T Year olds, ,however, 

has to be, balanced against. the fact,' that tn.'e off, en's' es " . t' ' 'd b 'h' ~ 1'6 ' 
, <::- • , 'r' "> ': -'~. ' ~\\' > 

; , "',01 ds·"were cons i derably more "ser i ousthancontro1. 

. ccmmJ, te . "; y te;"17yea r 
, , 

, ' 
'T-··. 
~ ",,; 

f ,., 
" 

. " Alameda had no more success with' 

" th~,'proJect sib ri ngs of any, "age group than'theY,had wi th t~e pX imar,',' refe~ral s~, C' 

" 
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'~ When age groups are examined for the severity of subsequent offense~; we 

find tpv: in poth control and project the seriousness of the offenses is about the '-.>, -

same. Theone exception is in the 14~15~year old age group. In this age category 

.control referr'als who were rearrestedcommitt~d ~ore ciJ the. serious felonies. 
\! 

We, are very reluctant to geperal ize about U:, but in examining the da.ta in 

table 50 very c]osely, one can see that the differenc~ in project and control out-
\' 

cPllles that are evident in the first s.ix months tend to become smaller over fime. It 

is interesting to speculate as to how the proje):ts would have lookec! had the cases 77 

been traced for a period longer than one year. 

What success did the projects have in dealing with particular, 
types. of offenses? (Tables 34 -'44) • 

With respect to their success In reducing the number of rearrests by offense 

categor i es, the projects did better than control in every offense category except 

dangerous drug and felony vs. persons. 

,Over 80% of ,t.he referrals in both control and project were for delinquent 

tendencies and the minor ~02 misdemeanors. It is obvious that overall success will 

~~ainly reflect results wiih these two offense categories. 

The finding of most importan~~, we think, is that while the great majority 
-T " 

\ ' 

of the ~eferrals to these diversion experiments are for"delinquent tendencies, the 

p~oJectshave less success with these referrals than with the more serious 602 offenses. 

,.5ix·month's after,r~ferr~l 48% of the, delinquent tendency cases are neve"r rearrested, 

'whi Ie 72% of all the 602 offenses are never rearrested •. 
c' > /1 (/ 

ThEtother general ization that can be. made from the 'data in ta-b"T~ 40 is that 
, 0 

when refer.ralsi'a,,re rearrested they tend to commit the same type of offense. This is 

ti"ue.for both project and control caSes. 

xii i 

d 

" 

" 



I,.~ :' 

0, 

, G,. ;, . b " slzccessthe projects h~d 
Were there any d~fference~ .ln the reli!;i,l:V~" UCl7berof prior, arrests? 
in treating delinquents w.lth resl1~ct to ten '. 
(Tables g5 "to,E7l. 

. .1 ookedf.or differences i n outcome betWeen In th is pa rt of the ana 1 ysi s w~ . 

the referrals which had, no prior .arrests, one priQr arrest or two pri or arrests • When 

,. 

.ana lyzed for the number , of prior offenses the data show.s. that 46% of the total 

referral popcdation ,hadno"priorarres ts,25% had one prevIous arrest and 10% h~ two 
" 

, ··t 't"'t u p"roJ'ect' a,.nd·c·co.nt·rol .... gro·u'.ps were almost identically"matched with p.re-proJec .. arr~!%-::). ' , 

respect to the number of pre-pr6ject arrests. 

The two main conclusions we re.ached from thes~ tables were: 

1. The projects did cons i derab ly better than control with 
referrals.· who, had either no prior arrests or who h'8)d 
committed only one offense prior to referral. . 

2. Neititer the projects or control were very successful 
w.i th;:'referra 1 swho had commi ttedmore than two offenses 
prior to referral, but control's results were slightly" 
bett~Jr than the projectS. 

iJ 

* The p. o·ects enjoyed a remarkable.degree of success w,i.th'firsit-time offenders. 

Seventy-three percent of the projectrefehra 1,5 wi th no prior arrests had not be~n re-

arrested slx months after treatment started in comparison to 49% for controJ. 

Twelve months later, 65% Stir'l had not been rearrested in comparison to 42% for control. 

Fifty~nlne percent of the project referrals wi~h o~~prior arrest had not 

been rearrested six months afte~ referral" in contrast. to 43%Uo(contro1.' A year 
, 0 

after referra 1, 51% of theproje'ct youth who had committed one" prior offense had .not 
. ",. v 

Hee!1'reari"ested-=tn c<)mparison to only 30% for control.', ("; 

I 
This ~attern .. c1ear)YChangedrOrreferra1s.~ho w1;:::eadmittedto the projects 

,11 ". ',. ' ' .' .i./, , 
with,' two pro-J6~arrests; Control yout.h handledothrougl\ normal .p'robation." pr.oce. ssi. h9. 'did" 

. '::" .' ',-, . /,1 ' , 
• " • .'. ..' • < :1i 

beE·'ter· thantpeprojects with the lO%c. Of cases Whichhad,two prior arrests~. This 'was 

r;'. 
" . 
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{,- trUe in both projects Y/here control groups Were used. In the other two, projects 

wi thout control groups the numbe.r of rearres ts i ncrea'sed for those cases hav; n9 more 

than one prior arresi~ From this data we concluded that the variable of prior 

arrestsQ correlated clos~ly with overall project success. 

In our .opinlon, this finding also helps to explain the success' of the Yolo 

project. Eighty-one percent of the Yolo referrals were either first-time offenders 
~, ,\ 

or were referrals who had committed on1';\ cine.prior offense, as compared to an average 

of 63% for the other projects. It is also true that the Yolo referrals committed a 

greater"percentage of the minor 602 offenses rather than delinquency tendencies which 

are the particular offenses with which these projects seem to have the most success. 

This finding also make~ the results of the Alameda project even more disappointing, 

considering the fact tf;!~f; 45% of the project cases were first-time offenders compared 
'''_r--r .~ 

to only 17% for controU. 

Is there any correlation between project results and the type and 
level of treatment service provided? (Tables 58-63). 

, Real izing that there were some significant differences in outcome between 

the projects, it was of interest to us to see if we could find any relationship between 

outcome and specific casework practices and treatment philosophy. 

The problems we encountered and what we learned about tha various treatMent 
., 

approaches is included in the descriptions of the projects, and the s'ecti'on on a 

proposed evaluation methodology. Some comments are alsQ made in the narrative po'rtion 

of ;,Section III. 

In general, all we could do 'is des'cribe different service philosophies. We 
~ 0 < 

were not able to identify any specific criteria that objectively distinguished one 

trea;'~ment approach froQl another. There were di fferentes inserv ice phi 1 osoph i es' am'6ng 



o 

II h , . d I td essentially to t e 
t~e ptoJe~ts, but most of th~ differente~ in our ml~ s, re a e. I 

, '", fi > 

frequ~ncy ot conta5tand term of service •• 

At one extr~me We would includeSatramento and Richmond, where the practi~e 

was to deal With the case immediately, in the context. of the situation that pre-

, . ld f . h ... unt' i 1 anot. her specific cipitated the.,referra1. incident and then,withho \) urt er service 

" i nci dent made recontact' w,i th the sase necessary. The average number of treatment 

contacts in Sacfamenta Was only 1.1; in RIchmond tt was 2.3.1n over 70% 6f the cases 

. in both proJe2ts the t.reatment was concluded and the case termi'natedin the first 

60-days" following referral.. I' C 

(J '". 

~ttheother extreme wa~"Alameda where the pol icyiiwa~ to provide a much m?re 
C) 

intensive type of treatment over an extended period. The referrals were seen about 

once a week over the en'tire year we followed the trefltment group. The numbe.r of 

contacts in the sample varied from a,. maximum of 82 contacts per year to a minimum of 

35. 
-,,-.f') 

6 . II ( 
Servi'Ce continued for over a y~~ar in 7% of the proJect'::;.-:tases. Da ta wa s n I,t 

avail~ble on the control group. 
" 

Yolo was the o~ly project that ~idn't have a clearly defined service 

" policy but the level of service was also very brief. The service concepts in this 
" 

proJett were discussed largely!n terms of counselor-client rapport rather than 

family involvement; peer interaction a=~ opposed to authority recognitio~; ahdthe 
If!f'" • c 

;:. (j ,1.\;:. 

~6unsel1ng was done in settings familiar and co~venient to the referral rather than 

in a ,home environment. 

··~hother important difference was that ,there was very lit;tlecontinuity 
,~, .7 .x 

between'" thetasework~r ~nd the referrals in the Yolo project. Organ I zati onal 

p,rqbtems, management turnover, ,and constantLincertalntYi'abqut the supply of the case 
, (.'0' • -:l; ~~ 

'al~e ~vol unteers pr~ ti call y precluded .havi rig;"Jhe k I hd ofschedu l,ed. fO,11 ow-up 
o 
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involvem~nt with the cases that was possible with prof~ssional,full-time staff In 

the other projects. 

This type of an admfnistrative situation necessitated a much different type 
:} 

of casework practice. One ~~ry eviden't difference was that whi Ie Yolo saw the cases 

about as many times as Ric~~ond or Sacramento the service pert~dwas much shorter. 
!/ )"';, '._._/ 

Th i s was true even wi th t7'e you th who had~~'E,!en referred for ser i ous offenses. F f fty-
If \'." 

one percent of the cases/here closed withinE~even days after referral and 60% within 
o i 

21-days. We attributed}this more to the problems reJated to the availability of .. staff 
it 

rather than to a dellbirate service. pol icy. 

Consideredl"h cOhJunction with their negative results on outcome, these 

findings ca.st doubt 0';' the effectiveness of long-term intensive casework as it was 

carried on in the Alameda project. There is no support, elther, for the concept of 

Involving siblings's an Integral part of the treatment program. 
,:1 

For OCJP(purposes, in making planning and funding decisions on similar 

projects, one of the most useful implications that seems to emerge from this evaluation 
;; 

I s th is: There is evidence here based on the resul ts' of the Sacramento and Richmond 

projects which 4uggest that when similar service philosophies are carried out which 

,~ 
I 

1 j' . 
J ., 

.1 \ 
1 . 
. { 

/f !.~ 

assure this leyel of service being provided through trained professionals that positive., ~l: 
. ;/ . "', • I,d . 

pred~ctable rf/sul ts m~ght be obta~nea. "} 

Inff~plte of wha~ g!bheralizations we have made about the similarity of the '\fl 
referral pOP~lations, weth:l1nk a close examination of the data in tables 1-7 \'/i 11 ;I~ iiJ 

1/ I 4 

reveal some ~ifferences in !~he characteristics of the two project populations which 11; 

tend to support o~r asSertion. The Richmond referrals were 50% black; they had 

committed more prior offenses (51% compared to 35%); t,be Sacramento project also had 

more females (42% compared to 63%). The community setting of the two projects are 

a 1 so vast 1 y d i ffe rent.' 
xv i i 
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') l' Yet, \>Je observe that basically identical results were obtained in two 
% q situations where the service philosophy was the same, the same type of staff received 
:! 
~ the same training, and the clients were seen about the same number of times, for 
,1 

J 

II 
i~ R about the same length of time. 
it 
~ We cannot integrate the results of the Yolo Youth Services Bureau into tne 

II 

rest of the cluster. The project had to discontinue working with juveniles due to the J 
loss of support from the police and probation departments. In view of the brganization 

and staffing problems which beset the Bureau during the period fhi~:evaluatioh 
~\ 
" 

covered there were most likely some valid reasons for the withdrawal of the support from '..I 
these other agencies. Knowing what we do about the very active juvenHe unit in the 

sheriff's department which operated in the target area at the same time it is impossible ." rl 

to say where the credit really belongs for the results we observed in the Yolo project. 
'" 

All we can say about the Alameda project is that based on the criteria used in the 

evaluation, the whole project was simply a failure. 
'If': 
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SECT! ON I 

METHODOLOGY AND RESEARCH DESIGN FOR ASSESSMENT OF IMPACT 
ON THE REDUCTION OF JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 

The five diversion projects included in this cluster along with many similar 

ones funded by the Office of Criminal Justice Planning were intended to test whether or 

not juveniles charged with delinquent or near-delinquent behavior can be handled more 

effectively by new programs used as alternatives to conventional juvenile justice 

processing. 

It has been generally accepted by a great many juvenile court judges ~nd 

probation practitioners that "diversion" reduces the stigmatization, labeling and 

confinement Which often characterize the court disposJtibns of truants, runaways, and 

"incorrigible ll minors. But, whether the reduction of stigmatization, labeling and 

confinement actually terminates delinquent careers is another question. 
.. 

For the most part, there has been no universally demonstrable and preventive 

methods for reducing the incidence of delinquent acts through prevention or rehab'~i-

tative diversion programs. Where knowledge has been developed, it ,has not been utilized 

in any action programs or the programs havE~ not been successfully implemented. Where 

they have been implemented. evaluation is often lacking or the results have been qulte 
.. , I, negative or inconclusive. 

Yet, in spite of these conditions and unlike many social science programs, 

the "state of the art ll in.the evaluation of diversion programs has evolved to a point 

where the following quantifiable outcome crilteria are used and recognized as 

appropriate, measurable indicators of program success: 

1. Changes ln the number and frequency of offenses committed 

by each youth in a project. 

i 
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Changes in the numb~'r of offenses commi tte'd that resu It' 

in. referra I to the probat i 6n department for,Jurther 

probation prd'cessing. 

3. Changes in the severity of offenses committed by each 

youth in a project~ 

In our discussions with project personnel and from our own review of the 

past evaluations that have been made on the projects in this cluster, we found that 

everyone of the projects incorporated one or more of these criteria into their own 

Sinternal assessment of their program's effectiveness in reducing juvenile delinquency. 

Because the projects have dlffared ~ith respect to the sophistication of 
1 

project personnel, th~ level oi= evaluation attempted, as well as the costs that have 

been expended to.,secure the evaluations, the eval"uations have varied from being little 

more than descriptive statements of activities to rigidly controlled experiments in 

one of the projects. As a result, none of the projects in this cluster had collected 

or analyzed project data with regard to all three of the crlteria We used. 

While there were variatio~s in the way this cluster of dIversion projects 

was Implemented, they were all concerned with the sa"l,e types of offenses an_d they were 

attempting to deal with the ~elinquent outside of regular court and probation channels. 

In spite of this similarity of purpose we enco~ntered several problems in arriving at 

an evaluation design suitable for evaluating all five proJect~f 

First., while the general assumptions and objective/;f 
y these experimental or 

~'/ 

demqnstration projects have been largely the same, individ~al projects have varied as 
-, ," 

to their'~todltionin the community juvenile justice systems, the type of staff employed, 

the characterist:!p§ of the clients. served, and the kinds and inten;;,:lty of services 
i .. J 

rendered. 
~'. (. 
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Secondly, in this cluster of projects there are two rather distinctapproaches: 

taken to meeting the one broad objective of reducing de,)inquency. One approach diverts 

at the point of Ilintake ll within the regular probation process to a specialized unit 

locat.ed within the probation department or in a IIspecial,~1 community office. The other 

treats the deQf1}:luent, but with a far greater emphasis on the predelinquent, Within a 

communl'ty-based setting quite sdparate from the I,hfluence or control of the formal 

juvenile court system. 

Third, while the- goals in this cluster of projects ,seem to be the same, it 

is quite evident that the objectives of some of the projects in the cluster have been 

conceived without a clear distinction being made between their objectives and their 

project activities. Certain depe!1dent variables were used to designate the project1s 

obJectiv~s, but there-had not been any independ~nt variables specified which could be 

statistically correlated with the objectives~ 
' ..... 

Because of these differences among the projects,.-we selected two broad-

approaches for assessing an individual program's effectiveness in carrying out its 

stated objectives. The first approach focused exclusively on the law enforcement and 

probation referrals to each project. The second approach concentrated on an analysis' 

of the voluntary and non-law enforcement referrals which comprise a portion of the 

caseload in the two youth service projects in this cluster. 

To the extent possible we supplemented our assessment with some information 

about the following aspects of each project's operation: 

1. The availability and qualifications of project staff. 

2. Staff turnover. 

3. The application of staff effort to different project 

activities. 
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4. The problems associated with the delivery of specific 

services. o 

5. An analysis of outside Juvenil~ justice policy deci.sions 

which c6uld affect a projectls success~ 

6. The impact the project had on the handling of delinquents 

in the local ju'venile justice sy.stem. 

.}r 

Two of the projects were established with control groups, one of which included 

siblings. Siblings arid dmtrol groups were tracked and treated in the<,same way a~s the 
I, 

proJ~ct referrals. 

1. Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals. Beca~se there were significant 

differences in the size of the treatment populations and the duration of the projects, 

the first step in our research approach was to select an appropriate sample of law 

enforcement'and probation referrals to each project. The samples we selected not only 

minimized. data h~ndl ing problems but allowed us to do six month and one year follow-ups 

on the referrals. 

The characte.r and size of our sample is indkated in the following table: 

Project 

'1 • Sac ramen to 60 I Dive rs ion 
Project 

-I;,r~",~ 

Treatment. Group': 

Control Group: 

'. \i . . 
2.:: Yolo Youth '>Services Bureau - .... 

Treatment ,Group: 

Sample Group Number 

'20% random sample 144 
of all first year 
referrals 98 

All law enforcem~' ,279 
and proba-t ion . \..,)"" 

.~"'referral s 
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Pro'lect 

3. Richmond Probation 
Intervention Unit 

Treatment Group: 

4. Alameda Delinquency 
Prevention trogram 

Treatment Group: 

Control Group: 

Sibl ing (Exp. & Control) 

Total 

Sample Group 

All firs t yea r 
referrals 

All referrals to 
project 

Number 

132 

33 

23 

104 

813 

After having selected our sample, we initiated a file search of all the local police 

departments in each project for the number of arrests and citations issued to each 

youth. 

It was the judgment of the staff in two of the probation departments who 

have projects in this cluster tha't "the major weakness in their present evaluation 

design was the failure of the projects to quaiify their internal evaluation data 

they had col1'ected on each referral for the' effect of'any contact their 'cas~,loads 

may have had with authorities or police agencies outside the probation department 

during the duration of t~e experiment • 

A change in pollc% for ihstance,at the police level could very easily 

affect the number of rereferra 1 s to the probat iori department on many of the cas'es 

initially included in the diversion programs. 

More importantly, as more police agencies' initiate diversion projects of 

their own, it was quite possible any delinquent behavioronlOthe partofth~. referrals 

in the treatment populations coming to the attention of the police departments could 

-5-
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remain u(1known to the various probation:depa"rtments.For the most part, there is no 

systematic exchange of information between the local police departments and the 

various projects in this cluster~ With the exception of the Contra Costa County. 

Probati~n Department none of the probation departments who had prdjects in this cluster 
(I 

~aintalned a complete central juvenile ind~x on all delinqQents~processed by local 

police agencies. 

Therefore, we felt"it was important in measllring the total effectiVeness 

of the diversion program to track the cases included in our sample of law enforcement 

and probation referrals through ~ local police agencies for any contact with the 

police departments not included tn the data collected for the existiD9 project 

evaluations. A finding that there is a high incidence of police conta~t'after particl-
':.' 

pation in Hre diversion program could significantly modify the present assessment. of 

an individual program1s effectiveness. 

Our search of the police files was instrumen'ted to secure the following 

points of information on the referrals we included in e~ch, sample: 

1. Date of arrest~ booking, or citation. 

2. Statutory designation of each offense (warnings, 

field interrogation~ and other incidents where 

the offender is s victim and other extraneous 

information which appears on some juvenile record~' 
'" 

was deleted)~ 

3. The pol ice department's disposi\!on of "the case. 

In Appendix A of this report, we ,have included a s~'mple of the instrum~\i"ft. 
'i:~ 

'Ii! 

We developed for s~curlng this data. 
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This information allowed us to compute for our sample populations the, 

fOllow.ing analysis: 

1. Th~ number of citations received by the referral 

from police departments six months before referral 

to the project, six month§ and one year after 

referral to the project. 

2. An analysis of changes in the number, pattern and 

severity of subsequent offenses committed by the 

sample populations. 

3. Analysis of success in treating particular offense 

categories. 

4. Relative success of treatment by sex and age groups. 

Probation Department File Search 

In order to complete our analysIs of treatment outcome, it was necessary 

. to trgce the Juvenile histories of the youth in our samples into the probation 

,departments as a measure of how successful the projects have been in diverting ycr~th 

from f~rther juvenile court processing. The data we have secured from the records 

of the probation department are: 

1. The number of referrals counseled and released by 

probation. 

2. The number of referrals placed on informal probation. 

3: The number of formal petitions filed on eath referral 

, in our sample. 

4. The number of ~ustained petitions. 
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5. ·.The number of referrals placed on formal probation. 
:, C i,: 

6. The number of referrals formally made;~ ward of the 

court. 

':'y 

approach II. Vol unta r~ and Non-Law Enforcement Referrals. The research we 

outlined above dealt with only the police and probation referrals in this cluster. 

Another group of youth was referred to the two youth service programs in this cluster 

from schools or came in;as voluntary referrals. 

Our assessment of this group of referrals was based on ~~ample from each 

refer~al source which we analyzed for: (1) the reason for referral, (2) the treatment 
, " 

objective, (3) the service plan and (4) the number of cQntacts the bureau staff have 

had with each client. In those cases where the reason for referral was specific such 

as tutoring and truancy, we went to the original referral source to find out what 

improvement or change occurred as a result of having ref~rred the youth to the project. 

In the Yolo project where the counseling of school referrals took place ~"der 

the direction of teachers, princfpals and counselors our assessment was primarily 

based on their opinion of the program1s ~ffectiveness. In the Richmond Outreach 

where the individual service plan ii~volved tutoring, we secured ~he assistance of a 

skilled teacher from the Richmond area to interview teachers and school administrative 

staff in order to collect attendanc~ information and grade point averages on the clients 

in our sample. 

This was not a methodology we woul~ recommend. It was used in this case 

only because no information had been kept by the proJ'ects in 'r rd t h ~ ega 0 t e cqange o~ 

improvement in the schooJ referrals. For the employment arid recreational activi,ty 

cases all we could do is describe the servIces offered by the pr~Ject5. 
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Coordination of Community Resources 

,In addition to concentrating their efforts on voluntary and non-law enforce- ,;;) 
, /l 

,//"/ 

;: 
ment ~eferrals, the two youth service programs directed a large part ot:their resources 

" toward a second objective: that of utilizing community resources in a more coordinated 

manner. Within the scope of accomplishing ~heir community coordinating function a wide 

variety of specific services and activities Were found. 

Our 2ssessment of this function was primarily directed to a look at any new 
() Ij 

or additional community resources where the development could be attributed directly 

to the project. 

Another area we reviewed in analyzing the project1s coordinating function 

was the extent to which they facilitated inter-agency cooperation in the development 

of programs for handling delinquent and predei inquent youth. We have observed that 

many factors influence agency attitudes towards utilizing youth service programs. 

Police, for example, are quite candid in discussing some of the circumstances which 

have led to definite policy changes in regard to makIng referrals to the projects. 

Probation officers, school officials and other community groups have expressed some 

definite opinions on the role and purpose of the projects. 

We believe that the attitudes of certain strategically placed officials in 

outside agencies and organizations are key factors in determining the natur~, type 

and number of referrals youth service bureaus receive. We, therefore, systematically 

surveyed those officials in community agencies and organizations most clos~ly involved 

with the projects for an" understanding of their particular assessment of the role 

youth service programs have played in the local juvenile justice Jystem. 

11 
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Project Staff 

In our evaluation efforts we recognized that a major reservoir of infor-
" 

matton exists in the staff of the projects. Therefore, in each project we solicited 

staff perceptions of their individual projects, their ideas on the most appropriate 

evaluative criteria to be used~ and indications of the most effective~nd ineffective 

activitles condufted by each project. 

In addition, background data on each staff member, including his previous 

training and experiencie as well as his in-service trainin~was collected in interviews 

we held with project staff. This same data was collected from each project director 

with the addition of information on external relationships and staffing problems that 

may have developed during the life of the project. 
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SECTION I I 

INTRODUCTION OF PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS 

The descrIptions of the pt~jects which comprise the second section of the 

report were prepared for the purpose of providing a setting Tor the evaluative data 

which comprises the rna'" body of the report. It Is important to provide this back-

ground for these evaluations because there are some important differences in the 

circumstances surrounding each project which should be understood by users of the 

report in interpreting the treatment outcome data in Section I I I. Three of the 

projects, for instance, are operated entirely within probation departments and are 

staffed with regular full-time probation personnel. At the other extreme there is a 

project staffed completely wIth part-time, untrained volunteers. Another project has 

a combination of both types of staff. 

In spite of the significant differences between the projects with respect 

to their staffing and organizational location, the basic objective of the four projects 

is essentially the same. It is to reduce the incidence and the severity of delinquency 

among the treatment populations. The fact that all of the projects included in this 

evaluation had a common objective provided the basic rationale for "clustering" them 

together for evaluative purposes. 

Users of the report, however, should recognize that the different qrgani-

zational and staffing patterns account for some differences in expressions of treat-

ment philosophy. It also affects the type of the referrals received and Influences 

the nature and term of the service provided as welT. 

The readers' observations as to what specific effect these differences in 

administration and treatment philosophy may have on the objectIve results are perhaps 

as valid as any we will make. Our main concern in p~eparing these project descriptions 
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was only to provide users of the report with some background and in~ernal information 
\,' 

common to each pr~'ect in order to give the reader an overall perspective on the 
\-1 :) 

community and organiiational setting in which each experiment took place. 

The community information which precedes each description was provided mainly 

for the benefit of out-of-state users who may not be familiar with the city or county 

where the projects were located. In prepa~ing these descriptions we have drawn heavily 

Upon data in the original grant application, internal administrative reports, and other 

evaluations when available. Beyond this we obtained our information from staff 

i nterv i ews. 

\1 
1\ 

-12;', 

\c, ·1 

"'.-

.1 

J 

I 

J 

J 

. J 

J 



I 
I 
I 
II 

.. ' 

SACRAMENTO 601 DIVERSION PROJECT 





~ 
I 
! 

• 
I 
II 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

SACRAMENTO 601 DIVERSION PROJECT 

Community Description 

This project is located In Sacramento County which lies in the central 

valley of California, north and east of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. It extends 

east from the Sacramento River to the foothills of the Sierra-Nevada. Within the 

county are the four incorporated citi~s of Sacramento, Folsom, Galt, and Isleton. The 

metropolitan area is the state's largest population center in central northern 

California. The area population is 650,000 of which 270,000 live in the Incorporated 

area of Sacramento City. The city is the financial, cultural and transporation center 

for the region. It is the capitol city of the state and the seat of county government. 

Government is the leading employer and mainstay of the local economy. Federal, 

state and local agencies together employ about 40% ,of Sacramento's total employment. 

While the general employment trend over the past 12 years "has bee~'upward, 

the period between 1963 and 1965 marked the beginning of a substantial decline of 

employment in the manufacturing and construction sectors. This was largely due to 

. decl ining employment in the aerospace industries and reverberating effects in other 

durable goods industries, as well as in construGtion. The declining trend has continued 

through 1972. Now, most manufacturing in the county is agricultural processing. 

Employment growth in government, services, and trade have compensated for the declines 

in manufacturing and construction so that total employment has increased over this 

peri od. 

The average income of Sacramento residents is considerably higher than that 

of the state as a whole. Whi Ie Sacramento is similar to the state at the highest 

income bracket~ the county has many more fami lies in the middle three income brackets 
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and fewer in the l()wer-i~come bracket than does the state. This is due to the large 

proportion of government workers in the county who are typically middle-income earners. 

The median Sacramento family income has increased from $10,565 in 1969 to 

$11,741 in 1972. A greater p~oportion of Sacramentans earned over $15,000 in 1972 than 
,'::1 I' 

did in 1969. At the same time, however, poverty (below $4,000) increased, possibly due 
'c 

to the increase in unemployment between the two years, Plfteen-and-one-half percent 

of all males are c011ege graduates and 8% of the females are college graduates. 

Approximately one-fifth of the Sacramento County papulation are members of 

a minority group. Half of these are Spanish speaking or Spanlsh ~urnamed. The other 

half are black, oriental, and American-Indian. 

Ethnic and Racial Com osition of Sacramento Count 

White 
Span i sh-Amer i can 

.Black 
Japanese· 
Chinese 
F i 1 i pi no 
Indian 
All Other 

Total 

Project Description 

Number of 
Persons 

508,250 
58,082 
36,418 
9,801 
9,479 
3,003 
2,670 
3,795 

631,498 

Percent 

80.5% 
. 9.2 

5.8 
1.6 
1.5 
0.5 
0.4 
0.6 

100.0% 

The .Sacramento County 601 D' ~ ,Version Project is a joint effort between the 

Sacramento·County Probation Department and the Center on Administration of Criminal 

Just i Ce at the Un i vets i tyof Ca 1 i forn i a Davi s Th'" . , .' .' , " . ,e e,xper I me,nt addressed the problem 

of ha~dling the many Juvenile cases fall jng under SeeHoo 601 of the'Welfare and 

Inltltutioos Code. The applicable section of th-·. Cod'e d w rea s as follows: 
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"Any person under the age of 18 years who persistently 
or habitually refuses to obey the reasonable and proper orders 
or directions of his parents, guardian, custodian or school 
authorities, or who is a habitual truant from school within 
the meaning of any law of this state, or who from any cause 
is in danger of leading an idle p dissolute, lewd, or immoral 
life, fs within the jurisdiction of the juvenile court which 
may adjudge such person to be a ward of the court." 

Youths beyond the control of their parents, runaways, trUants and other 

youths falling within Section 601 of the Welfare and Institutions Code constitute 

over one-third of all juveni Ie court cases in Sacramento County' and high percentages 

elsewhere in California and the Nation. Many judges and probation officers have 

long felt these to be among their toughest cases and the least appropriate for handlIng 

through the juvenile court. The heavy workload of 601 cases allows the probation 

department little time to resolve the underlying family problems involved in 601 cases. 

This sltuation usually results in handling the case through detentionan~ fillng,'of a 

petition. The probation department and Juvenile court recognize the neg;ative aspects 

of this type of case handling. 
" 

Recidivism stati~tics'fof Sacramento County indicate that nearly 48% of all 

601 cases come back to the attention of the,~robation gepa-rtment within seven months 

after release. Moreover, department personn~l have com~ to recognize the inappropri­

ateness ~f handling 601, cases through the legal system, since these cases generally. 

involve family crisis situations and a long history of lack of communication and 

understanding among fami ly members. 

Project Objectives 

The Sacramento 601. Divers i on Project is an experiment des i gned to test () 

whethe~ 601 cases can be handled more successfully through short-term family crisis 

therapy ,at the time of referral than through the traditional pro'cedures of the 
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de,monstrate the validity of the 
goa I § of th'e project weret6 ~" juveni Ie court. 

diversion concept of del i l1quency prevention byo showing that: 

" h ' f 601 cases can 
Runaway beyond control and ot er types 0 . ' 

, f" 'Ie Justice be diverted from the present system 0 Juveni 
and court adjudication; 

'Detention can be avoided in most 601 type situations 
through counseling and alternative placements that are 
both temporary and voluntary; 

Those diverted have few~\ subsequent brushes wi th the 1 aw 
and a better general adJ:!-istment to life than tho~etlot 
diverted; , 

This diversion can be accomplishe&within existing r~sources 
available for handling this kind 6f case. 

Service Philosophy 

The theory underlying the philosophy of the treatment~of the youth in this' 
'\ 

project is based upon the idea, of "con-joint family counseling of brief dur,ation during 

a time of crises." Fami ly counsel ing techniques are ,e~mployed lito unblock the fami ly 
/"! j 

communication p~ocessesll so that the family as a wh6--'f~ can deal with its problems. 
, (f 

J\ 
Treatment of th'e youth or the P9rents at a later date does not provide either party 

with the proper context to solve problems which have r~ached the crises p~int. The 
,. 

assumption during this" time' of Irnmediate emotional stress is always that both parties 
{ 1 

wi 11 return home together and continue to work togetherr.' with further he'lp from a 

community agency, until their problems are solv~d. It is felt tha~ the relative 

brevi~y of contact with a properly tra'ined family worker during and immedJately 

subsequent toa crises period will have an effect equ~l to "and possibly better tha'n 

open-ended treatment' of a longer durati on! II 
j: 

, . 
jhl sapproach was based 011 the mode 1 progr.~m in Ted Rub in I s paper developed 

for the California Delinquency Prevention: Strategy Conference in 1971. The specific 
-,,'\ .:;, 
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approach is that of ihtensive crIsis counseling to youth and their parents at the 

earliest p6int of contact. The normal intake procedure is transformed from a time 

of decision as to whether a petition will be filed in the case into a time for delving 

into the problems faced by the youth and his parents. 

This approach relies on the following features: 

Immediate, intensive handling of cases rather than 
piecemeal adjudication. 

Avoidance of compartmentalized service by the creation 
of a prevention and diversion unit handling cases f~om 
beginning to end. 

Spending the majority of staff time in the initial 
stages of the case--when it is in crisis--rather 
than weeks or months later. 

The provision of speical training to probation staff 
involved. 

The provision of on-going consultative services on a 
periodic basis to enable staff to continue to improve 
their crisis handling skills. 

Avoidance entirely of court. 

Avoidance of juvenile halT through counsel ing and the 
use of alternate placements that are both temporary 
and voluntary. 

Maintenance of a 24-hour, seven-day-a-week telephone 
crisis service. 

Closer ties with outside referral services. 
, 

Cases referred to the project are handJed through i~mediate arrangement af 

a family counseling session to discuss the emergent problem. Every effort is made 

to insure that this session is held as soon as possi~le and most are held within the 
" 

I :1 

first hour or two after~~fi~rF~~. Detention of youths as a method of solving problems 
, 

is discouraged. Through the"".use'of family crisIs intervention counseling techniques, 
~<'Ii 
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the project counse.lor seeks to develop the idea that the problem should be addressed 
\'\ h 

by the family as a whole. Consequently, counselors encourage fa,mi.1 ies to return ome 

h that it is with a commitment to wor.k through the problem together. In t e ~vent 
-,;:/" 

not possible or beneficial for the youth to return home, an ~'ffort is made to place 

the youth in an alternative e~vironment on a temporary basis (suc~ placement is 

volunt~ry an& subject to mutu~l consent of parents and youth). 

Families are encouraged to return for a se~ond discussion with the counselor 

and depending upon the n~ture of the problem for a third, fourthc;:0r fifth session •. 
. , 

N6rmally, the maximum number of sessions is five, Sessions rarely last less than one 

hour and often go as long as two or two-and-one-half hours, First sessions take place 

when the problem arise~. 

All sessions after the first session are essentially voluntary, and whether 

the family returns is up to the family itself. In many cases counselors are in 

contact with the family by phone whether there is a
1

follow"'up visit. or not. All 

members of the family are encouraged to contact the coun$~lor in the event of a con­

tinuing problem or some new additional problem. 

Sou~ce of Referrals 

About two-thirds of the referrals to the project are cited to appear or are 

brought directly to the probation departmen.t by the S.·acramento C't P I' D I Y 9,~ce epartment 

and the Sheriff's Department. The balan f th" f 1 ce 0 e re erra s come from the schools 
" , 

parents, or other public agencies. 

',I 

Method of Referral 
II \~ 

The project began handling cases on Oct.ober 26 197 , O. 
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experiment the project handles~ases on four days of the week with the regular Intake 

unit handling the other three days as a control group. Days are rotat.d monthly, so 

that each day of the ~Jeek wi 11 be included approximately the same numbe.r of times for 

both the project group and the control group. 

On project days when ~ referral on a 601 matter Is recelved--whether from 

the police, the schools, the parents or whatever--the project arranges a family session 

to discuss the problem. Every effort is' made to Insure that this session is, held as 

soon as possible and most are held within the first hour or two after referral. 

Referral Criteria 

The project does not handle all 601 cases. Out-of-county and out-of-state 

cases; cases In which the Juvenile already has a case pending In court or a warrant 

outstanding; cases involving youths who are in cour.t placei':1~nt; and cases 'Involving 

youths who are already on probation for serious criminal offenses were excluded from 

the project because of administrative and other problems involved ih their handling. 

Cases falling in these categories are handled by the regular intake staff regardless 

of whether they come in on a project day or not. 

Cases which are handled by the project on project days are: 

1. All 601 cases reaching intake in which the minor 
is not on probation •. 

2. All 601 cases in which the minor is on informal 
probation. 

3. All 601 cases In which the minor Is on formal 
probation for a 601 offense • 

. 4. All 601 cases in which- the minor Is on formal 
probation for a minor 602 offense. Minor 
offenses include petty theft, malicious mischief, 
cprfew p alcohol o~fenses and other misdemeanors. 
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Offenses which are not considered minor includeddrug 

offenses, robbery, burglary, grand theft auto an 
offenses involving violence or sexual assault. 

proJ'ect case 'It remains a project case for all Once a case has become a 
" 

~ubse~Dent 601 behavior regardless of the day of week on which the subsequent behavior 

, h' h the proJ'ectflles a 601 is referred. The one exception to this is the case In w IC 

petition. 6 h ' f th'ls k'ind of case is handled by regular Any subsequent 01 be aVlor or 

intake as diversion Is no longer possible. 

~~Dject cases in which the child subsequently becomes involved in 602 

behavior are handled as follows: 

1. Minor 602 behavior--Remains in project. 

2. Serious 602 behavior--Handled by regular intake. 

SimilarlY, once a case becomes a control case it remains a control case 

for all subsequent 601 behavior regardless of day of week. Control cases in which 

the child subsequently becomes invqlved in 602 behavior are handled by regular intake. 

Staffing 

Project c,ases were handled by a staff which consisted of a supervisor and 

slx deputy probation officers. The supervisor has approximately 10 years experience 

and his assistant seven years experience. The deputies range from no prior probation 

experienceuto approximately four years of experience. There are three male and three 

female deputies. The three deputies without probation experience all had some previous 

experience ina social service agency. All staff volunteered for the proJect and 
-

were chosen on the basis of interest and aptitude. There was no staff turnover in 

this group except'for on~ officer who left the unit to work in another department. 

.','. ;~. 
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In-Service Training 

The project training has involved two phases: initial training and on-going 

training. Initial training was conducted during a one-week period. This included 

demonstrations of actual family counseling by a number of different therapists, intensive 

discussion and role-playing of the kinds of problems which counselors were expected to 

face. 

The on-going portion of the training is built around weekly consultations 

with a consulting psychiatrist for the project. In these sessions the project counselors 

have opportunities to observe~ discuss and work with the project consultants. In a 

typical session the consultant might sit in and work with a project counselor on one 

of the more difficult family situations p thus providing the project ~ounselor with 

feedback on his handling of the case and additional insight into the family problem as 

seep by the consultant. In other sessions staff members meet with the consultant 

individually and as a group to discuss the handling of cases and upgrade their skills 

in this type of interveMtlon. In some instances p counselors make videotapes of famIly 

sessions so that consultanti and counselors may later analyze these together. It is 

the staff opinion that the on-going training has been one of the most important factors 

to the success of the project. 

Another important part of the on-going training 'has been sev~.r-al all-day 

workshops with special consultants from the San Francisco Family T~erapy Center. 

These sessions placed a heavy emphasis on analysis of communicatlon involving both 

the family and the staff. 

Other training sessions have focused on the role that other agencies play 

in helping to deal with family situations. A numb~r of community agencies and their 

staff have been particularly helpful in providing this type training. These include 
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" Sacramento County Mental Health Clinic, The Aquarlan Effort, Family Service Agency, 

Family Service Agency Crisis Program, Catholic Social Serv!ces, Child Protective 

, t, 

• 
Services, and Children's Placement Services. 

Several special training sessions with experts In other various fields have 

also been provided. These included sessIons with Ted Rubin, formerly Juvenile Court 

Judge of Denver, Colorado, and currently with the Institut~ of Court Management. 

Administrative Support 

A full-time clerk-secretary was attached to the project unit. The secretary 

maintained the intake log, transcribed permanent case write-ups and prepared the 

research forms which provided the basic data used for the project's evaluation. The 

form and content of the case files we relied on for thIs eva1uati9n were excellent 

and as good as any we found in the cluster. 

" ' 
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YOLO YOUTH SERVrCES BUREAU 

Community Description 

The target area for the Yolo County YouthS~r~i~es Bureau is designated as 

East Yolo Co~nty. More specifically, the target area is composed of four small un-

incorporated communities: Broderick. 9 Bryte, West Sacramento elnd Southport, which 

together have a combi~ed population of about 24,000. This section of Yolo County is 

geographically separated from the main downtown area ot Sacramento City only by a 

river, yet it Is some distance from the county's main center of population. 

Growth. and development within the area has long since merged the four 

communities into one contiguous population center. Yet, in spite of the geographical 

changes which have merged the four communities into what would appear to be a small 

municipality, our impression i$ that each community has still maintained a strong 

sense of provincialism. Repeated efforts to incorporate the four entities have·failed 

by wide margins. Consequently, the entire area still remains an unincorporated county 

territory. 

The area, with 26% of the county population, contains approximately 60% of 

the county welfare caseload and 30% of the county probation caseload. 

The only politically unifying factor we could see operating to bring the 

four communities closer together is the fact that they are all served by the Washingt.oi'l 

Unified School District. 

The principal employment opportunities for the area are government, agriculture, 

food processing, and transportation equipment manufacturing in that order. The follow­

ing U.S. Census factors highlight some of the prominent socio-economic characteristics 

of the community. 
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Percent Minority 25.0% 

Percent Indian 1. 1% 
1.6% Percent Negro 
1.4% Percent Oriental 

Percent Spanish 20.3% 

Percent College Educated Males 2.9% 

Percent College Educated Females 2.7% 

Median Income Male Professional $9,716 

Median Income Male Operatives $7,270 

Median Income All Ma'les $7,494 

Project De?cription 

This project was conceived and instigated in late 1969 by the Yolo County 

Delinquency Prevention Commission. These commissions exist by law in all California 

counties. The commissions are typically composed of judges, pol ice chiefs, probation 

staff or others v!ho are3ttached in some way to each county's juveni Ie justltesystem. 

The project was originally funded by the State in 1969 and later in 1971 by 

the Office of Crimin~l Justice Planning. Since July, 1973 the project has been 

financed by the county. 

As we interpret the history of the project it appears that the main reason 

for creating the Youth Ser·vices Bureau was the lack of youth-oriented services for the 

community and the absence of many alternative referral sources for some of the local 

offi cers in the sher iff' 5 department anc:l :'pr6bat i on department·: who:'pl"ovi de poli c~ and 

probation services to the area. 

As we stated in the original grant application the Bureau's fi,rst priority 
',,,/ 

was to serve youth who, "through their attitude and behavior, indicate a real 

:.l 0 " 
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o 
possibility of some immediate or future involvement with the juvenih~ justice system." 

There was also some thought th~t the YouthServites Bureau would be able to more 

effectively coordinate some of the other county service agencies such as social welfare, 

mental health, etc. which had area offices within the community. The local office of 

the probation department was only concerned with adult or juvenile eases who were on 

probation. The resident service workers from welfare and mental health were also pre-

occupied with a different type of problem clientele than the youth of the area. 

The ~/ashington School District did not have any trua1"lt officetrs and as a 

matter of policy it was the practice for the probation department not to act on truancy 

problems. Another local deficiency that was identified was the lack of any publicly 
I· 

or privately. sponsored recreation for the area1s youth. In short, the East Yolo area 

was regarded as a community without adequate social service resources considering its 

social and economic characteristics. 

As part of the proce~s of trying to integrate itself into the local com-

mun i ty structure the Bureau located its admin istr.at iveoffices in the 'Broderi tk 

Christian Center. The Christian Center Is a private p nonprofit social service-organi-

zation that also provides certain servic~s to the area such as a day school for 

working mothers, divorce counsellng p and othe~ free information type services. A part-

" 
time chfld protective servIce worker from the Social Welfare Department also worked out 

of the Center. Partly because of the limited facility available to them most of the 

Bureau1s services were provided in the field~ particularly those services provided to 

the schools. 

Project Objectives 

There were three basi~ objectives for thrs Youth Services Bureal:l. 
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To redUce "the inc i dence of de 1 i nquency wi th th the 
target area;, 

To divert a significant number of youth frDm the 
juventle justice system; 

G) 

ToCJf i 1 i ze ex is t i ng commun i ty. resou rces ina more 
coordJnated manner. 

Service Philosophy 

The implicit assumption of the treatment philosophy was that by better 

coordination of local services and resources the Bureau could provi,;de.,a wider range 

of services and to a dlfferent clientele 'than was presently possibi,fe. The need, to 

a large degree, was a result of the-ta,get--atea being 26 mi les away from the main 

population center of the county. 

The rationale behind the treatment philosophy represented what has come 

to be known as "diversion';wi •• e •. , early identification of de;linquency .!~nd the treat-

ment of it by means other than through the regular probation and court process. The 

idea was to avoid the labeling and stigmatization that is thought to occur through 

conventional probation processing. Providing treatment in the ~ontext of a community-

based organization of this type permitted more flexibility and a degree of discretion 

in the handling of a case than is normally possible in c;; regular probation caseload. 
,; 

Unlike the other projects, there was not a standardfzed appr6ach to providing 

services. With the law enforcement referrals 9 counseling was done in conjunction with 

the famlly. For most others the family was excluded. In ~ome instances the service 

was regarded'as being Very immediate. In others it contimued over many months. The 

diversity of background ~nd the lprge number of case aides that did most of the 

service work assured a great deal of diversity in service concept also. 
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The main point·, as we ... /ouJd."characterize the.treatment philosophy, was to 

work with the referral in the context of his referral problem. In some cases this 

amounted to little'more"than meeting the referral at school for lunch, sharing odd 

hours of the day with him or escorting him to an event that he might not otherwise 

attend. The expressed aim was to "involve the youth in utilizing resources within 

himself and within the community to effectively meet his own needs." 

Source of R~ferrals i'i.," t........,.,.;·~, __ _ 

The following table 9 prepared by the Bureau, reflects the source of the 

referrals during the period covered in this evaluation. Our evaluation deilt 

primarily with the law enforcement and probation referrals and to a much lesser 

extent with the school referrals. 

Source of Referrals 

July ~970-
june 1971 

Noo % 
Referred By: -
Agenci es 147 81.2% 

law Enforcement 50 27.6 

Probation 45 24.9 

School 49 2701 

Other Agencies 3 L7 

Individuals ~ 18.8 

Parent 10 5.5 

Self 24 1303 
\, ./ 

Other Individuals 

Total 

e' 

\:' 

July 1971-
June 1972 

Noo % 

170 74.2% 

42 18.3 

65 28.4 

58 2503 
.' 

5 2.2 

22- 25 .. 8 

14 601 

39 17.0 

6 206 

229 
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July 1972-
June 1973 

No. % -
490 8Z·4% 

42 8.0 

29 6.0 

380 72.0 

8 1.4 

..Q' 12.6 

9 1.5 

57 11.0 

O. 1 

551 

.......... ------------------~ 



The signific~nt reduction in the number ~f law enforcement and probation 

referdl1s'between the first two years of the project's existe~ce and the third 

o probably deserves some comment. We cClnnot be sure what all the reasons were, but it 

is understood that during the first year of operation no agenc~·detached staff fuembers 

to the YouthSer:vfcesBureau for direct services which greatly limited th~ Bureau's 
;) 

service capabi lity, considering the small size of its own staff. At the same time the 
"" 

Bureau \'las experiencing a number of problems in getting its own staff of working 

volunteers together. Knowledge of this by probation and local law enforcement 

officers made them increasingly reluctant to make a referral knowing that the Bureau 

was severely limited in the amount .of service it could offer a referral anyway. A 

second factor was"thatin the early years of the project, the Bureau developed a case 

confere,nce method for screen i ng cases before acceptance by the Bureau. The case 

conference process was rather lengthy and it made the r~ferral process rather 1nvolved 

for referral sources. Furthermore,it handicapped the Bureau's ability to respond 

rapidly to youths in need of service. This case conference system was later modified 

in favor of a more simplified intake process. 

Another persistent handicap was that along with the extensive amount of turn-

over among the case aides the project also suffered from at least three changes of 

their full-time director. 

A fourth factor, we think was the fact that in the middle of the second year 

the 10ca.1 sheriff's office, who had been making the most referrals,. obtained their 

own juvenile officer. The addition of this officer provtded~a per~on that was able 

to provide counseling and assistance at the police level to many of the cases which 

the sheriff would have otherwise referred to the Bureau. 
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Method of Ref~rral 

The prpcedure for handling referrals from the sheriff and probation depart­

ments were more formalized than any of the other sources. These referrals were actually 

~ited to appear to the project. A letter was sent to the parent about the offetlse and 

notifying them that the'Bureau would act as the service agency. 

Referrals from the school came in a variety of ways; sometiTiles by'teach€';rs, 

principals or school counselors. A case aide would be assigned and,tI'trough',Pds work 

at the school,,, he would be asked to assist with other' tutoring or county cases by 

other faculty. 

Referral Criteria 

Before ,the Bureau began to rece i ve referrals~. the coord i nator and manag i ng 

board worked out referral criteria, forms and procedures; and they developed a plan 

for the coordination of services. Criteria developed included all youth 11 to 16 with 

18 the maximum age for referral. In addition, the Bureau recommended that the youth's 

record should not include evidence of long-term delinquent behavior; his peer groups" 

relationships should be positive or amen~bl~ to change; and he should express a 

pos i Hve atti tude towards counse 1 i ng. 

Staffing 

Until the county assumed funding responsibility for the Youth Service 

Bureau in July, 1973 the Bureau operated with only one ful I-time person. The only, 

other paid person that was present in the project on a regular basis was a part-time 

coor~inator of the student volunteers. All the other field staff and employees of 

the Bureau we're part-time volunteer case aides who were obtained from the University 
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of Ca. J i forn i a, Davj S. .. f the Bureau's staff This was essentially the composition 0 

unt11 July, 1973 when the county approved making the part~time coordin~t6r of' 

VbllJ'nteers 'a full-time position. 

The number of volunteer's attached to the Bureau has varied considerably~ 

The Bureau initiated its s~;itlce, program with only the director and a couple of part-
" ~" 

time a ides. By the secGnd. year the number()f a ides had expanded to five, and a 

probation officer and a mental health worker wer~'a+sOi()11 loan to the Bureau for a 

few hours a. week. The lOaned personnel provided some ¢;onsuLtatlofion difficUlt cases 

and perhaps some incidental amount of staff training. In addition, some part-time 

staff Were loaned from the Christian Center. They primarily led classes in the Youth 

House whith the Bureau opened and operated for a short time. 

The maximum number of voluoteers available to the Bureau'at anyone time 

was probably never more than a dozen. This was probably during the latter part of 

the 1973 school year. 

The Yolo Bureau had a much higher proportion of volunteers on their staff 

thEin any of the other proJec'ts. The -case aides were scheduled to work about 15-17 

hours per week. The only",~coinpensation that most of them received Was the reimburse-

ment of car expenses. To the extent that the budget allowed it a few were pai.d $2.00~ I: 
·1 

2.50 an hour. Most received some college credit for the work experience. 

About all we could determine about their academic training was that it was 

in one of thelsocial sciences~'The fact that there Was very little budget for com-

pensating the students accounted for a very high turnover among the case aides. This 

I' . problem,was compounded by the-fact that the University operated under a quart'~r system. 

It was readily ackn""{iledged. that these. problems interfered with maintaining continuity 

of treatment which the Bureau had hoped wouid be possible • 
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It appeared to us that the best utilization of the case aide program 

probably took place in the third year of the BureauBs exlstence after the emphasis 

had shifted away from law enforcement referrals to referrals from the schools. Not 

only did the number of referrals increase but it seemed to us that they were a far 

more appropriate type of referral than those that came from the law enforcement and 

probation agencies during the first two 'reai"'~ of the Bureau's existence. WithJr,1 the 

schools, the case aides had the opportunity to work under more supervision and the 

type of assistance that could provide a student with a learning problem or behavior 

problem seemed more appropriate considering the limited resources that were made 

available to the case alde. 

In-Service Trairring 

The original grant applicat70n budgeted for some contract services that 

probably was inteneled to include a minor amount for staff training. Yne present 

director, however, was quite uncertain whether any staff trairHng had even been 

provided. We cannot comment on this important aspect of the project except that we 

could readily see the practical problem involved in trying to provide any significant 

amount of in-service train1ng when the rate of turnover among the case aides was so 

high. 

Administrat1ve Support 

In comparison with the other projects which all had one or more secretaries 

or statistical clerks to handle office routine~ this project had none. The clerical 

support was limited to a part-time secretary and receptionist who worked for the 
/" 

Christian Center. The statistical work the part~time secretary did for the project 
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was limited to essential correspondence and maintaining the intake card file. Case 
',~ 

--I : 

fit • • b h transactions ,and cler'icalwork associated with the IndivIdual cases was done yeac 

case aide. 
"".1/', 

~ 
As would be expected, there was a lot of variation in the way documentation 

• 
"--

was hand I ed among the case f i I es bu t cons i der i ng the hand i cap W(i' found mos t of the 
L, 

basic transactions relative to a case had been reco~ded. _ 
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RICHMOND YOUTH SERVICE PROGRAM 

Community Description 

Richmond, California lies on a peninsula that separates the San Frfflncisco 

and San Pablo Bays on the northeastern shore of the San Francisco Bay. The city is a 

population hub of western Cantra Costa County and cover's a land area of approximately 

fifty-four square miles. 

Incorporated in 1905, Richmond's early growth was stimulated largely by real 

estate promoters and industrial developers. From its incorporation date until 1940, 

Richmond's population~ almost entirely blue-collar workers, increased steadily. The 

city's minimal minority populace consisted essentially of Mexican-Americans and a small 
c;:7 

resident black community. 

With the advent of World War 1 I, Richmond experienced a population explosion, 

a major increase in industrial activities, and a notable change in the racial composition 

of its citizenry. By 1943 four major shipyards had been constructed and the Richmond 

harbor had become a huge shippIng port for war supplies. The population during this 

period grew from 25,000 people in 1940 to 115,000 persons in 1944, an astronomical 

360% increase. Since the war years, RIchmond's population has receded. According to 

its 1970 census, Richmond residents number approximately 80,000 people, of which 36% 

are black and 3% are Chica~o. 

The difficulties which resulted from Richmond1s period of rapid growth are 

compounded by subsequent years of national racial turbulence. These are issues with 

which Richmond is yet attempting to cope, An estimated 20,000 wartime hOUSing units 

were constructed within Richmond's city limits. These unit~ coupled with the increased 

influx of iow income and unemployed people eventually created slums, ghetto life-stylei 
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and many of their accompanying problems. Inc 1 u<;\ed in these p rob 1 ems a re a hh:j!e ',deg ree 
\\ 

of unemployment and underemp-),oyment, low educational levels, and high crime fre·- '; 

quenc i es.''< 

The troubled condition in Richmond can be docum~nted in terms of comparative 

juvenile: arrest rates. In 1971, the yearly juvenile' ;;;n\~£t rate per 100,000 population 

(juveniles plus adults) In the Unite'd States, was 1,156 (FBI Uniform Crime Reports: 

1972). The corresponding rate for California was 1,872; Contra Costa County (con­

taining Richmond) was 2,510; and Richmond was 3~769 (California Bureau of Criminal 

Statistics: 1972). 

The following U.S. Census fqctors highlight some of the prominent socio-

economic characteristics of the community: 

Percent co 11 ege educated males 5.7% 

Percent college educated females 5.2% 

Median income male operatives $8,281 

Median income maJe professionals $11,787 

Med i i~n income - all male: 
. " 

$9,606 

Project Destription 

In 1967, thi~ President's -Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration 

of J!.;!st ice recommended the expanded use ofcommun i ty agenc i es fbr dea 1 i ng wi th 

del inquents nonjudicially and close to where they 1,'lv'e. Th C • • " e ommlsSlon felt thei"use 

of community ag\sncies had several adVant"'Qes. F" t' . 
Q- Irs,lt avoldQ1 the stigma of being 

),(Problem Background statemento'in the Office of Criminal Justice Pianning Grant 
April 1~73, Richmond Police epartment, Crime Specif'lc". B ' urglary Project, p. 8 •. 
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processed by an official agency regarded by the public as an arm of police or pro-

bation. Second, they would substitute for official agency organizations better suited 

for redirecting delinquency behavior. On this basis, the Commission's major specific 

program resommendation for preventing delinquency called for youth services bureaus 

to be established throughout the county. 

In 196~, nine pilot youth servic~s bureaus (YSBs) were established in 

California. Richmond was one of the nine California communities selected to receive 

funds for a YSB. 

The original Bureau was exploratory in nature and suffered from a lack of 

confidence in its ability to reduce the incidence of delinquency in the project areas, 

as well as inadequate funding. Compounding the YSB' S shortcoming in Richmond and 

contributing greatly to its failure was the lack of agency orientation to the need 

for joint planning and coordination of youth service activities, as well as the 

BureauJs inability to ~timutate agency response. 

The successor organization to the ill-fated Youth' Services Bureau was called 

the Youth Servi ces Program (YSP). J t was much broader j n scope and came about as a 

result of intensive joint study and planning by public and private agencies, community 

residents and potential "users" of the ~erv/ces. As a total picture, tire YSP contains 

four components designed to Qrovide a comprehensive network of youth services and to 

fill the gaps in services which had been identified. The service 'program stressed 

c· 

group activities as well as direct counseling. The four components of the Youth Service 

Program were: 

1. Richmond Youth House (funded by HEW and Richmond 
Model Cities). 

2. Probation Intervention Unit (funded by the Office 
of Criminal Justice PlannIng and county funds - the 

-35-

",.; .. - .-~ ---iIiiiI' --iiii·-.... ~iIii--...... -... -.. _·· .. _-~---_-~ .. ~iiiiiIi---iiiiIo--_ • ..0...--

;1 
,'i ., 



i. 

II 

3. 

4. 

,unit supervisor:'is:funded partLaIly 'by 'Model~Ci{:l\es)~, 

Drug Abuse Prevention Education (funded by LEAA). 

Youth Services Program~Outreach (funded by the Dffice 
of Criminal Justice ptanning and the county). 

Staff of the various components were hired beginning November, 1971 and 

through the early months of 1972.: As. each component acquired staff, it became im-
\> 

mediately operational. The underlying concept of the program was that the four 

specialized service units would be able to make a comprehensive coordinate'd attempt 

on reducing the area's delinquency problems that was'.~ot possible ~1y~Just diversion 

or probation intervention as was the case in the other three projects. 

The organ i ze-t: i ona 1 structure was broad enough to work, on de Ii nquency 

prevention (Outreach) as well as with youth who were involved with the probation 

department (Intervention Unit). 

This approach was in part a result of the involvement of Model Cities which 

at the same time was working on the other facets of the neighborhood's economic and 

social needs. Drug education was seen as just as big a problem in this area as was' 

the need for recreational services p so the development of both were brought together 

within the scope of one organized effort. The typical diversion experiment was 

included simply as one of the oper~ting units of the overa11:programs. 

vari ous compon~nts wer~ structured to.provi de the followi ng servi ces: . 

l~ The Probation Intervention Unit handled conventional 
delinquency referrals or specifically youth who had 
already had contact with the police and probation 
department. " 

2. The Ou~reach compo~ent provides supplemental ~ 
education, recreation and counsel1nq s~rvices~ 
for the area's youth. ~ 
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3. The Drug Abuse~pecialist carried out an educational 
program on dru~ use prevention. 

4. The Youth House provided a place for youth 1n need of 
a temporary residence pending an investigation of a 
family situation or a more permanent solution to an 
immediate problem. 

It is Important to point out that this evaluation is only concerned with 

two of the four components which make up the overall program, n~mel~;; the Outreach 

component and the Intervention Unit. The emphasis is quite different between Outreach 

and Intervention. 

Beyond this general description of the overall youth services of the Youth 

Services Program the detailed dlescription which follows is limited to the two components 

we were concerne~ with in this evaluation. 

I. PROBATION INTERVENTION UNIT (PIU) 

Project Object]ves 

1. To divert 601 offenders and minor 602 offenders 
from the juvenile justice system. 

2. To reduce the n~mber and severity of subsequent 
police contacts among those youth who received 
service from the unit. 

Service Philosophy 

We can see no significant difference b.etween the treatment philosophy of t.he-

Sacramento project and this unit. But~ in the words of those who ~ctual1y worked in 
~ 

this project, their counsel ing was intended to help families in times of crisis work 

through their problems. 

The counselors attempted to focus attention on the feelings of the family 
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members towards ea.ch other,' and not towards the youth or his problems. The caseS 

workers attempted to help the family redefine .the.pfbble~ from a "troublesom~ youth" 
r,' 

to a family difficulty. Some referrals were mad~. to othe~ outside agencies, parti,:" 
" 

cularly those, needing long-time psychiatric counsel ing. 

Referral C~iteria 

Any youth bOQked in juvenile hall for the first time, who was a res~dent of 

the Mod~l Cities neighborhood and who attended one of the schbols in the ne~ghborhood. 

A few youngsters were accepted who were not incarcerated but who ~et the other 

criteria. 

Source of Referrals 

As the table below shows, about 80% of the unit's first year referrals 

originated from law enforcement agencies or juvenile hall. The others came from other 

social service agencies or other units of the Youth Services Program. 

Juven i leHa 11 
Probation 
Po lice 
Sheriff 
Social Service 
School 
Parents & ,Relatives 
Self 
Internal YSP 
Other or Unknown 

Total 

Probation Intervention Unit 
,:,.) 

Number 

47 
42 
13 
7 

12 

1 
10 

,~'-. .. ~ . 
.....::::~.-.,) 

132 

-38-

Percent 

36% 
32 
10 
5 
9 

1 
7 

100% 
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Method of Referral 

If a youth is picked up by th~police and referred to the unit, contact is 

made as quickly as possible. The situation is treated as a crisis and rapid contact 

is considered important. ,,--, 

If a youth is in Juvenile hall p contact is made with the youth within a 

few hours of his incarceration and he is told about the PIU service. If he wishes 

to accept the services, the parents are called. The nature of the familY'counseling 

is expl~ined to the parents and if they accept the program then arrangements are made 

to meet immediately at juveni Ie hall in order to effect the release of the child, to 

begin discussion of the problem p and to arrange a counseling session. After the 

initial contact the families can meet with the counselor up to five times, with the 

average number- of contacts usually being two or three. All therapy s,~ssions are 
-

voluntary and the therapy technique follows along the line of con·joint family therapy. 

If a family is referred by Social Services, the initial contact with the 

referral may be delayerl until the unit has manpower to spare. These types of referrals 

are usually not considered a crisis situation but rather a long-term problem. 

Staffing 

The PIU began effective operation in February, 1972. The staff consists of 

a supervisor, two caseworkers (deputy probation officers)~ and two intervention 

specialists (probation aides).. The supervisor also serves as an intake consultant for 

the entire YSP. A full-time clerk~secre~ary is assigned to the unit. 

The two caseworkers have intake andcounseling responsibility, with an 

estimated caseload of 15 fami I ies per worker per month. The intervention special ists 
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case fol1 ow-up or recontacti ng fami 1 i as that have been are normally responsibl~ for 

referred to outside agenGcies or closed out by the unit. They also act as co-therapists 

with the two caseworkers. 

In-Service Training 

In-service trainigg courses have been given to the unit throughout the 

course of the project. Most of the training has focused on techniques and innovation 

in family crisis therapy, which was the counseling method considered most appropriate 

to meet the goals of the project. The Marin Institute of Family Therapy and the Family 

Center In~titute in San Francisco are examples of the types of outs~de organizations 

used. 

Administrative Support 

A full-time clerk-secretary was attached to the project unit. The secretary 

maintained ~he intake log, transcribed permanent case write-~ps and prepared the 
\, 

research forms which provided the basic data uS'ed for the project1s evaluation. The 

documentation and organization of the case files was excellent. Judicious use has 

been made of some basic report forms which gaye the cases a consistency and uniformity 

we did(! not find in any of the other projects. The chrMological "bui ld-up of the fi les 

included all the information we required. W~read the case hlst~rles feelihg confident 

that~the case problem had been explained and that what had transpired in servicing 
" 1 

the cases had bee'ri fully arid accuratelqy recorded. 
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I I. OUTREACIf 

Objectives 

The Intervention Unit had some rather explicit objectives which tended to 

limit and define the UnitUs purpose and the youth It dealt with. Outreach provided 

a number of very specific services alsop but its objectives were stated in terms that 

expressed what were re<:l1Jy the overall goals of the entire youth service program. 

1. To divert youth from the Juvenil~ justice system by 
providing alternative resources to police, probation, 
schools, and other institutions. 

2. To increase community responsibility through direct 
community involvement in program implementation. 

3. To increase coordination and cooperation among 
existing youth service programs and to provide 
follow-through to determine impact of services 
provided. 

4. To identify and document gaps in existing (community) 
services for youth. 

5. To stimulate and organize resources for the devetop­
rr~nt of services to meet identified gaps. 

For some very practical organizational reasons Outreach was the component 

selected to carry out some general administrative and service responsibilities which 

were essential~ but which by their nature lacked the specificity of the services 

provided in the other units. 

For example, one of its primary objectives was to identify and develop 

whatever services it considered necessary to fill gaps in thecommunity's social 

resour~es. As a consequence~ much of Outreach'sservice program varied as it tried 

to adapt to th~ changing needs of the community. 
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Service Philosophy 

The Outreach Center provides both di~ect and indirect services to youth and 

the general community in its wor~ to achieve the project goals. Some of the direct 

service~ provided,are individual and group counseling, tutoring, ,and group recreational 
':\ 

h d 1 ·· th II • tat' 0 a t II activities. The counseling program isdesi'9ned to help yout 'l-c .ea WI Sl U I n 
" 

d iff i cu 1 ties, such as thos~ prQbl ems between the youth and h is -schoo 1, his fam i 1 y, or 

his peers.(jouth with s~ious psychological problems are refer,red to outside agencies 
v 

The activities run by the Outreach Center staff include sponsoring youth 

clubs, athletic teams, running karate classes, iewing classes, bowling teams, and 

running youth encounter sessions and youth leadership training conferences. They are 

·-.~ -

. Mt ~ I 

=r· 1-
." ! 

developed In an effort to help the youngster develop a posltiv7 self-image and greater =r-

interest in relating to others. The Outreach Cenier also serVes as a drop-in center 

for youths wishing t~ play ~ulet games or rap sessions. 

The Indirect services provided by the Outreach Center involves assisting 

other agencies in setting up programs, such as the Economic Opportunity Youth COl4ncil, 

North Richmond Neighborhood House, Southside Center Youth Program, Easter Hi 11 

.Referral Center, and the Richmond Police Diversion and Control Unit. 

Source of Referrals 

The Outreach referrals were primarily voluntary or self-refe\\"rals who came 

for the variety of reasons we indicated In the state~ent on servtcJ philosophy. As 

we also Indicated, we foUnd that the Outreach referrals fell int6 abou~ three main 
1\ • ". 

II 

groups: recreation, tutoring, or employment. 
o 

The fact that so many for recreation 
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activities or emp'loyment substl3ntiated the identified need for these services in 

the community. 

Method of Referral 

The bulk of the referrals to this component are self-referrals, as we have 

indicat~din the source of referrals. When a referral is ret~fVed~ the youth is 

assigned- to an intake worker who discusses the referral with the youth and others, if._ 

this is appropriate. The worker and the youth arrive at a mutually agreed upon service 

to be provided the youth. This agreement is in the form of a verbal "contract" where-

in each person (the youth and the worker) mutually agree as to each other~s'respons1b1JJty 

in working together. The agreed-upon plan generally involves a combination of counseling 

and group or individual activity. 

If a referral is received from a public agency (i.e., police, probation, 

schools, etc.), the agency is notified of the treatment plan after it has been deter-

mined. The contract can be terminated by. the youth a'~ his', or 'her request; however, 

with the exception of organized ongoing group activities, the counselors are encouraged 

to terminate services to a referral within a six-month period under normal circumstances. 

Referral Criteria 

There were no formal criteria for acceptance to the Outreach component; it 

was deliberately organized and located to attract as many of t~e neighborhood youth 

as possible. Technically, there was a requirement that the yquth live in the Model 

Cities neighborhood .. 



Staffins. 

The Outreach Center's staff consists of a program developer, with eleven 
.I~:'., \; 

t,1. . 
years"'experience as a probation officer, six paraprofessional staff worker.s and'tw9 

full-time clerical posi·tions. All of the staff work full"time. The core staff is 

aU~~ented by some neighborhood volunteers and some unscheduled donated time from staff .'. 

in other public agencies. The full-time director for all four units of the Youth 

Services~Program is also located in the Outreach Unit. 

In-Service Training 

The Outreach staff participated in many of the same training courses we 

described for the Intervention Unit. From time to time, additional outside people 

have participated in triining classes. 

\\ 

\1 
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ALAMEDA :tOUNTYDELINQUENCV PREVENTION PROGRAM 

Commun i ty. Descr i p..,.t i on 
:-, Ii 

This project, which was administered bY'the Cpunty Probation Department, 

accepted referrals from throughout the county. Alam~da County reaches from San 
, 

Francisco Bay 35 miles Inland towa~d the,San Joaquin ~a~ley. ~he county may be 

dJvided into~three sections. The northern part of the county includes the clties of 

Oakland, Berkeley and San Leandro, and 1 ike other "0 1derll urban areas is trying to 

cope with the flight of industry to the suburbs. The s6uthern 'part of the county 

stretches along the Sa.n Francisco Bay from Hayward to Fremont and is growing 'rapidly 

both irt terms of industry and population. the eastern area is still primarily rural. 

The county is the western terminus of three transcontinental railroads and 

several interstate trucking firms. The recently opened Bay Area Ra~ld·Transit Lini' 

connects cities from Fremont. to Berkeley and .runs into Contra Costa County. 

Most of the referrals to, the project came from O~kland~ the largest city 

in the county. As the table below indicates. its racial makeup and economic character-

jstic~ are qu i te different from· the COu~i:.Y as'\ a whole. 
':f 

Oakland County 
. . . 

~ercent M i nod ty Tota 1 75.7% - 20.2% 

'. Percent Black 'I 60.2 14.5 
Percent Oriental 5.3 4.0 
Pe.rcent Spanish'surname 8.5 1.2 
Percent Ihdian .5 .5 
Percent.White . \\ 24.3 79.8 

The following census factors high1 ight some of the oth~r pert.inent social character'-

istl~s of Oakland: 
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Percent ··co'llege educa'ted mil es 
Pe rcen t:c;;o I-I ege, educated fema J es 
Median income male professionals 

" Med ian income ma I e --ope ra t 1 Ves 
Medlan income all males 

·(1 

.. , D' 

(I., 

6.8% 
5.9% 

$lO,7~9 
$ 7,202 
$ 7,77 1 

The Oakland Unified ~chool District isin the top 2% 9f school distric~s 
-" v L 1-0] 

statewide In the amount r-ff feder.alaid t.ft receives to offset its low'income ,/ 

character 1 st i cs. 

I=-\ 
'Uoemp I oYm~rit f n Oa k I an d has a I w~ys been h i ghe r than s ta te\' f d~ ave rages. 

As. a resu It, sUrp I use~ of skll led and unsk II fed workers has a I waYs been a pers f s tent 
.;( 

problem for the city. 

Many of the professional, technical.), and clericat-}obsare Jil Jed.by 
\', 

'~\ 

commu te rs, the maj or i t\1 .of whom Ii ve in ne i ghbor i n9 Con t ra Cos fa Coun ty • 

The scope and character of Oakland's de ffnquency 'prab 'em f s f nd f cated i.n 
the fo JI owl ng tab I e~r. \, 

') 

\,j 

() 

" . 
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Statewide 

Anaheim 

Fresno 

long\ Beach 

.~. 

los Angeles 

Oakland 

Sacramento 

~;;Hl f· ranc i seQ 

. 1.,0.2 

() 

JU fE1IH.E AnRESTS IN 
M~JOn \:./·.UF<..1nNIA CITIES, 1 71 
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" ' 

1,090 2,bOO 3,000 
() (! Ro,te Per 100,r.OQ,p~pulation 

C :1 Ma,ior \'1/0 drugs 
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For the 'las~~)- three years, Oakla(,d, has remained fourth in the total number 

of juvenJ Ie arrests per 100,OO,p,)~qpulation among th'e state's seven lllaJor c.Ities. 
n ~~u ~ , 

Arrests f~rc del inqu;~t t"endenciesiaccounted for 41% of those a~rested whi Ie arrests 
, .\~ ,", 

for felony violations ha""e remained slightly oVer 26%. 
" 

,~( 

Project Description 

The Alameda Delinquency Prevention Program is the outgrowth of a pilot 

program started in 1964 to prevent or reduce formal court interveF'!!;ion. incases 

involving chi ld ,abuse and neglect. The experiment Was predicated on th~iassumption 
!'I" 

that wardship or court involvement in th~se neglect cases could~be reduced by 

concentrating "services" on the family as a unit rather than on the individual. 

The results of the initial experiment with neglect cases ~as favorable 

enough to prompt the probation department to try extending the concept to regular 

delinquency cases. 

\' 
By providing direct casework to the family as a uni't the Alameda Delin-

quency Prevention Program attempts to get the entire family to better understand and 

,solve their own problems. In most cases this was done with theatd of a combinat.ion 

oLfamilY treatmen7 methods, flexible working hours to accommoda·te family schedules, 

and in the fami 1 res l ownenvfronment. 

Serv ice Ph il osophy .' 

-There were four major' difler:ences tn-the service philosophy of this project 

ah~ the oth~r~ inVoJveJin this evitu~tion. 
(:0-

Ff rst, the t.rea,tment was focused on a II members 'of 'the family regardless;h," 
~;; 

:.> 

, of age or sex. The deputy assigned to the cas~ would work directly wi thaI L of the 
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chi ldren in the fami ly regardless of whether\'they were de!l il1quent. 

~e~ond, everyone of the referrals had committed a delinquent act serl~us 

enO'ugh to make wardship a very eminent and likely possibility in most cases.' In 

fact, pla'~ement into the';project was the judge's alternative to granting formal 
\\ 
\~, 

wardship. 
\:', 

The th i rd importani""d I ffer:ence \'Jas that .these ca~es were regarded as 

n~eding service over a long-te}m, intensive period of time. The average case in 

this project was seen two to thrl~e times a week for over a year. In contrast, the 
'; 

\'< 
maximum time of treatment In the 6~her projects was less than six months, with 

',' 

'" 

probably no more than six client contacts. 
~ \~ 

A fourth difference was th~ small number of cases handled by the unit. 
• I, 

~', 

Th~r~ were only 33 primary referrals ~o the project during the fi~st 18 months and 
I. 
I 

57 secondary referrals which were the 11~~iblings from the fami lies in which the primary 

referral came. 

Project Objectives 

The primary goa I of the proje~t is to" prevent the referred youth from 

becom i ng a wa rd of the court. Spec i fi c ~:obj ect i'ves were: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Prevention of ~urther dJslntegratioh and disorg~nization 
of 25% of the families over that of families assigned to 
the control 'group dur i ng.tbe project year. 

S~ccessflil' treatment of emotional and behav!.oral problems 
"of 25% more youths assig'ned to the, project than youths 
assigned to the control group • 

Early detection of del inquent tendencies of sibl ings of 
30 referred minors and the ~orrection, as measured by 
the lack of wardship, of 25% more siblings than siblings 
of youths assigned to the control group. 
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Source of Referrals 

Refer~als to the project are received either from 'regular juvenile intake 

or from an investigation unit in the probation department.' In some cases a referral 

was made directly from the juvenile court IlS an alternative to wardship" 

Referral Criteria 
TbIiL 

Any juvenile who had committed a 601 or 602 offense was technically eligible 

for admittance to the project unless a member of the family was already a ward of 

the court. 

After meeting this general criteria each case referral to the project was 

subjected to an intensive review which considered the family attitude toward 

counseling, problems with other siblings and the pattern of delinquency j~ the home. 

This investigation resulted in a delay of perhaps a week before the case was finally 

acce?ted into the project. 

Staffi ng 

The project staff consisted of two full-time deputy probation officers, a 

full-time secretary, and a senior supervisory deputy probation officer who supervised 

the project and another family crisis counseling unit. The project also had an 

inc1dental amount of part-time assistance from two additional deputies which repre-

sented part of the countY'slfinancial match., 

In-Service Training 

We estimate that at least $1,500 was budgeted for special in-servi~e 

training for the project staffo Most of the training was provided by outside consul­

tants. The courseS emphasized the techniques and theory of family therapy. 
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SEcn ON 'I I I 

EVALUATION OF LAVi ENFORCEMENT 
AND PROBATIONriREFERRALS 

J ntroduct ion 

Section I I I of this report is organized around twelve Sets of statistical 
q 

tables with approximately six individual tables in each Set. Each Set of tables deals 

with either a descriptive or evaluative element of the projects which We considered 

appropriate in d~~cribing the referral populations, the character of the treatment 

provided, or was indicative of treatment outcome and project "impact~.* 

The~format for each Set is uniform, but the data presented far each project 

varies depending on whether there was a control or sibling group involved in the 

particular project. Sacramento and A'iameda both had control groups. In addition, 

Alameda also tracked siblings in both the control and experimental populations. It 

was usually necessary, therefore p to construct thr~e tables for Alameda (experimental, 

control and sibling) and two tables for Sacramento (experimental and control) whereas 

only one table was needed for Yolo and Richmond. 

The reader should be aware th~t all the tables in this section of the 

report deal with only the law enforcement and probation referrals to the projects. 

Date on th~ servic~s provided school referrals and other types of voluntary referrals 

are considered separately in Section IV. 

It m~y be helpful to the reader to understand that the tables for this 

section of the report are organized into three general types of information. 

*lI lmpact" is here defined as new or changed conditions which people knowledgeable in 
criminal justice accept as end results rather than means to an end, including 
human behavior, attitudes and knowledge. 
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One type of data relat~s, for example, to the number, age, sex and ~thnlc 

composition of the referrals. The second type of table Is concerned with pre and 

'post changes in the riumber of offenses, severity of offenses and with court and pro­

bation outcomes. The third general type of data relates to the duration and intensity 

.' 

of the treatment provlded to the different referral categories. 

Data on every descriptive or evaluative element brought into the evaluation 
, Ii ' 

Is considered together for, all projects in onl; uniform Set,of tables. We thought that 

significant differences and results among the projects would be more readily apparent 

~y this plan than if the particular data was separated by four project sections. Each 

Set of tables includes one tabl,e that is a composite of results for both experimental 

and control referrals for the entire cluster. 

C) 

II 
I 
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SET I 
---;"'1 

NUMBER, SEX, AGE AND ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF REFERRALS 

Tables land 2 give a composite plcty_re of all law enforcement and probatIon 
,~-

referrals in both experimental and control groups in all four projects. The sizable 

difference in the number of referrals in the experimental and control groups simply 

reflects the fact that a control group did not exist in either Richmond or the Yolo 

project. 

In spite of differences in size, the percentage figures suggest that in .. 
terms of age, sex and race, the control and experimental ~roups are still fairly well 

matched. Theie is only a 3 - 4% difference in the number of mino~lty referrals between 

experimental and control. Females did make up a higher proportion of the referrals 

in the control group than in the experimental group. Females also constituted a 

higher percentage of the referrals in the 14 to 18 year old age group in both experi-

mental and control. Twenty-eight percent of the youth in the experimental group were 
-,..,.. 

under 13 years of age and 19% were under 13 in control. 

Sacramento 601 Delinquency Diversion Project - Table 3 

Sacramento Was the largest of the projects in the cluster, having about 
~ . 

~- 1,300 referrals in both experimental and control during the first year of the project 

which was tovered in this eva1uatio~: With the exception o~ the percentage ~f blacks 

in the control group, the project and control population both closely correspond to 

.... the ethnic composition of the couhty (see page 14 in project descriptions). The 

number of bla~k youth in control was about 6% higher than in the experimental group 

]I and about 6% higher than in the county. 
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The number of females in both the control and experimental groups were 20% 

higher than-the number of males, with the number of females In the expe~lmental group 

about 6% highi~ than the control. The number of youth in the delinquency-prone years 

of 14 to 17 years of age accounted for 85% of the referrals in both experimental and 

con t'rO I. 

Yolo Youth Services Bureau Table 4 

As table 4 indicates, the overall racial makeup of the Yolo referrals was 

much the same as the other projects. The number of black referrals was lower than in 

any other project$, but this was consistent with the ethnic composition of the neigh-

borhood where the blacks represent only 1.6% of the total pqpulation. The percentage 

of thicano referrals at 12% is somewhat disproportionate to the 20% of the total 

population which have Spanish surnames. 
'\ 

L~- f 

I > , 

t -j , 

;:---, 

Perhaps the most significant characteristic of the referrals to this prclject ~ 

was the high percentage of referrals under the age of 14. Thirty-two percent of all 

referra,h were under 14 years of age. Thirty-six percent of those under 14 Were 10 

years or younger. ~ 

The 279 law enforcement and probation referrals to the project was quite 

large considering the small size of the target area population in comparison to the 

other three projects. It also should be noted that the preponderance of these law 

enforcement and probation referrals were received in the first two years of the 

proj ect (see page 27). Law e~fctcement and probat i on referra 1 s dropped off sharp'l y", 

after 1972 when program emph~sis ,of the Bureau shifted from handling law enforce-

ment refefrals to the schools. 
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Richmond Probation Intervention ·Unit .. 'Tab'le' 5 

The representation of black referrals to the project ·is higher than what 

census data reports for the City of Richmond. The fact that 47% of the project 

referrals were black does not seem disproportionate When one recognizes' that most of 

the referrals came from the Model Cities redevelopment area which is estimated as 

being 80% black. 

Alameda Delinquency Prevention Program - Tables 6 and 7 

In giving the reader a perspective on this project we feel it is important 

to restate a sl.gnificant difference about the corlceptual design of the Alameda project 

and the other projects in the cluster. 

The treatment philosophy of all the projects recognized the importance of 

the family as an Influence on the juveni l·a.i,wl' fact p most of the counseling was 

done in conjunctior: with the fami It''in all the projects except Yolo. In every case, 

however, the actual referral was considered to be the unit of treatment and the person 

tracked throughout the course of the project. Brothers and sisters of the referral 

may have been involved in the counseling but they were never counted or tracked. 

Success or failure was measured solely by the outcome of the person referred to the 

project or control group -- not by what happened to another member of hi$ family. 

Alameda was significantly different. Brothers and sisters in both the 

experimental and control groups were not only considered as parties of the treat-

ment program~ they were also tracked and accounted for in measuring success or 

failure. A brother or sister that became delinquent after treatment started was 

counted against the project or control groups in the same way as the primary rererral 

would if he or she committed another offense. 
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.> This project was much smaller than any other" inthe cluster.' A t:pta1
0

of 
!7 

L) only :n fami 1 ies were treated or seen by project staff during the first tW9 years of1 

. the project •. Another 23 fam.i lies were tracked ~nd counted as a.2ontrol group. The 
r 

control far1)i 1 ies me~ the criterJa for referr'i:!l to the experiment, but were never 

~ b • 
'! .,counseled"or otherwise treated beyond what would notma:l1y occur rn regularOpro atlon 
b~ ;r ~roces sing. 

" s 
l 

~ r 

! :' l' 

! 
r 
r; 
I 

group. 

There.were 13% .more males in the experimental group than in the control 

The control group w~s ~lightly Younger with about 30% of the referrals under 
'.~,-

'-,) 

13 years of age. Twenty-~!ive percent of the experimental ~eferrals were under 13 

years of age. Sixty percent of thi~ control group and 40% of the experimental group 

-were minority referrals~ 

It is obvious that there could be'no control over the ~ge or any other 

characteristic of the brothers and sisters of the· primary referrals. The"main·· 
~, .~, 

difference between "the £!imary project and cOl1trolreferrals and their siblings is 

that the s.iblings were·considerably yo-unger. Six,ty-two .• percent of the experimental 

siblings were under 13. Fifteen-and-one-half percent of both sibling groups were 

under 5 years of age. 
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,..., TABLE I 

~. 

NUM13ER, SEX AND ETHNIC COMPOSITION -- OF ALL 
EXPERIMENTAL REFERRALS BY AGE GROUP 

Project: All Diversion Projects in Cluster 
Grou2,or Sub-~rbue: All Law Enforcenient and Probation Referrals to Experimental 

Group 
Number of Referral s: 557 

E X PER I ~£ N TAL _______ 1 ______ -.-
% of Sex % of Ref. 

by age by age 
'-=ro Age Group \4h i te Chicano Black Asian Other Row Total Group Grou~ 

5-9 
Male 11 II I 0 0 0 12 4. I 3.4% ~ Female 7 0 0 0 0 7 2.7 

10-1 i 
Male 11 2 3 0 0 16 5.4 4.5% Female 8 1 0 0 0 9 3.4 

12-13 
Male 52 5 11 0 0 68 23.0 

19.7% Female 32 2 8 0 0 42 16. 1 

14-15 
Male 75 9 15 2 1 102 34.4 

36.4% Female 88 10 3 0 0 101 38.7 

16~17 . " 
Male :77 7 13 0 1 98 33. I 

35.7% 'Female' 72 11 15 0 3 10J 38.7 

18-0ver 
Male 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2% Female 0 0 0 1 0 1 0.4 

Number 433 48 68 3 5 557"( 
Percent 77.7% 8.6% 12.3% 0.5% 0.9% 100.0% 100.0% 

No. & % Male Referrals: 296 53.1% 
No. & % Female Referrals: 261 46.9 

-*Ages mi ss i ng in 24 referrals in experimental group. 

I 
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TABLE 2 

NUMBER, SEX AND ETHNIC COMPOSITION 
OF ALL 

CONTROL REF~RRALS BY AGE GROUP 

Project: All Diversior. Projects in Cluster 

'" 1 'I 
J 

Group or Sub-group: All Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals·to Control Group 
Number of Referrals: 120 

Age Group White Chicano 

5-9 
Male 0 1 
Female 0 0 

10-11 
Male ~ 0 
Female 1 0 

:)2-13 
Male 6 1 
Female 5 0 

14-15 
Maf'e 10 0 
Female 21 3 

16-17 
Male 21 1 
Female 22 4 

Number 89 10 
Percent 74.2 8.3 

~~0;~ '& % Male Referrats: 
- . 1'\ 

No. & % F ema 1 e Refe ria ls : 

Black 

o 
o 

2 
1 

4 
4 

3 
:c;4 

20 
16.7 

53 
67 

CON T R 0 L 

Asian ,Other 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 a 

0 a 
0 0 

0 0 
1 0 

0 0 
0 0 

1 0 
0.8 0.0 

44.2% 
55,,8% 

*Age of one referra 1 mii~s i ng in control group. 
I 

I_J 

\ 

Row Total 

1 
a 

4 
2 

9 
6 

14 
29 

25 
.2.Q. 

120··~ 

100.0% 

% of Sex 
by age 
Group 

1.9 
a 

7.5 
3.0 

17.0 
9.0 

26.4 
43.3 

47.2 
44.7 

% of Ref. 
by age 
Group 

0.8% 

5~0% 

12.5% 

35.8% 

45.9% 

. 100.0% 

~"-~'~' .~, 

:.I 1 
J 

j 
. , 
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TABLE 3 

NUMBER, SEX AND ETHNIC COMPOSITION 
OF ALL 

EXPERIMENTAL REFERRALS BY AGE GROUPS 

Prolect: Sacramento 601 Dellnquenc}' Diversion Project 
Group or~Sub-group: 20% Random Sample of Experimental Population 
Referral Perl.Cld: October 1970 - November 1971 
Total Number of Experimental Referrals in Sample: 128,.. 

Age Group ~ ~ ~ ~ Other Row Total 

5-9 
MaTe 
Female 

10-11 
Male 
Female 

12-13 
Male 
Female 

14-15 
Male 
Female 

16-17 
Male 
Female 

0 
2-

0 
2 

5 
7 

21 
28 

17 
-E. 

-114 

0 (I 
0 0 

I 0 
0 0 

1 I 
0 0 

0 2 
2 2 

0 0 
i 1 
8 6 

0 0 C 
0 0 2 

C 0 I 
0 0 2 

0 0 7 
0 0 7 

0 0 23 
0 0 32 

0 0 17 
.Q. .Q. .2Z. 
0 0 

Number 
Percent 89.0% 6.0% 5.0% 

128* 
0 0 

No. & % Male Referrals 
No. & % Female Referrals 

48 
80 

''''Race not recorded on 16 cases. 

37.5% 
61.5% 

NUMBER, SEX AND ETHNIC COMPOSITION 
OF ALL 

CONTROL REFERRALS BY AGE GROUP 

Project: Sacramento 601 Delinquency Diversion ProJect. 
Group or Sub-.group: 20% Random Sample~ of Control Population 
Referral Period: October 1970 - November 1971 
~i. Number of Control Referrals In Sample: 97 

Age Group ~ ~ ~ ~ Q.~ Row Total 
5-9 
MaTe 
Female 

10-11 
MaTe 
Female 

12-13 
Male 
Female 

14-15 
Ma"l6 
Fema I e. 

16-17 
MaTe 
Female 

Number 
Percent 

0 0 
0 0 

2 0 
I 0 

5 I 
4 0 

9 0 
19 I 

19 I 
!L 1. 
80 6 
82.7% 6.1% 

No. & % Male Referrals 
No. & % Female Referrals 

(: 

0 
0 

I 
0 

I 
0 

2 
3 

I 
..l. 

11 
11.2% 

42 
55 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 3 
0 0 I 

0 0 7 
0 0 4 

0 0 11 
0 0 23 

0 0 21 
.Q. .Q. 'Q 
0 0 97 
0 0 

43.3% 
56.7% 

", 

59 

% of % of Sex referra Is 
by age by age 
~ Group 

0 
2.5% 1.5% 

2.1 
2.5 2.2 

14.6 
8.8 10.4 

47.9 
41.5 40.0 

35.4 
44.4 46.2 

100.0% 

% of 
% of Sex referra Is 

by age .by age 
~ Group 

0 
0 0 

7.1% 
4.1% 1.8 

16·7 
11.3 7.3 

26.2 
35.1 .41.8 

50.0 
49.5 49.1 

100.0% 
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TABLE 4 

NUMBER, SEX AND ETHNIC COMPOSITION 
OF ALL 

1 ;I 

LAW ENFORCEMENT AND PROBATION REFERRALS BY AGE GROUP 

Project: Yolo Youth Service Bureau 
Group or Sub-gr~: All Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals to Project 
Referral Periods: July 1970 - January 1, 1973 
Total Number of Referrals to Project: 279 

1 j 

% of Sex 
by age 

Age Group ~Jh i te Chicano Black Asian Other --- Row Total Group. 
'I 
\\ 

5r9 
Male 9 1 0 0 0 10 6. l.% 
Female 5 0 0 0 0 5 4.2 

10-11 
t1a 1,e 10 1 0 0 0 11 7. 1 
~'Femill e -I;. 0 0 0 0 5 4.2 J 

12-13 
Male 3.2 4 0 0 0 36 23.0 

o Fema 1 e 20 1 0 0 0 21 17.8 
" 

14-15' 
Male 36 7 1 1 1 46 29.5 
Female 44 7 0 0 0 51 43.2 

16-17 
Male 47 6 0 0 0 53 34 .. 0 
Female 26 _7_ 0 0 3 ~ 30.6 

Number 234 34 4 274 * 
Perc·ent 85% 12% .5% .5% 2% 

No. ~% Male Referrals: 156 57.7% 
No. & t:?Fema le Referra 1 s: 118 42.3% 

~ 

1 1 I 1 ~ 

(. 

:--l <:J 

% of Ref. 
by age 
Group 

5.8% '-1.' 

5.8% 0 
~. 
":,~,~" , 

20.7% 

35.1% 

32.6% 

100.0% 

.... ----------.--., . -=~."'= 

*Data not recorded on five referrals. 
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TABLE 5 

NUMBER, SEX AND ETHNIC COMPOSITION 
I OF ALL 

EXPERIMENTAL REFERRALS BY AGE GROUP ., 

Project: Richmond Probation Intervention Project 
.Group or SuQ-groue..: All First Year Experimental Referrals 
Referr.al Period: ,January 1972 - January 1,11973 
Total Number of First Year Experime!'lta1 Referrals to Project: 

132 

% of 
% of Sex referrals 

by age by age ~iIroup White Chicano Black Asian Other Row Total Group Group 
5-9 
Hale 2 0 0 0 0 2 2.a% 

1.5% 
Female 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
10-11 
MaTe 0 0 3 0 0 3 4.2 

3.a 

.. C1' 

Female J I 0 0 0 2 3.4 
'J 12-13 

Male 9 0 10 0 0 19 25.4 
22J.l 

Female 4 1 7 0 0 12 la.6 
14-15 

-=-=:::..:.:::-, ;, Male 16 1 10 0 0 27 3a.O 
37.4 

Female 12 0 10 0 0 22 37.3 
16-17 
MaTe 10 0 10 0 I 21 29.6 

31+.4 ., 
Female lJ 0 12 0 0 23 39.0 " la-Over 
Male 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

.a 
Female 0 0 I 0 0 I 1.7 

.: ,. 
.' 

Number 65 3 63 0 . 1 132 

.. 

;, 

Percent 49.1%, 3.1% 47. 1% 0 .7% 
100.0% 

!' 
;.; 

No. & % Male Referrals: 72 54.5% 
No. & % Female Refer~als: 60 45.5% 

'~~;;·":#f~·_~:::~~t'':I.".:;'tc: ~:..\-::..t:;i-:'.:l!;'.:.r~·¥&~_,,~o', :.c,.,:,: .. :: .-~-:.;~:,,,, -,,<:~";f'Y'."J;~~T't~~l:;,,>::;;:' :~~ =' 



,""I 

TABLE 6 

NUHBER, SEX A~lil ETHN I C COMPOS IT I ON 
OF ALL 

EXPERIMENTAL REFERRALS BY, AGE GROUP 

Projet:t: Alameda' Delinquency Prevention Progl'a'ril 
Group or Sub-group: All Experimental Referrals 
Referral PerIod: November 1970 - March 1973 
Total Number of ExperImental Referrals to Pro[ect: 33 

A~e Group ~Ihl te Chicano Black AsIan Other Row Total 

5-9 
MaTe 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Female 0 0 0 0 0 0 

10-11 
Hare- I 0 0 0 0 I 
Female 0 0 0 0 0 0 

12-13 
~Iale 6 0 0 0 0 6 
Female 1 0 I 0 0 2 

14-15 
Male 2 2 I 0 6 
Fcmllie 4 I 0 0 6 

16-17 
Hale 3 I 3 0 0 7 
Female 2. .Q. ". '. .Q. .Q. .2. 
Number 20 3 9 I 0 33 
Percent 60.6~ 9.1% 27.3% 3.0% 0 

No. & % Ha Ie Referra 15 20 60.6% 
/fo. & % Female Referrals 13 39.4% 

NUMBER, SEX AND ETH~lIC COMPOS ITI ON 
OF ALL 

CONTROL REFERRALS BY AGE GROUP 

f.!:2,'~: Alameda Delinquency Prevention Program 
Gmup or Sub-group: All Control Referrals 
Referral Period: November 1970 - Harch 1973 
Total tlumber of Control Referrals to Pro[ect: 23 

Age Group White ~ E.!h.!:!:.Row Total 

5-9 
Hale 
Female 

10-11 
Hale 
Female 

12-13 
Hal.e 
Female 

14-15 
Hale 
Female 

16-1i 
,Hale 
Female 

Number 
Percent 

o 
o 

I 
o 

I 
2 

2 
,..l. 

9 
39.1% 

I 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
2 

o 
1 

o 
o 

o 
I 

2 
I 

2 
1 

4 9 
17.4% 39.1% 

No. & % Hale Referrals 
No. & % Female Referrals 

II 
12 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
I 

o 
.Q. 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
.Q. 

1 0 
4.3% 0 

47.8% 
52.2% 

62 

I 
o 

2 
2 

3 
6 

.4 
2. 
23 

t of Sex 
by age 

~ 

0 
0 

5.0% 
0 

30.0 
15.4 

30.0 
46.2 

35.0 
38.5 

% of Sex 
by age 

~ 

9. I!!; 
o 

9.1 
8.3 

18.2, 
16.7 

27.3 
50.0 

34,4 
25.0 

% of 
refp,rrals 
by,age 
Group 

0 

3.0% 

2~.2 

36.4 

36.4 

100.0% 

% of 
ref.:rrals 
by age 

~-

39.1 

30.4 

100.0% 

".lJ 

'-

!,\.! 
',"':,-
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TABLE 7 

NUMBER, SEX AtlD ETHNICtOHPOSITION 
OF ALL 

" EXPERIMENTAL SIBLING REFERRALs BY AGE GROUP 

Project: Alameda Delinquency Prevention Program 
Group or Sub-group: All Experimental S'lbllngs 
Referral Period: November 1970 - March 1973 
Total Number of Experimental Slbllilgs: 57 

Age Group ~ Chicano Black ~ ~ Row Total 

Under 5 
~ 
Female 

5-9 
Male 
Female 

10-11 
Male 
Fema Ie 

12-13 
Male 
Female 

14-15 
Male 
Female 

16-17 
Ha'ie 
Female 

Number 
Percent 

I 
o 

3 
2 

o 
5 

2 
3 

2 
3 

2 
~ 

30 
52.6% 

o 
o 

I 
o 

o 
0: 

o 
I 

I 
o 

2 
Q. 

5 
8.8% 

110. & %, Hale Referrals 
No. & % Female ,Referrals 

o 
I 

o 
I 

o 
4 

2 
3 

I 
o 

3 
I 

o 
I 

{) 

o 

o 
o 

o 
Q. 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
Q. 

16 6 0 
28.1% 10.5% 0 

24 
33 

4i.l% 
57.9% 

2 
I 

7 
4 

o 
10 

4 
7 

4, 
4 

7 
..l. 

57 

NUMBER, SE,X AlID ETHNIC COMPOSITION 
OF ALL 

CONTROL ,SIBLING R~FERRALS BY AGE GROUP 

Project: Alameda Deilnquency Prevention Program 
Group or Sub-group: All Control Siblings 
Referral Period: November 1970 - Harch 1973 
~umber of Control Siblings: 47 

Age Group ~ ~'~ ~ ~Ro.1 Total 

Under 5 
~ 
Female 

5-9 
Hale 
Female 

10-11 
M'iiie 
Female 

12-13 
M'iiie 
Female 

14-15 
Mai'e 
Female 

16-17 
M'iiie 
Female 

Number 
Percent 

o 
2 

3 
4 

I 
2. 

2 
o 

o 
2. 
18 
38.3% 

I 
2 

2 
3 

o 
2 

2 
2, 

o 
3 

o 
2. 

o 
o 

o 
I 

2 
I 

o 
I 

I 
2. 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 
~I 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
Q. 

19 10 0 
40.4% 21.3% 0 

No. & % Male Referrals 

No. & % Female Referrals 

16 

31 

34.0% 

66.ti%, 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
Q. 

o 
o 

63 

i 
4 

5 
8 

2 
5 

5 
4 

2 
4 

I 
..i 
47 

% of Sex 
by age 

~ 

% 'or­
referrals 
by age 
Group 

29.2 
12.1 

o 
30.3 

16.7 
21.2 

16.7 
12.1 

29.2 
21.2 

% of Sex 
by age 

~ 

6.3% 
12.9 

31.3 
25.8 

12.5 
16.1 

31.3 
12.9 

12.5 
i2.9 

6.3 
19.4 

5.1% 

19.0 

19.0 

19.0 

13.8 

24.1 

100.0% 

% of 
referrals 
b}l ilge 
Group 

10.4% 

27.1 

, ll;..~, 

18.8 

12.5 

16.7 

100.0% 
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SET II 

REASON FOR REFERRAL TO PROJECT BY SEX AND REFERRAL CATEGORY 

The next Set of tables shows, by general category, the offenses the referrals 

committed which resulted in referral to the projects. The't'e were, altogether', 28 

speciftc offenses committed by the youth in all four projects. For purposes of analy~ing =, 

and handling the data we grouped the 28 specific offenses into eight major offense 

categories. 

Table 8 is, again, a composite picture of the offenses committed by all 

the experimental and control referrals. Looking at the cluster as a whol~ it is apparent 
;;;u-, 

that approximately 30% more of the experimental referrals than the control referrals 

were involved in delinqu~nt acts more serious than delinquent tendencies. Del inquent ~. 

tendencies are considered the most minor of the eight categories. 

Another generalization is that, with the exception of felony drug offenses, 

males committed more serious felony offenses than females in both the experimental and ~~ 

control groups. More females are referred for delinquent tendencies (primarily 

runaway and incorrigible cases),and petty theft offenses than males. 

Sacramento 601 l2!;)inquencyDiversion Project - Table 9 

Sacramento received more refe~rals for delinquent tendency violations than 

any other project. Except for the 7% difference in the felony vs. property category, 

the distribution of offenses between .experimental and control was (iery comparable. 

Ninety-four percent and 90% respectively of all females were involved In delinquent 

tendency vCb()JaHons, which are primari ly runaway and incorrigible violations. 

Only 8% 01', the experimental referrals and 14% of the control referrals 



--\\ -

, 
were invelved in any vielatic-n mere serieus than delinquent tendencies.:~s the title 

.of the preJe~t flnplles, the experiment was predeminately cencerned with miner 601 

infracti.ons. 

Yele Yeuth Services Bureau - Table 10 

The table clearly refleci~ what we understand was the pel icy .of the lecal 

law enfercement and prebation departments in thi early years .of the preject; namely, 

to refer yeuth whe had committed serieus delinquent vielatlens. 

Only 22% .of the referrals In Yele were referred fer delinquent tendencies. 

This was the lewes·t percentage .of any preject in the cluster. The preject alse had 

the largest percentage .of referrals fer petty theft and malicieus mischief. Tegether, 
., 

these twe categeries acceunted fer 50% .of the tetal referrals. Girls, again, 

cemmltted mere delinquent tendency and petty the~t vlelatlens than boys. 

Richmend Prebatlen Interventien Unit - Tab'lce n 

Like Sacramente, mest .of the referrals te the Richmend preject were fer 

delInquent tendencies, with a higher percentage .of the girls invelved in these acts 

than beys. Males cemmitted mere . .of the serieus vielatiens. 

Alameda Delinquency Preventien Pregram - Table 12 

This preject had the highest percentage .of drug and drug-related ref~rrals 

and serieus feleny referrals .of any preject in the cluster. This is entirely cen-

sistent with the acceptance criteria the preject established of handling yeuth In 

"imminent danger .of beceming a ward .of juvenile ceurt." Only 49% .of all the preject's 

referrals were yeuth whe cemmitted minei\ delinquent tendency.vielatiens. 
\i\ 
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As Was the case in all the projects, females- committed a higher percentage 
, :1, 

of delinquent tendencies and petty 'thefts than males. Overall, the distribution of 

the offenses among the eight categories indicate thalt the selection pr~;edure allowed" 

for a fairly good ma~ch of the two groups. Siblings Were not referred for any 

sp~cific off'ens.e so a t~ble could not be constructed on siblings for either the 

experimental or control group. 

o 

(. 
\1 

ti -66-

t:ru-

r.n'l 

U,U 

<~I 

~.--

~, -

;;t.h--

~j • 



TABLE 8 

REASON FOR REFERRAL to PROJEC1'· BY SEX AND REFERRAL CAT·OR\ 

Project: All bi~'?rslon Projects In Cluster 
Group or Sub-group;\ A I i Law Enforcement 'and Probat Ion Referra I s for Experl menta I andContro I· Group 
Number of Experimental Referrals: 581 
Number of Control. Referrals: 121 

Offense Categort 

Delinquent Tendencies 
No. of Referrals 
Row Percent 
,Column Percent 

Petty Theft 
No. of Referrals 
Row ·Percent 
Column Percent 

Malicious Mischief 
No. of Referrals 
Row Per.cent 
Column Percent 

Other Misdemeanors 
No. of Referrals 
Row Percent 
Column Percent 

Alcohol-Marijuana 
No. of Referrals 
Row Percent 
Column Percent 

Dangerous Drug Felony 
No. of Referrals 
Row Percent 
Column Percent 

Felony vs. Property 
No. of Referrals 
Row Percent 
Column Percent 

Felon¥ vs. Person 
No. 0 Referrals 
Row Percent 
Column Percent 

No. Male' & Female Referrals 
Percent Male & Female Referrals 

Male 

135 
43.3% 
44.4% 

51 
46.4% 
16.8% 

41 
82.0% 
13.5% 

12 
63.2% 

3.9% 

24 
66.7% 

7.9% 

2 
28.6% 
0.7% 

30 
90.9% 

9.9% 

9 
64.3% 

3.0% 

304 
52.3% 

Reason for Referral 
Femal~ No. & Percent 

177 312 
56.7% 53.7% 
63.9% 

59 110 
53.6% 18.9% 
21.3% 

9 50 
18.0% 8.6% 
3.2% 

7 19 
36.8% 3.3% 
2.5% 

12 36 
33.3% 6.2% 
4.3% 

5 7 
71.4% 1.2% 

1.8% 

3 33 
9.1% 5.7% 
1.1% 

5 14 
35.7% 2.4% 

1.8% 

277 
47.7% 

67 

581 
100.0% 

39 
39.8% 
72.2% 

2 
40.0% 

3.7% 

I 
50.0% 

1.9% 

o 
0.0% 
0.0% 

o 
0.0% 
0.0% 

o 
0.0% 
0.0% 

9 
90.0% 
16.7% 

3 
100.0% 

5.6% 

54 
44.6% 

Reason for Referral 
Female No. & Percent 

59 98 
60.2% 81.0% 
88.1% 

3 5 
60.0% 4.1% 

4.5% 

I 2 
50.0% 1.7% 

1.5% 

o 0 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 

o 0 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 

3 3 
100.0% 2.5% 

4.5% 

I 10 
10.0% 8.3% 
1.5% 

o 3 
0.0% 2.5% 
0.0% 

67 
55.0% 

121 
100.0% 
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TABLE 10 

REASON FOR REFERRAL TO PROJECT 
BY SEX AND REFERRAL CATEGORY 

Project: Yolo Youth Service Bureau 
Group or Sub-group: All Law Enforcemeht 

to Project 
and Probation Referrals 

Number of Referrals: 279 

OffFf,fise Category 

Delinquent Tendencies 
No. of Referrals 
Row Percent 
Column Percent 

Petty Theft 
No. of Referrals 
Row Percent 
Column Percent 

Malicious Mischief 
No. of Referrals 
Row Percent 
Column Percent 

Other Misdemeanors 
No. of Referrals 
Row Percent 
Column Percent 

Alcohol-Marijuana 
No. of Referrals 
Row Percent 
Column Percent 

Dangerous Drug Felony 
No. of Referrals 
Row Percent 
Column Percent 

Felony vs. Property 
No. of Referrals 
Row Percent 
Column Percent 

Felony vs. Person 
No. of Referrals 
Row Percent 
Column Percent 

No. MaJe & Female Referr~ls 
Percent Male & Female Referrals 

Male 

27 
42.2% 
16.8% 

43 
45.3% 
26.7-% 

36 
81. 8% , 
22.4% I, 

11 
64.7% 
6.8% 

!7 
77 .3% 
10.6% 

1 
25.0% 
0.6% 

20 
90.9% 
12.4% 

6 
54.5% 

3.7% 

161 
57.7% 

69 

Reaso~ for Referral 
Female No.~& Percent ---
37 
57.8% 
31.4% 

52 
54.7% 
44.1% 

8 
18.2% 
6.8% 

6 
35.3% 

5.1% 

5 
22.,'% 

4.2% 

3 
75.0% 
2.5% 

2 
9. 1% 
1. 7% 

5 
45.5% 

4.2% 

118 
42.3% 

64 
22.9% 

95 
34.1% 

44 
15.8% 

17 
6.1% 

22 
7.9% 

4 
1.4% 

22 
7.9% 

11 
3.9% 

279 
100.0% 

" 

il 
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TABLE 11 
.. , 

REASON FOR REFERRAL TO PROJECT 
BY SEX AND REFERRA.L~ATE@QRY 

Project: Richmond Probation lntervention Project 
Group or Sub-group: All First Year Experimental ReferrC1ls' 
Number of Re fe r ra 1 s : 132': 

Offense Category 

DeLinquent Tendencies 
~o. of Referrals 
Row Percent 
Column Percent 

Petty Theft 
No. of Referrals 
Rm'l Percent 
Column Percent 

Malicious Mischief 
No. of Referrals 
Row Percent 
Column Percent 

Other Misdemeanors 
No. of Referrals 
Row Percent 
Column Percent 

Alcohol-Marijuana 
No. of Referra I s • 
Row Percent 
Column Percent 

Qangerous Drug Felony 
No. of Referrals 
Row Percent 
Column Percent 

Felon¥ vs. Property 
No. 0 Referrals 
Row Percent 
Column Percent 

Felony vs. Person 
NQ~ of Referrals 
Row Percent 
Column Percent 

Nc. Male & Female Referrals 
Per;'cent Male & Female Referrals 

........j tiFT· 

Male 

55 
51.9% 
76.4% 

5 
55.6% 

609% 

2 
100.0% 

2.8% 

o 
0.0% 
o. O~~ 

5 
55.6?,; 
6. 9~~ 

o 
o 
0.0% 

5 
100.0% 

6.9% 

70 

o 
0.0% 
0.0% 

72 
54.5% 

Reason for Referral 
F ema 1 e _...;N~o::.:.~%:-:...P,;;.e.;..rc;;;..e;;.;n.;.;t;;...-_ 

51 
48.1% 
85.0% 

4 
44.4% 
6.7% 

o 
0,.0% 
0.0% 

1 
100.0% 

1.7% . 

4 
44.4% 
6.7% 

o 
o 
0.0% 

o 
0.0% 
0.0% 

o 
0.0% 
0.0% 

60 
45.5% 

106 
80.3% 

,9 
6.8% 

2 
1.5% . 

1 
0.8% 

9 
6.8% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

5 
3.8% 

o 
0.0% 

132 
100.0% 

~., 

..... 

ft'.-IJ.-

..".. -
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TABLE )2 I REASON FOR REFERRAL TO PROJECT BY SEX AND REFERRAL CATElORV 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Project: Alameda Delinquency Prevention Program 
Gr6uporSub~group: All Experimental and Control Referrals to Project 

Offense Category 

Deiin,uent Tendencies 
No. 0 Referrals 
Ro'w Percent 
Co 1umn Percen t 

Petty Theft 
No. of'Referrals 
Row P"E! rcen t 
Column Percent 

Malicious Misthief 
No. of Referrals 
Row Percent 
Column Percent 

Other Misdemeanors 
No. of Referrals 
Row Percent 
Column Percent 

I
~· Alcohol-Harijuana 

! No. of Referrals 
fL _ ~9W Percent 

!;i ie!)1 umn Percent 

I \r\:~'~gerous Drug Felony 
No. of Referrals 
Row Percent 
Column Percent, 

Felony vs. Property 
No. of Referrals 
Row Percent 
Column Percent 

Felony vs. Person 
No. of R~ferrals 
Row Percent 
Column Percent 

No. Male & Female Referrals 
Percent Hale & Female Referrals 

f~f.f~llif!!..!.~h 

8 
50.0% 
40.g% 

I 
50.0% 

5.0% 

2 
ioo.O% 
10.0% 

I 
100.0% 

5.0% 

'I 
33.3% 
5.0% 

1 
50.0% 
5.0~' 

4 
80.0% 
20.0% 

2 
100.0% 

10.0% 

20 
60.6% 

Reason for Referral 
Female No. & Percent 

8 
50.0% 
61.5% 

1 
50.0% 

7.7% 

o 
0.0% 
0.0% 

o 
0.0% 
0.0% 

I 
50.0% 
7.7% 

I 
, 20.0% 

7.7% 

o 
0.0% 
0.0% 

13 
39.4% 

71 

16 
48.5% 

2 
6.1% 

2 
6.1% 

I 
3.0% 

3 
9.1% 

2 
6.1% 

5. 
15'.2% 

2 
6.1% 

33 
100.0% 

Male 

4 
30.8% 
36.4% 

2 
66.7% 
18.2% 

1 
100.0% 

9.1% 

0 
0.0% 
,0.0% 

0 
0.0% 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

., 0.0% 

2 
100.0% 

18.2% 

2' 
HlO.O% 
18.2% 

11 
47.8% 

,Reason for Referral 
,Female No. & Percent 

9 13 
69.2% 56.5% 
75.0% 

1 3 
33.3% 13.0% 

8.3% 

0 I 
0.0% 4.3% 
0.0% 

• 0 0 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 

0 0 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 

2 2 
100.0% 8.7% 
16.7% 

0 2 
0.0% 8.7% 
0.0% 

0 2 
0.0% 8.7% 
0.0% 

12 23 
52.2% 100.0% 



SET III 

SPECIFIC REASON FOR REFERRAL BY SEX AND AGE GROUP 

There were a total of 28 specific offenses committed by the youth referred 

to the four projects. In our methodology we provided for recording'~all of them. The 

eight offense categories we presented in the lase Set of tables were derived from 

consolidating these 28 speciflG offenses into the eight general categories as follows: 

/ . Referrals for incorrigibility, curfew violations, 

truancyp and runaw,ay were included under the general 

category of delinquent tendencies. 

II. Petty theft was ,a category by i tse 1 f. 

/ / /. Disturbing the peace, assault and battery (fighting), 

I V. 

V. 

and trespassing were included as malicious mischief. 

Weapon offenses and glue or paint sniffing were 

included as other misdemeanors. 

Alcohol and marijuana-related was a category by 

itself. 

VI. Dangerous drugs wa~ a c.tegory by itself. 

'VII. Burglary, grand theft, auto, possession of stolen 

VIII. 

property and arson were included as f~lony vs. 

property. 

Forgery, rape-sex offenses and robbery were 

included as felony vs. person. 

The tables in Set I II permit a more detailed exami~ation of the serIDU~-

ness-~f the violations with which the projects were concerned. Our thought was. 

1 s 

~-
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that displ~yihg the specific offenses in thi~ manner adds a dimension and a degree 

of exactnes~ about the nature of the referrals that was lost in the course of 

consolidatin~ the specific offenses into the eight general offense categories which 

we were forced to do in order to manageihe amount of data we were analyzing • 
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TABLE 13 
\l 

REASON FO~ REFERRAL TO PROJECT
1
,> BY SEX AND AGE GROUP 

Project: M'I'Dlverslon Projects In 'Cluster l} 
Group or Sub-groue.: ~II Experimental ReferralS, 
Number of Experimental Referrals: 568* 

INCORRIGIBLE 
Hale 
Female 

LO ITER I NG, CURFEW 
Hale 
Female' 

TRUANCY, SCHOOL PROBLEHS 
Hale 
Female 

RUNAWAY 
Hale 
Female 

PETTY THEFT 
Hale 
Female 

ASSAULT AND BATTERY 
Hale 
Female 

D!STURBING TJiE PEAct 
Hale 
Female 

MALICIOUS MISCHIEF 
Male 
Female 

TRESPASSING 
Hale 

, Female 
WEAPON OFFENSE 

Male 
Female 

ALCOHOL VIOLATION 
"1ale 
Female 

G~UE, PAINT SNIFFING 
, Male 

Female 
MARIJUANA RELATED 

Hale 
Female 

DANGEROUS DRUGS 
Hale 

, Female 
CHECKS ,FORGERY 

Hale 
Female 

BURGLARY, 
Hale 
Female 

ROBBERY 
Hale 
female 

GRAND THEFT & AUTO 
Male 
F'ema Ie 

POSSESSION OF STOLEN PROPERTY 
" M<ile 

'\ Female 
'j'"ARSON ,S" Hale 

Fem~le 
RAPE-SEX OFFENSE 

"Male 
Female 

TOTAL REFEI\RALSBY AGEGROLJP 
Hale "' 
Female 

Ii 
~! ' 

5 to 9 --,-' ,,' 

o 
o 

Q" 
o 

o 
1 

I 
Q 

I 
o 

6 
2 

I 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

.2 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

2 
o 

o 
....!. 
13 
7 

'E X PER I HEN TAL ,-,------------

o 10 to 11 

1 
2 

o 
b 

o 
o 

2 
I 

7 
3 

o 
I 

2 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
1 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

2 
o 

I 
o 

o 
o 

o 
...Q. 

,J6 
, 9 

15 
11 

2 
o 

2 
2 

6 
8 

14 
12 

o 
3 

2 
o 

11 
2 

3 
o 

2 
o 

o 
o 

o 
1 

o 
1 

o 
o 

5 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

4 
o 

*Age not recorded'on 20 of S88 experimental referrals. 

74 
51 ~' r .... ill i' jj 51 

14 to 15 

30 
32 

4 
1 

21 
36 

17 
30 

2 
2 

12 
1 

o 
'(' 1 

2 
o 

4 
/;;0 

2 
3-

o 
1 

o 
o 

3 
o 

o 
1 

1 
o 

o 
1 

1 
o 

o 
.-£. 
'102 
111 

16-17-18 

23 
42 

10 
3 

2 
3 

12 
26 

13 
13 

J 
o 

1 
o 

7 
2 

9 
3 

2 
4 

1. 
o 

2 
o 

o 
o 

3 
I 

I 
o 

o 
o 

I 
,...!! 
99 

103 

Total % of all Exp. 
referra I s referra 15 

male/female _-.lo{Sc6:.:::8,J..l*.;...._ 

69 
90 

13 
4 

8 
6 

4i 
71 

51 
59 

6 
6 

5 
2 

38 
8 

6 
3 

3 
I 

9 
2 

5 
3 

14 
o 

4 
1 

2 
2 

7 
o 

1 
.1 

,.'.~ 

",r;: ,,:<:97 
271 
sr;B" 

21.9% 

2.9% 

2.S% 

19.7% 

19.4% 

2.1% 

1.2% 

8.1% 

1.6% 

0.7% 

1.8% 

1.4% 

3.2% 

1.2% 

0.1% 

2.5% 

0.8% 

0.7% 

1.2% 

0.3% 

100.0% 



-= 
~", .. 

---m3 

-""'" 

-c;;;:I 

TABLE 14 

REASON' FOR REFERRAL TO PROJECT BY SEX AND AGE UP 

Project:, Afl Diversion Projects In Cluster 
Group or Sub-group: All Control Referrals 
Number ofControJ Referrals: 120 

Total % of all Cont. 

Offense 
referrals referrals 

~ 10 to II IZ to 13 14 to 15 16 to 17 male/female __ (:..:1.=2.;:;.0)<--__ 

INCORRIGIBLE 
Male 
Female 

LOITERING, CURFEW 
Male 
Female 

TRUANCY, SCHOOL PROBLEMS 
Male 
Female 

RUNAWAY 
Male 
Female 

PETTY THEFT 
Male 
Female 

ASSAULT AND BATTERY 
Male 
Female 

MALICIOUS MISCHIEF 
Male 
Female 

DANGEROUS DRUGS 
Male 
Female 

BURGLARY 
Male 
Female 

GRAND THEFJ & 'AUTO 
Male 
Female .'~. 

ARSOU 
, Male 

Female 

TOTAL REFERRALS BY AGE GROUP 
Male 
Female 

0 4 
0 0 

0 0 I 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 2 
0 I 4 

0 I 0 
0 2 0 

0 I I 
0 0 0 

I 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 I 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 I 0 
0 0 0 

I 4 9 
0 2 6 

8 
16 

0 
0 

0 
I 

2 
11 

I 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
I 

3 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

14 
29 

15 
17 

o 
o 

5 
7 

o 
I 

I 
o 

o 
I 

o 
2 

2 
I 

I 
o 

o 
o 

25 
30 

28 
34 

I 
o 

I 
2 

9 
23 

2 
3 

3 
o 

o 
3 

6 
I 

I 
o 

I 
o 

53 
67 

Ti'(}.o. 

51.8% 

0.8% 

2.5% 

26.8% 

2.6% 

1.8% 

2.5% 

0.8% 

100.0% 

NOTE: The following offense categories had no referrals in any age group for either males or females: 
Disturbing the Peace; Trespassing; Weapon Offense; Alcohol Violation; Glue, Paint Sniffing; 
Marijuana Relllted; Checks, 'Forgery; Possession of Stolen Property and Rape-Sex Offense. 

*Age not recorded on -20 of 588 experimentalreferrllls. 
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. TABLE 15 

REASON FOR REFERRAL TO PROJ~CT BY SEX AND AGE GROUP 

Project: Sacramento 601 Diversion Project 
Group or Sub-group: 20% H.andom Sample of all Experimental and Control Referrals 
Number of Experi menta I Referra Is: 128* 
Number of Control Refet.ra Is: 97* 

I!tI~.!.!:1I!!..I~h 
Total % of Exp. 
Refs. Refs. 

Offense 5-9 10-11 12-13 14-15 16-17 ~ (128)* Offense 

INCORRIGIBLE INCORRIGIBLE 
Male 0 0 5 11 10 26 

45.2% Male 
Female 2 I 2 14 13 32 Female 

TRUANCY. SCHOOL PROBLEMS LOITERING, CURFEW 
Male 0 0 0 0 0 0 Male 
Female 0 0 2 0 2 4 3.1% Female 

RUNA~IAY TRUANCY, SCHOOL PROBLEMS 
Male 0 1 I 10 4 16 

43.0% 
Male 

Female 0 I 3 17 18 39 Female 
PETTY THEFT RUNAWAY 

Male 0 0 0 2 Male 
Female 0 0 0 2 3.1% Female 

TRESPASSING F,ETTY THEFT 
. Male 0 0 I 0 0 Male 

Fema.le 0 0 0 0 I 1.6% Female 
'ALCOHOL VIOLATION ASSAULT AND BATTERY 

Male 0 0 0 0 0 0 Male 
Female 0 0 0 0 J I 0.8% Female 

MARIJUANA RELATED VEHICLE CODE-JOY RIDING 
Male 0 0 0 0 I I Male 
Female 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.8% Female 

DANGEROUS DRUGS DANGEROUS DRUGS 
Male 0 0 0 0 0 0 Male 

. Female 0 0 0 0 I I 0.8% Female 
ARSON BURGLARY 

Male 0 0 0 I 0 I Male 
Female 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.8% Female 

RAPE-SEX OFFENSE GRAND THEFT 
Male '0 0 0 0 I I Male 
Female 0 0 0 (1 0 0 0.8% Female 

TOTAL REFERRALS* 128 100.0% ARSON 
Male 48 Male 

'. Fema le 80 Female 
TOTAL REFERRALS* 

Male 42 
Female 55 

*Ages not recorded on 16 of the 144 Experimental Referrals In 
Sample. 

~ --I --I 

;, 

CON T R 0 L ----_.--
Total %of Control 
Refs. Refs. 

1E.:.!.!. 12-13 14-15 16-17 M/F . (97)* 

I 4 7 13 25 
54.]% 0 0 13 15 28 

0 I 0 0 I 
1.0% 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 I 
3.1% 0 0 I 2 

0 2 2 4 8 
28.9% I 3 9 7 20 

0 0 0 0 0 
2.1% 0 I 0 I 2 

I 0 0 0 J . 
0 0 0 0 0 1.0% 

" 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 .0 I I 1.0% 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 I I 1.0% 

0 0 ·2 2 4 
0 0 0 I I 5.2% 

0 0 0 I I 
0 0 0 0 0 1.0% 

I 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 1.0% 

97* 100.0% 

*Age not recorded on one of the 98 Control Referrals, in 
Sample. 
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TABLE 16 

REASON FOR REFERRAL TO PROJECT BY SEX AND AGE GROUP 

Project: Yolo Youth Service Bureau 
Group or Sub-Group: All Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals to Project 
Number of Referrals: 279* 

~ 5 to 9 10 to 11 12 to 13 

INCORRIGIBLE 
Male 
Female 

LOITERING, CURFEW 
Male 
Fe.male 

TRUANCY, SCHOOL PROBLEMS 
Male 
Female 

RUNAWAY 
Male 
Female 

PETTY THEFT 
Male 
Female 

ASSAULT AND BATTERY 
Male 
Female 

DISTURBING THE PEACE 
Male 
Female 

MALICIOUS MISCHIEF 
Male 
Female 

TRESPASSING 
Male 
Female 

WEAPON OFFENSE 
Male 
Female 

ALCOHOL VIOLATION 
Male 
Female 

GLUE, PAINT SNIFFING 
Male 
Female 

MARIJUANA RELATED 
Male 
Female 

DANGEROUS DRUGS 
Male 
Female 

CHECKS, ,6~GERY 
Mai~ 
Female 

BURGLARY 
Male 
Fema Ie 

GRAND TJiEFT 
Male 
Female 

POSSESSION OF ,STOLEN PROPERTY 
~la I!'. 
Female 

ARSON 
Male 
Female 

RAPE-SEX OFFENSE 
Male 
Female 

TOTAL REFERRALS* 
Male 158 
Female 118 

*Ages not recorded on three referrals • 

0 
I 

0 
'0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

1 
0 

1 
0 

6 
2 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

2 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
1 

0 
1 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

6 
2 

0 
1 

2. 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

2 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

2 
3 

1 
o 

1 
o 

12 
10 

o 
3 

2 
a 

8 
2 

2 
o 

1 
o 

o 
a 

o 
o 

o 
1 

a 
a 

o 
o 

3 
o 

o 
a 

2 
o 

o 
a 

77 

14 to 15 

5 
5 

2 
1 

1 
10 

1/1 
28 

12 
1 

o 
1 

2 
o 

1 
o 

2 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

3 
o 

o 
o 

o 
1 

o 
o 

o 
o 

16 to 17 

2 
8 

8 
3 

2 
1 

1 
2 

11 
11 

2 
0 

0 
0 

6 
3 

1 
"'I 

1 
0 

7 
1 

0 
1 

6 
2. 

1 
3 

1 
0 

2 
0 

2 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

Total % of all Exp. 
referra 1 s referra 1 s 

male/female (276)* 

9 
18 

10 
4 

5 
2 

3 
13 

43 
52 

4 
5 

5 
2 

34 
8 

5 
2 

2 
1 

9 
1 

8 
3 

1 
3 

1 
o 

12 
o 

2 
o 

2 
2 

2 
o 

o 
_1 

5.1% 

2.5% 

5.8% 

3.3% 

2.5% . 

1.1% 

0.7% 

3.9% 

1.4% 

0.4% 

4.3% 

0.7% 

1.4% 

0.7% 
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TABLE 17 

REASON FOR REFERRAL TO P~OJECT BY SEX AND AGE GROUP 

Project: Richmond Probation Intervention Unit 
iri=O'upor Sub-group: A II Referra Is to Project 
Number.of Referrals: 131'~ 

E X PER I MEN TAL -.---------.--

Offense 5 to 9 10 to II 12 to 13 14 to 

INCORRIG!BLE 
Male 0 I 7 12 
Female 0 0 5 II 

LOITERING, CURFEW 
Male 0 0 I 0 
Female 0 0 0 0 

TRUANCY, SCHOOL PROBLEHS 
Male 0 0 I I 
Female 0 0 0 0 

RUNAWAY 
Male 0 I 3 9 
Female 0 0 4 S 

PETTY.THEFT 
Male 0 2 2 
Female 0 I I 

ASSAULT AND BATTERY 
Male 0 0 0 0 
Female 0 0 0 I 

MALICIOUS MISCHIEF 
Male 0 0 I 0 
Female 0 0 0 0 

GLUE, PAINT SNIFFING 
Male 0 0 0 3 
Female 0 I I 0 

MARIJUANA RELATED 
-Male 0 0 0 0 
FEMAI.E 0 0 0 I 

BURGLARY 
Male .0 0 I 0 
Female 0 0 0 0 

ARSON 
Male 2 0 2 0 
Female 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL REFERRALS* 
Hale 71 
Female 60 

*Age not recorded on one referral. 

78 

15 16 to 17 

9 
17 

2 
0 

0 
0 

7 
5 

0 
1 

0 
0 

I 
0 

I 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

Total %ofall Exp. 
referrals referra I s 

18 & Over male/female (131) 

0 29 47.2% 0 33 

,-;:/' 

0 3 2.3% 0 0 

0 2 1.5% 0 0 

0 20 29.0% I IS 

0 5 6.9% 0 4 

0 0 O.S% 0 I 

0 2 
0 0 1.5% 

0 4 
0 2 4.6% 

0 I 
0 2 2.3% 

U I 
0 0 O.S% 

~-

0 If 
0 0 3.t% 

131 
TOO:'O% 
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TABLE 18 

REASON FOR REFERRAL TO PROJECT BY SEX AND AGE GROUP 

Project: Alameda Delinquency Prevention Program 
Group or Suff-group: All Experimental and Control Referrals to Program 
Number of Experimental Referrals: 33 
Num~er of Control Referrals: 23 

E X PER I MEN TAL ------------ Total 
Refs. 

% of Exp. 

D 

£. Q. !! !. ~ Q. ,1:. 

-/ l 

Total % of Control 
Refs. Refs. 

Offense 10-11 12-13 'h-15 16-17 ..1:lLL 
Refs. 
(33) Offense 5-9 10-11 12-13 14-15 16-17M/F (23) 

INCORRIGIBLE 
Male 
Female 

TRUANCY, SCHOOL PROBLEMS 
Male 
Female 

RUNAWAY 
Male 
Female 

PETTY THEFT 
Hale 
Female 

ASSAULT AND BATTERY 
Male 
Female" 

MALICIOUS MISCHIEF 
Male 
Female 

WEAPON OFFENSE 
Male 
Female 

MARIJUANA RELATED 
Male 
Female 

DANGEROUS DRUGS 
Male 
Female 

BURGLARY 
Male 
Female 

.I\UTO THlOfT 
Mal,e 
Female 

GRAND THEFT 
Male 
Female 

ROBBERY 
Male 
Female 

TOTAL.REFERRALS 
M'ale 
·Female 

!) 

:20 
13 

0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 I 
0 0 

0 0 
0 I 

0 0 
0 0 

0 2 
0 0 

0 I 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 cl 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

I 0 
0 0 

2 
2 

I 
o 

o 
o 

I 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
2 

o 
I 

o 
o 

1 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o 

2 
4 

0 
0 

0 
0 

I 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

I 
0 

I 
0 

0 
0 

0 
I 

I 
0 

() 

0 
0 

5 
7 

I 
o 

2 
I 

2 
o 

2 
o 

I 
o 

I 
2 

1 
o 

I 
o 

I 
o 

33 

36.3% 

3.0% 

9.1% 

6.1% 

6.1% 

6.1% 

3.0% 

9.1% 

6.1% 

3.0% 

6.1% 

3.0% 

~ 
100.0% 

INCORRIGIBLE 
Male 0 0 0 1 2 3 39.2% ('I Female 0 I 0 3 2 6 

RUN.z.-WAY 
Male 0 0 0 0 I I 

17.4% Female c· 0 0 I 2 0 3 
PETTY THEFT 

Male 0 0 I 0 2 
Female 0 0 I 0 0 I 13.0%. 

ASSAULT AND BATTERY 
Male 0 0 0 I 2 

8.7% Female 0 0 0 0 0 0 
MALICIOUS MISCHIEF 

Male I 0 0 0 0 
4.3% Female 0 O· 0 0 0 0 

DANGEROUS DRUGS 
Male 0 0 0 0 0 0 

8.7% Female 0 0 0 I \ 2 
BURGLARY 

Male 0 0 I '\ 0 2 
8.7% Female 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL REFERRALS 'IT 100.0% 
Male II 
Female 12 
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Explanation of Tables 

:,t' 

SET IV .. 
;{\ ,,':[1 

NUMBER OF OFFENSES GQMM ITTED 'ANI) D I STR IBUT I ON 
OF THE SINGLE MOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMMITTED 

SIX MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS POST, ONE YEAR POST 

The previous three Sets of tables In this section mainly described the 

basic characteristics of the project referrals. This next Set relates directly to 

the assessment of the primary goal of all the projects in this cluster. The goal 

was to reduce the inc i dence and se,,:,ed ty of de Ii nqueney. 

The tables in this Set analyze changes in the number and severity of 

offenses committed by the project referrals~ One side of each table analyzes pre 

and post referral arres~ data. The second component of each table distributes the 
I 

single most severe Offense committed by each referral into one a~five graduated 

offen~e c.ategories. 

I' As an example, a youth could have committed one pre-referral offense and 

two post-referral offenses. For illustration, say that the first oHense was for a 

delinquent tendency violation. The second was for drugs and the third was a felony 

vs. prdperty offense. The first arrest would be shown in the left-hand part of the 

table as one pre-referral offense. The other two arrests would be shown as two 

post-referral offenses. 

In the right-hand part of the table the first arrest would be counted as a 

pre-referral delinquent tendency violation. Of the last two offenses, only the 

felony vs. property offense would be counted since it was the most severe offense 

committed. It would appear in ~he analysiS as one post-referral offense in the 

felony vs. property category. 
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Pre and Post Arrest Data of Entire Cluster 

Table 19 is again a composite picture of the entire cluster. Considering 

all the experimental and control referrals together,· the table shows that there is 

a significant difference in the number of post-referi-al violations committed between 

the experimental and control referrals. 

The percentage of pre-referral arrests occuring between the experimental 

and control group was about the same -- 35% -- with the control group being slightly 

lower. Six months after referral we find that 41% of the experTmental referrals 

have been rearrested while 56% of the contr01 referrals have been rearrested. The 

measure that we used to reflect this difference is the percentage difference between 

the rearrest rates of the two groups. It is the same calculation as the one used in 

the evaluatron of the Sacramento 601 Diversion ProJect.* The overall rate of improve-

ment in this case Is 37% In favor of the experimental referrals. 

One year after referral we fInd that 50% of the project referrals have been 

rearrested and 65% of the control referrals. The rat& of improvement for the experl-

mental group has also dropped to 30%, but It is still higher, and it is being sus-

tained over at least the one year follow-up period covered iM this evaluation. 

When we further examine the two groups for the number .. of offenses they 

commit after referral we find that the differences are much less pronounced. Forty-

one percent of the experimenta 1 referra 1 s who have been rearrested wert: arrested 

at least once sIx months after referral. Fifty-three percent had been arrested at 

least once one year later. In contrast, 38% of the control referrals /had been 

rearrested at least once six months later and 54% at least once one year after 

*Sacramento 601 Diversion Project, Second "Year Evaluation Report, page 16. 
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referral. The same pattern persisted for all the referrals who Commit more than 

one offense. 

In examining the seVerity of offenses we find a greater percentage of 

the contr.ol group offenses are for delinquent tendencies, the most minor of the five 

offense cat~gories. ~Ifty-elght percent of the control violations are for delinquent 
, \. ' 

i'"; 
tendencies'''asopposed to only 48% of the experimental violations. 

In interpreting the.~tal:ile we thought it was better to consider delinquent 

tendency violations and "602" misdemeanors together. When this Is done, we see that 

about an equaJ percentage of those being rearrested in both groups are being arresteq 

for de I I nquerit tendenc i es and 11602" offenses. 

Correspondingly, the percentage of the referrals c;ommltting t~\e more 

serious drug 6r felony offenses is almost identical six months and a year later, if 

one considers the three most serJous offense citegories together. 

As a summary observation on the data presented in the table~ ft ~~ems that 

the treatment programs are apparently able to reduce, by a significant margin, the 

percentage of youth being rearrested. When project youth are rearrested, however, 

they comm it just as many offenses and just as seri ous offenses as do th,e control 

youth. 
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TABLE 19 

/ 
NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMHITIED AND ~ISTRIBUTION 

OF THE SINGLE MOST SEVERE OFFEN~.E COMMITIED 
S I X. MONTHS PRE. S I X .MO'tlTHS POST, ONE YEAR POST 

Project: An Dtversion Projects in Cluster 
Group or Sub-group: All Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals to Experimental c4nd Contr'ol 
Number'"'OT"E:i<(!erimental Referrals: 588 
Number of t'.ontrol Referrals: 121 

« 

NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS POST, ONE DISTRIBUTION OF THE MOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMM1TIED SIX MONTHS' PRE, SIX 
YEAR POST MONTHS POST, ONE YEAR POST 

EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL. 
6 Mo. 6 Mo. 1 Yr. 6 Mo. 6 Mo. I Yr. 6 Mo. 6 Mo. I Yr. 6 Mo: 6 Mo. I Yr. 

Pre Post Post Pre Post Post Pre fost ~ Pre Post Post 

No Offense !if) Ofj:ense 

J 
Number 381 347 294 H2 53 42 Number 381 347 2j~ 82 53 42 

% .Arrested 35.2 41.0 50.0 32.2 56.2 65.3 % Arrested 35.2 41.0 50.0 32.2 56.2 65.3 

CO ,., .-:, 
\AJ • 

1 Offense Delinguent Tendency 

Number 137 127 125 27 37 30 Number 101 115 123 21 40 44 
Percent 66.2 52.7 40.8 69.2 54.4 38.0 Percent 48.6 {17.7 42.4 53.8 58.8 55.7 

2 Offenses 602 Hi sdemeanor .. 

Number 40 61 82 6 19 24 Number 66 55 . 67 11 7 7 
Percent 19.3 25.3 26.2 15.4 27.9 30.4 Percent . 31.7 22.8 23.6 28.2 10.3 .9 

3 Offenses Drugs 

Number 18 31 29 I 2 7 Number 12 18 28 3 9 12 
Percent 8.7 12.9 13.3 2.6 2.9 8.9 Percent 5.8 7.5 9.4 7.7 13.2 15.2 

% 

4 Offe~ Felony vs Pro~er!t I .Number 6 14 30 3 4 It) Nlimber 22 31 41 4 9 9 
Percent 2.9 5.8 10.2 7.7 5.9 12.7 Percenl 10.6 12.9 13.8. 10.3 13.2 11.4 

II 
. 5+ ,Offenses Fe I on~ vs Pe rson H 

Number 6 8 2~ 2 6 8 Number "I ~2 32 I) 3 7 
Percent 2.9 3.3 9.5 5. I 8.8 IQ.I Percent 3.4 9.1 )0.8 0.0 4.4 8.9 

£~,i 

o ~ 
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Sacramento 601 Delinguency Diversion Project - Tabl,e 20 

Our oUtcom~data in table 20, based on a 20% sample of the project's first 

4' ~"'I' year referrals, corroborated the results of this project's own eval~atiohto a degree 

that was almost surpr,ising. The service program was able to achieve a rate of improve­

ment in the project referrals that was 13% beeter than the control group one year 

afte~ ref~rral ta the project. This compares to a 14% rate of improvement in the 

projectJs own evaluation. 

Fifty-three percent of the project referrals were rearrested six months 

after referral~ while 60% of the control group referrals had been rearrested. 

Twenty-seven percent of the project yout,h who were rearrested committed more than two 

of~'enses six months .post~ y..thile only'13% of the control group committed more than two 

offenses. 

With respect to severity, '65% of the proje~t youth who were rearrested ~ix 

months -after referral committed delinquent tendency '1iolations, as compared to 61%' 

for cohtrol. When the two most minor offense Gitegories are considered together we 

find'that 78% of the experimental group who were rearrested were arrested for either 

delinquent tendencies or, "602" misdemeanors, while only 66% of those rearrested in 

the control group were arrested for these two offenses., 

Expressed ~nother way, 22% of the experimental referrals rearrested 

committed drug and other felony offenses whiie 34% of the control group were re­

arrested for these more serious offenses. 
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TABLE 20 

NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED AND DISTRIBUTION 
OF 'THE MOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMMITTED BY EACH REFERRAL 

SIX MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS POST, ONs}VEAR POST 

Project: Sacramento 601 Diversion P.roject . 
Group or Sub-group: 20% Sample of Experimental and Control ReferralS 
Number of ,Experimental Referrals: 144 
Number ~f:control Referrals: 98 

;/ -/ 

,;:.) 

NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS ~t:ST, ONE DISTRIBUTION OF: THE MOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PREn . S!X 
MONTHS POST, ONE YEAR POST ~;l 

NoOf;~ 

Number 

% Arrested 

Offense 

N\Jmber 
Percent 

2 Offenses 

Number 
Percent 

3 Offenses 

Number 
Percent 

;'j 4 Offenses 

YEAR POST i/ 

EXPERIMENTAL 
6110: --tiMo. 
Pre 

93 

35.4 

3J~ 
66.7 

11 
21.6 

4 
7.8 

Post 

68 

52.8 

39 
5t.3 

17 
22.4 

10 
13.2 

Yr. 
Post 

54 

62.5 

31 
34.4 

27 
30.0 

10 
1 1.1 

CONTROL 
6 Mo. 6 Mo. Yr: 
~ Post ~ 

72 

25.5 

20 
80.0 

1 
4.0 

1 
4.0 

39 

60.2 

34 
56.9 

15 
25.9 

1 
1.7 

30 

.69.4 

26 
38.2 

19 
27.9 

5 
lc,·4 

No Offense 

Number 

% Arrested 

De Ii rlguent Tendency 

Number 
Percent 

602 Misdemeanor 

Number 
Percent 

-I}i>t:;zs 

Number 
Percent 

Felon~ vs Proeertl 

F.XPER I MENTAL 
6 Mo. b Mo. 
Pre 

~l. "::J 

93 

35.4 

44 
84.6 

5 
9.6 

1 
1.9 

~ 

68 

52.5 

49 
64.5 

10 
13.2 

-4 
5.3 

I Yr. 
Post 

54 

62.5 

57 
63.3 

10 
lJ.l 

5 
5.6 

CONTROL 
0M0.---6 Mo. 

~ 

72. 

_25.5 
~~'~;.: 

:.; '"';T 

16 
6t.5 

'~ 

'\<-, 

6 
23.1 

2 
7.7 

Post 

3:3 

60.2 

36 
61.0 

3 ' 
5.1 

9 
15.3 

"'=.;.-.=--.. ' 

c·;;......--

1 Yr. 
Post 

30 

69.4 

39 
57.4. 

3 
4 • 

11 
16.2 

/ 
! 

Number 
Percent 

2 
3.9 

5 
6.6 

10 
JJ.l 

3 
12.0 

4 
6.9 

10 Number 2 10 13 2 8 ''-8~~-;---

5+ Offenses 

Number 
Perce,flt 

o 
0.0 

5 
6.6 

12 
13,,3 

o 
0.0 

5 
816 

14.7 

8 
11.8 

Percent 3.8 

. -~Y. vs Person 

Number 2 . 
Per~ent 0.0 

13.2 14.4 7.7 13.6 1 1.8 

10.· . 13 2 8 8 
3.9 -5~6."" 0.0 .' 5.1 10.3 

---~-,-.-, 

I 

6 

1 
Ii 
i; 
Ii 
t: 

H 
I' 
'I' I .r 

It 1 
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Yolo Youth'Ser~ices Bureau-- Table 21 

V:, 
1.1:;' 

Without a control group it is not possible to express results i~n terms of 
',.' 

a rate of improvement. Results have to be expressed as pre and post changes between 

the project youth and the ~reatment groups in other projects. 

The pre and p~st change in the percentage of arrests was 2%; this "'las aboyt 

This result is even ma~e 
~., 

71% lower than any other experimental group In the cluster. 
'I 
{I 

significant considering the data from table 16 which showed that the project was if 

r.' generally receiving- youth who had committed ~>ffenses which were sl ightly more 

tha~any of the ather projects. Fifty perceht of the referrals were for 602 

If $eridus 

misdemeanors. 
II 
il 

The rearrest rate had Increased to 32% one year 3fter referral, but thi~ 
1.1 

Ii 
II 

was typical throughout the cluster. The rate was sti 11 lower than any other of i~he 

projects. Furtheirmore p the yquth being art·ested were committing over 20% fewer. 

offenses six months and one year after referral than all of the experimental groups 

combined (table 19). 

The violations the project youth were committing, however, were becoming 

more serious. A year after referral, 40% of those rearrested were being arrested 

for d~ugs and other felonies whereas only 26% of the pre-project arrests were for 

drug and other felonies. 
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TABLE 21 

NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED"AND DISTRIBUTION 
OF THE SINGLE MOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMMITTED 

SIX MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS POST, ONE YEAR POST 

Project: Yolo Youth Service Bureau 
Q!£up or Sub-group: All Law E~forcement and Probation Referrals 
Number Of'Referrals: 279 

~UMBER OF OF~ENSES COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE. SIX 
MONTHS POST, ONE YEAR POST 

DISTRIBvrlON OF THE MOST SEVERE ,OFFENSE COMMlrTED SIX 
MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS POST, ONE YEAR POST 

No Offe'hses 

Number 

% Arrested 

Offense 

Number 
Percent 

2 Offenses 

Number 
Percent 

3 Offenses 

Number 
Percent 

4 Offer,ses 

Number 
Percent 

5+ Offenses 

Number 
Percent 

6 Mo. 
Pre 

207 

25.8 

57 
79.2 

12 
16.7 

r 
1.4 

I 
1.4 

EXPERIMENTAL 
6 Mo. 
~ 

212 

24.0 

42 
62.7 

i\ 14 
20.9., 

9 
13.4 

2 
3.0 

o 
0.0 

1 Yr. 
Post 

189 

32.3 

44 
48.9 

25 
27.8 

10' 
11.1 

4 
4.4 

No Offenses 

Number 

% Arrested 

Delinquent Tendency 

Number 
Pe,rcent 

602 Misdemeanor 

Number 
Percent 

, Number 
Percent 

Felony vs Pr.operty.' 

Number 
Percent 

Felony vs Person 

Number 
Percent 

87", ", 

6 Mo. 
Pre 

207 

25.8 

23 
31.9 

31 
43.1 

6 
8.3 

10 
.13.9 

2 
2.8 

EXPERIMENTAL 

',: : 

6 Mo. 
~ 

212 

24.0 

24 
35.8 

22 
32.8 

10 
14.9 

8 
11.9 

3 
4.5 

I Yr. 
~ 

189 

32.3 

28 
30.8 

27 
29.7 

18 
19.8 

14 
15.4 

4 
4.4 

"I 

" 



Richmond Probation Intervention Unit - Table 22 

In drawing comparative implications from table 22 It is important to 

point out that this project was also establlshed without the evaluation advantage; . 

of a control group. The comparative group we show in the table as the youth 

"Rejected by' Project" was a group we constructed solely as a comparative reference 

group for this evaluation. Knowing what it consists of, some readers may choose 

to ignore the comparison group and interpret the results much as we did for the 

Yolo project. 

The "Rejected by Project" is a group of referra 1 s accepted by the project 

who met the acceptance criteria (see page 37) which were established for the experi-

ment.Admittance to the project as an alternative to regular probation processing 

was predicated on the youth agreeing to work with and cooperate with the project 

staff. The group rejected from the project represents the few cases which, in the 

course 6f the intake work-up, the project either decided the youth was unacceptable 

or the youth voluntarily refused to ,cooperate. In each case a petition\\,Yfas fi led 

on the youth. 

Tha group rejected amounted to 18% of the first year referrals. EightY-

eight percent of the group were 12 to 17 years of age, 54% were white and 46% were 

black. Eighty-three percent were refe~'~ea for delinquent tendency violations. The 

remaining 17% were for felony property violations and were all committed by males. 
; 

The character!'stics of the group was not different from the experimental group. 

The, percentCige of arrests before referral for the rejected group was higher than the 

regular prpjectyouth, but the type of offenses ~hey committed were almost exactly 
if 
i,' 

the same'l! 
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Table 22 shows that 54% of the project youth had been rearrested six months 

after referral and 64% one year later~ - In contrast, 83% of the reference group had 

been rearrested six months later and 92% one year later. For the first six month 

post period there was a 54% rate of improvement in the youth handled by the project. 

For ~he first year after referral there was a 44% rate of improvement in the youth 

handled by the project. 

Fifty percent of the project youth who had been rearrested six months later 

were arrested only once, whereas 65% of the reference group had been arrested more 

than once. A year after referral 17% of the project group had been arrested four or 

more times in comparison to 45% for the reference group. 

With respect to severity, the difference in the two groups was much less. 

There was only an 8% difference in the sev~rity of offenses committed by the two 

groups six months later as well as one year later. This is true for both the two 

minor categories as well as for the three felony categories. 

Both this project and the Sacramento project were very much alike with 
, ' 

r,espect to' the 'referral offens~s 'the project groups committed, (see tables 15 and 
, , . 

17). Both projects operated under very similar treatment philosophies and it appears 

from our data that both achieved similar results in the percentage of youth re-

arrested and the ~attern of subsequent offenses. 
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TABLE 22 

NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED AND DISTRIBUTION 
OF THE SINGlE MOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMMITTED 

SIX MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS POST, ONE YEAR POST 

Project: Richmond Probation Intervention Unit " " ~', 
., ...... ,:'.:' 

GrouE or Sub-~rouE: All First Year Referrals and All Referrals"Rejected by Project 
Number of EXEerimental Referrals: 108 
Number"of RefetralsRejected by Project: 24 

NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS PQ~T. ONE DISTRIBUTION OF THE MOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE, SIX 
YEAR POST MONTHS POSTz ONE YEAR POST 

EXPERIMENTAL REJECTED BY PROJECT EXPERIMEN1'AL REJEC7ED BY PROJECT 
6 Mo. 6 Mo.: I Yr. 6 Mo. 6 Mo. I Yr. 6 Mo. 6 Mo. I Yr. 6 Mo. 6 Mo. I Yr. 
~ Post Post ~ Post f2.U... ..J:!:L Post., " Post ~ Post Post 

No Offenses No Offenses 

Number 52 50 39 8 4 2 Number 52 50 39 8 4 2 

% Arrested 51.9 53~7 63.9 66.7 83.3 91.7 % Arrested 51.9 53.7 63.9 66.7 83.3 91.7 

0 

0 
Offense Delinguent Tendency CTI 

Number 33 29 30 7 7 7 Number 21 26 26 9 9 7 
Percent 58.9 50.0 43.5 43.8 35.0 31.8 Percent 37.5 44.8 37·9 56.3 45.0 31.8 

20ff~ 602 Misdemeanor 

Number 12 19 16 3 5 3 Number 24 16 21 4 4 7 
Percent 21.4 32.8 23.2 18.8 25.0 13.6 Percent 42.9 27.6 30.4 25.0 20.0 31.8 

3 Offenses Drug Offense 

Number 7 4 11 2 5 3 Number 3 0 I 0 0 0 
Percent 12.5 6.9 15.9 12.5 25.0 13.6 Percent 5.4 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 

4 Offenses Felony vs Proeerty 

Number dO 4 7 3 2 4 Number 4 5 ., 5 
3 3 4 

Percent 0.0 6.9 JO.L· 18.8 10.0 18.2 ee.Icent 7.1 8.6 7.2 18.8 15.0 18~2 

5+ Offenses y' Felonyvs Person 

Number 4 2 5 1 1 6 Number 4 II 16 0 4 4 
Percent 7.1 3.4 7.2 6.3 5.0 27.3 Percent 7.1 19.0 23.2 0.0 20.0 18.2 
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Alameda Oelin9ueucy Prevention Program - Table 23 

It should be pointed out that the evaluation of the project's experimental 

and sibl ing cases was mf:)de whi Ie the referrals were sti 11 active cr:~ses. All control 

cases and their sibling counterparts were closed. This difference was due to the 

fact that the term of treatment for the experimental cases ran for an indeterminate 

period. In almost every case the term of treatment was over one year, and in some 

cases ran as high as twenty-two months. The term of treatment for the control cases, 

handled through the hormal probation process p varied but generally was much shorter. 

With the knowledge that the results on the experimental cases presented 

in table 23 reflects only outcomes during the first twelve months of treatment, 

following the date of referral, the readers! estimate as to how these results could 

be changed by the time the case is closed is as good as ours. 

As measured by the number of pre-project arrests, the control group in 

this project appeared to be more delinqu~nt than the experimental group. In ,spite 

of this, more experimental youth were rearrested six months after treatment started 

than the control group. Furthermore, better results were still being achieved with 

the control grou~ one year after referral. . ~. . 

After receiving one year of service, 70% of the experimental group had 

been rearrested at least once in comparison to 48% for control. The rate of improve-

ment of the control group over the experimental referrals was 56% six months post 

and 46% one year post. In comparison to other experimental groups In the cluster, 

the rearrest rates for the project youth were higher than in'any other project. The 

negative aspect of this finding seems even more pronounced recognizi~g that the 

project youth in this experj.mentwere subjected to a far me intensive type of 

treatment over a much longer period than any other group in the cluster. 
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The data on number of'offenses committed also show~that 20% bf the project ~u 

. youth who were rearr'ested six months after referra I had been arrested three or more 
",ij 

/ // " 

on I)~ arrested three 
;'/ . . 

t i.mes, whi Ie II % of the control group had been or more times'. 

After a year of service 33% of the project youth had been 

times in comparison to 18% for control. 

arrested thr:ee 
f ,I 

or more 

/! 
The offenses committed by the project youth were also more severe than 

those ~ommitted by control. Six months after treatment began, 50% of the project 

youth who were rearrested had committed drug or other felony offenses as compared to 

11% for control. One year later, 48% of the project youth were arrested for drugs 

and other felonies .• For the same period, 18% of the control referrals were arrested 

for drug and other serious felonies. The severity of the offenses committed by the 

project youth after' referra I were more seri ous than any other exper imenta I or 

control groqp in the cluster. 
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TABLE 23 
I 

NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMiTTED AND DISTRIBUTION 
OF THE SINGLE MOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMMITTED 

SIX MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS POST, ONE YEAR POST 

Project: Alameda Delinquency Prevention Project 
Grou2 or Sub-9rou~: All Exper i menta I and Control Referra 1 s 
Number of Ex~erimental Referrals: 33 
Number of Control Referrals: 23 

NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS POST, ONE DISTRIBUTION OF THE MOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE, SIX 
YEAR POST MONTHS POST z ONE YEAR POST 

EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL 
0M0. 6 Mo. I Yr. 6 Mo. {j Mo. I Yr. 6 Mo. 6 Mo. I Yr. b Mo. 6 Mo. I Yr. 

Pre Post Post Pre Post Post Pre Post Post P,"e Post Post 

No' Offenses No Offenses 

Number 21 13 10 ' 10 14 12 Number 21 13 10 10 14 12 

% Arrested 36.4 60.6 69.7 56.5 39.1 '47.8 % Arrested 36.4 60.6 69.7 56.5 39.1 47.8 

U) 
\AI , Offense Delinguent Tendency 

Number 6 )0 8 7 4 4 Number 4 7 / 7 5 4 5 
Percent 50.'0 50.0 )4.8 53.8 44.4 36.4 Percent 33.3 35.0 30.4 38.5 44.4 45.5 

'\'-'\ <') 

2 Offens~s 602 Misdemeanor 

Number 2 6 7 4 4 5 Number i-~2 3 5 5 4 3LC Percent 16.7 30.0 30.4 30.8 44.4 45.5 Percent (", r .J.7 15.0 21.7 38.5 44.4 

JOffenses Drugs 

Number 4 3 5 0 1 2 Number 2 3 4 1 0 1 
Percent 33.3 15.0 21.7 0.0 11 .1 18.2 Percent 16.7 15.0 17.4 7.7 0.0 9.) 

1"\ 
, ! 
4 Offens'is Felon~ vs Pr02ert~ 

Number 0 1 2 0 0 0 Number 3 5 5 2 1 1 
Percent 0.0 5.0 8.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 Percent 25.4 25.0 21.7 15.4 11.1 9.1 

5+. J)ffe_nses Felon~ vs Person 

Number 0 (\ 1 2 0 0 Number 1 2 2 0 0 0 
Percent 0.0 0.0 ,,4.3 15.4 0.0 0.0 Percent 8.3 10.0 8.7 0.0 o~o 0.0 

o > ,I 
q 

~:'i,;:-,,",:;s""''.;~---:'~:7~;:;;:;:L~'!'·'::;~~~~~~~L::;:-~~::''';,.::....~ ',~,~,~~, ± iiiiWiZz::'h4~~ :t!:.'"'';;.;f~;:::==~;;~c;:;:.".,·''i~1?~J.~~=::e:·'i:·"'''''-;::::'J-.L = ... , '," ;-: ... ~ 
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Slbling.1,eferrals to the Alameda Delinquency Prevention Program - Table 24 
.' . . 

/j 

Table 24 reflects th~ results the project obtained in working with the 

sJbling members of the family from which the primary referral came. Generally 

speaking, the project had no more success in reducing the number of arrests or(.~jthe 

~everity of the offenses-committed by sibling members of the family than they had 

with the primary referrals. 

Using the same outcome indicators that we have used in the other tables 

In this esection, we find that 18% of the project siblings were rearrested six months 

after ~eferral while only 5.4% of the control siblings were rearrested. After one 

year, 21% of the projec,t sibl ings were rearrested while only 11% of the control 

siblings had been rearrested. 

Neither group of siblings commi~)tted as many offenses as the primary 
le\ 

referrals, but of those rearrested, we see that the control siblings did slightly 

better tha~ the experimental referrals during the first six months and slightly 

worse a year later. Considering the size of the two groups we felt there was very 

little significance in the severity data for siblings. 
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TABLE 24 

NUMBER' Of, OFFENSES COMMITTED ANDD I STR I BUT! ON 
OF THE Most ~~VEnE OFFENSE COMMITTED BY EAcH REFERR ' 

SIX MONTHS PRE, SIX /:IoNTilS POST, ONE YEAR POST 

f~ect: Aiameda Delinquency Prevention 'Program 
Group or Sub-grou~: All Control and Experimental Siblings 
Number of Experimental Siblings: 61 
NUmber of Contr2.! Siblings: 56 

NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE, S I X MONTilS P,OST, ONE DISTRIBUTION OF TilE MOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMJilTTED SIX MONTHS PRE, 
HONTHS POST , OHE YEAfl POST YEAR POST 

EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL EXPERIMEHTAL CONTROL 

6 Mo. 
Slblln!js ' Stblln!ls 

6 Mo. 
Siblings 

1 Yr7' 
Siblings 

6 Ho. 1 Yr. 6 Mo. 6, Mo. 1 Yr. 6 Mo. 6 Mo. 6 Mo. 
~ ~ ~ ,:~ ~ Post ~ ~ ~;. ~ Post 

No Offen~es No Offenses 

Number 52 50 48 48 53 50 Number 52 50 48 48 53 

% Arrested 14.8 18.0 21.3 14.3 5.4 10.7 % Arrested 14.8 18.0 21.3 14.3 5.4 

Offense De 11 nguent Tendency 

Number 7 6 7 5 2 3 Number 2 5 6 2 0 
Percent 77.8 54.5 53.8 62.5 66.3 50.0 Percent 22.2 45.5 46.2 25.0 0.0 

2+ Offenses 602 Misdemeanor 

Number 2 5 6 :'3 1 3 Number 4 2 2 2 3 
rercent 22.2 45.5 46.2 37.5 33.7 50.0 Percent 44.4 18.2 13.4 25.0 100.0 

Drugs 

Number 0 1 2 4 0 
Percent 0.0 9.1 13.4 50.0 0.0 

Felony vs ProEerty 

Number 2 2 2 0 0 
Percent 22.2 18.2 13.4 0.0 0.0 

Felony vs Person 

Number 1 1 1 0 0 
Percent 11.1 9.1 6.7 11.0 0.0 

Note:, Only five experimental siblings committed more than two offenses, 
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SET V 

ARRESTS RESULT I NG iN REFERRAL TO PROB.AT' ON 

Wi th some minor exceptions, the ·;lnternal evaluationsofaii four of, these 
t> 

projects measured their success largely 1n terms of reducing the number of probation 

department rebookings, petition filings, and minimizing further court involvement 

wit~ the Juvenile. We discuss elsewhere the methodologidSl problems we find in using 

probation bookihgs, petitions and wardships as. criteria in assessing the effective.ness 

of diversion projects. One of the problems with these particular outcome criteria 

is that they are applied and controlled within the framework of research designs that 

deal with the juvenile exclusively in the context of his involvement with the probation 

1.!.L..; -

department. ~his probation-based research simply doesn't account for a very signl- = 

ficant amount of delinquent activity that is handled at the police level. In all 

these projects the extent of this activity was unknown to the probation department. 

It is weI I understood that the police serve as the primary source of 

referrals to these projects, or for that matter, to probation. The data in this 

Set of tables furnishes some concrete informatio~ on the number of youth in the.e 

experiments that are handled by the police outside of probation. 

The data suggests to us that if the number of rereferrals to probation is 

going to be used as one of the primary criteria for assessing outcome of projects 

like this, then it should be recognized that many discretionary dispositions take 

place a~~he police level that could have a profound Influence on the number of re­

referrals that get counted in strictly probation-based research. 

-= -

=-. 

Table 25, which summarizes the number of arrests which result in rereferral ::;-Jc 

'1: 
to~~robation for all the experimental and contrgl referrals, shows that slightly more 
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than 30% of all the youth who are rearrested at~ cases which are closed by the 

police without Involving probatIon. 

Thel~e were approx Imate ly 25% fewer experimental refert"a 1 s arrested and 

referred to probation than there were control referrals. This difference Is some-

What surprising when we know from the data In table 19 that there is very little 

difference In the pre and post arrest and severity characteristics of the experi-

mental and control referrals. One might think that there would be a tendency for 

the police to rerefer more of the multiple arrest cases to probation than the first 

and second time arrest cases, but the data in table 25 does not support this. 

Our data didn't reveal much more about the nature or the extent of the 

police diversion ac.tivity •. But to know that 30% of the youth under study in these 

probation experiments are also being handled by the police in ways that are entirely 

unknown to the p~obatlon or the project obviously has some programatic as weI I as 

research Implications. For one thing, the methodology in research tracking studies 

like this should start b~ildlng study designs that can account for the juvenile at 

every place where he is Involved with the juvenile justice system rather than Just 

in probation. 

It was apparent to us in working with the police that the attitude of the 

police departments is changing from one of strictly enforcement to one of thinking 
,"" 

that the counseling opportunity in a police setting can b'e just as effective, 

appropriate and more timely than counseling,done in a probation department or 

anywhere else. 

There Were police juvenile diversion units in all f6tir counties where the 

projects were located. We worked closely with them in the course of collecting our 

data. These units were st"ffed with specially selected and trained juvenile officers. 
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We canit ccmment abcut their treatment cr service philcscphy except to. cbserve that 

the po.I ice feel that the ccunsellng they dq:in the semi-auth6rltarlan. atmcsphel(,of 

a pol ice department \'{here ther~\ is ccmplete and immediate knc\'Jledge cf th~~,lncident . 
.J 't. .. J \~ , "'" It .~\ -

and, in mcst cases, cf the family situationlas well,- is just as likely to. influence 

behavicr as the ccu~seling dcne later in any other s~ttlng.~ 
"-', ,,; 
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L . ' ~ I ~ ! t t !' 
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TABLE 25 

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF ARRESTS RESULTING 
I N REFERRP.~ TO PROBAT ION DEPA:RTMENT 

All Diversion Projects in Cluster 

r· .~ . ~ 
f ;1 

o 

I 
'.;- II 

§.rot.:.·~ or Sub-group: All Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals to Experimental and Control Groups 
" 

D 
E X PER I MEN TAL ~ 

SIX MONTHS PRE ------..;...----- SIX MONTHS POST , 

No. & % of arrests No. &% of arrests 
.. ~ 

resulting in resulting in 
No. of No. times No. of referral to erobation, No. of No. times No. of referral to erobation 

juven iles arrested arrests No. % Iuven i les arres-fed arrests No. .-! 
137 1 137 73 53.3% 127 1 127' 83 65.4% 
40 2 ' 80 43 53.8 61 2 122 76 62.3 
18 3 54 27 50.0 31 3 93 56 60.2 
6 4 24 7 29.2 14 4 56 31 55.4 
3 5 15 4 26.7 4 5 20 15 75.0 
·0 6 0 0 0.0 2 6 12 6 5000 
2 7 14 2 14.3 1 7 7 3 42.9 
·0 8 0 0 0.0 1 8 8 2 25.0 
1 20 20 . 1 5.0 

207,. m 157 45.6% ill m 272 . 61.1% 
7 

c--CONTROL ---------
SIX MONTHS PRE SIX MONTHS POST 

.. - -""-:--::~~~ 

27 1 27 16 59.3% 1 37 
.... r' .01. f. 37 .}:> aT:6' .' 6 2 12 6 50.0 19 2 38 31 

1 3 3 3 100.0 2 3 6 5 83.3 
3 4 12 3 25.0 4 4 16 14 87.,5 
2 5 10 5 50.0 4 5 20 4 20.0 
0 6 0 0 0.0 1 6 6 4 66.7 - 64 33 - 93 39 

" 

51.6% .67 123 75.6% 
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TABLE 26 

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF ARRESTS RESULTING 
IN REFERRAL TO PROBATION DEPARTMENT 

~cProject: Sacramento 601 Del inquency PreventionProject
d

, 

, Group or Sub-group' 20% Sample of all Experimental and Control Referrals 
," ~~r of 'Experimental Referrals: J44 

Number'of'C6ntrol'Referrals:98 

E X PER I MEN TAL 
S IX MONTHS PRE - - - - - - - - - - --

No. & % of arrests 

k t: ~: ~, ~: t 

SIX MONTHS POST 
No. & % o'itrests 

resulting in 
No. of 

Juveniles 
No. times No. of 
arrested arrests 

resulting in 
referral to';probation No. of· 

juveni les 
No. times No. of referral to ptohatfon 

34 
oC·'''hl"""" .. 

4 ~'-".",,"'....-::: 

2 
0 
0 
0 

51 
'~, 

20 
1 
1 ~; 

3 
0 
0 

25 

1 34 
2 22 

. "'-'i"""'" · .. ·"""0' 
12 
8 

5 0'" "0 •• ", 

6 0 
7 0 " . 

7b 

SIX MONTHS PRE 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

20 
2 
3 

12 
0 
0 

37 

i'i 
}-., 

No. % 

13 
10 
5 
1 
0 
0' 
0 

29 

12 
1 
3 
3 
0 
0 

19 

'r 

38.2% 
45.5 
41.6 
12.5' 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

38.2% 

39 
17 
10 
5 
2 

'2 
1 

]6' 

CON T R 0 L 

60.0% 
100.0 
100.0 
25.0 
0.0 
0.0 

52.7% 

• 
34 
15 

1 
4 
if 
1 

59 

arrested 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

arrests 

39 
34 
30 
20 
10 
12 
7 

152 

SIX MONTHS POST 

::,' 

34 
30 
3 

16 
20 
6 

109 

No. 

24 
21 
16 
)3 
7 
6 
3 

90 

31 
24 

2 
14 

Ii 
It 

'79' 

% 

64.1% 
61.7 
53.3 
53.3 
70.0 
50:0 
42 .. 8 
59.8% 

91.2% 
80.0 
66.6 
87.5 
ze.z!.') 
66.7 
72.5% 

~ 
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TABLE 27 

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF ARRESTS RESULTING 
IN REFERRAL TO PROBATIGN DEPARTMENT 

Project: Yolo Youth Service Bureau 
Group or Sub-group: All Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals to Project 
Number of Referrals: 72 

SIX MONTHS PRE SIX MONTHS POST 

No. of No. times No. of 
juveniles arrested arrests 

57 57 

12 2 24 

3 3 

4 4 

-20 2Ci 

72 108 

No. & % of 9rrests 
resulting ion 

referral to ~robation 
No. % 

-.,....-;.~ 

46 - 80.7% 

21 87.5 

2 66.7 

3 75.0 

5.0 

73 67.6% 

No. of No. times No. of 
juveniles arrested arrests 

42 42 

14 2 28 

9 3 27 

2 4 8 

0 5 0 --
67 105 

No. &% of arrests 
resulti~g in 

referral to probation 
No. % 

30 71.4% 

17 60.7 

18 66.7 

7 87.( 

0 0.0 

72 68.6% 
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TABLE 28 

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF ARRESTS RESULTIN~ 
IN REFERRAL TO PROBAT I ON DEPARTMENT ': 

'x 'II, 

~ 

Project: Richmond Probation Intervention Unit \. 
Group or Sub-group: All First Year Referrals and All Referrals Rejected by ~\roject 

,~ ~ j 
IU il 

NllITlber of Expel"imentalReferrals: loB \\ 
f ~ Number of Referrals Rejected by Project: 2q \\ 

\ - .c.-=-·· \\ 

. . E X PER I MEN TAL \ 

\ 

\ 

l 

------------ ~ 
SIX M\NTHS POST ~ SIX MONTHS PRE 

No. of No. times No. of 
juveniles arrested arrests 

33 1 33 
12 2 24 
7 3 21 
0 4 0 
2 5 10 
0 6 0 
2 7 14 

5b' 102 

No. & % of arrests 
resulting in 

referral to probation~ 
~ ,~ ~ 
~ ..£.. 

9 27.3 
6 25.0 

10 47.6 
0 0.0 
2 20.0 
0 0.0 
2 14.3 

29 28.4% 

R E J E C TED --------

SI X MONTHS. PRE 

7 1 7 1 '14.3 
3 2 6 3 50.0 
2 3 6 2 33.3 
3 4 12 3 25.0 
1 5 5 2 40.0 

Tb 3b IT 30.6% 
t-' 

B Y 

\\, No. & % ~fa~rests 
. \ resulting In 

. No •. of No. times No. 6.t referra 1 to probation 
Juveniles arrested arres\s No. % 

29 1 
19 2 
4 3 
4 4 
1 5 
0 6 
0 7 
i 8 

5B" 

P RO J E C T -------

7 1 
5 2 
5 3 
2 4 
1 5 

20 

29 \ 
38 ~i 
12 \\ 
16 \\ 

~ \ 
8 \' 

TO"B"\: 
t 
\' 
\ 
I 

\ 
i 

16 
20 

9 
7 
5 
o 
o 
2 

59 

;' 

\; 

SIX MONTHS posi: 

7 
10 
15 
B 
5 

liS 

l 
i, 5 
'oj 7 

B 
2 .. 

, 3 
'25 

5502 
52.6 
75.0 
43.B 

100.0 
0.0 
0.0 

25.0 
54. 6% 

71 .. 4 
70.0 
55.3 
25.0 
60.0 
55.6% 
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TABLE 29 V 
~, ~ 

'~ NUMBER AND PERCENT OF ARRESTS RESULT I NG 
'\ IN REFERRAL TO PROBATION DEPARTMENT 

Projd:tt: Alameda. Del inquency J:5evention Program 
Group\),or Sub-group: All Expel·;imental. Control and Sibling Referrals 
Number(,of Experimental Referrals: 33 
Number.':of Control Referrals:' 23 
Niilii'ile'rof Experimental .Sibl ings: 61 
Number Qlf"Control Siblings: 56 

'(\ 

SIX MONTHS PRE 
.L~.f.f!!..!..!if!:!..I~.!:. 

No. & % of arrests 
resulting in 

SIX MONTHS POST 
No. & % of arrests 

resulting in 
No. of No. times Nb. of referral to probat Ion No. of No. times No. of referra 1 to probat I on 

juven i les arrested arrests No. 1 Juveni les a rres ted arrests ~ 1 
6 I 6 5 83.3% 10 1 10 8 80.0% 
2 2 If 3 75.0 6 2 12 9 75.0 
If 3 12 8 66.7 3 3 9 " 5 55.6 
0 Is 0 0 0.0 I If If 2 50.0 

12 2f 16 72.7% 20 35 21i b8.6% 

CON T R 0 L '. 
-------

SIX MONTHS PRE SIX MONTHS POST 

7 1 7 If 57.1% If 1 4 If 100.0% 
If 2 8 5 62.5 If 2 8 7 87.5 
0 3 0 0 0.0 1 3 3 . 3 100.0 
0 4 b 0 0 •. 0 0 4 0 0 0.0 
2 5 10 5 50.0 0 5 0 0 0.0 

IT 25 IT '5b.5% '9 15 IT ""'93.'3% 

SIB L ( N G S E X PER I MEN TAL ----,---- ------------
SIX MONTHS PRE SIX MONTHS POST 

7 1 7 6 85.7% 6 1 6 ·2 33.3% 
2 2 If If 100.0 ...i 2 lQ.. 7 ...l2.!!L 

S- iT TO 90.9% 11 16 '9 37.5% 

S I B L I N G . C ON T R 0 L - - - -- - --.------- - - _.-
SIX MONTHS PRE SIX' MONTHS POST. 

5 I 5 '4 80.0% 2 I 2 I 50.0% 
3 2 6 4 66.6 I 2 2 0 0.0 

8" IT 8" 72.7% 3" 4 l' 25.0% 

C: 

103 
o -----.. ------~-----
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SET VI 

PROBATION AND COURT DISPOSITIONS OF ALL REREFERRALS 
TO PROBATION DEPARTMENT . 

'.) 

Much of the theoretical rationale for diversion focuses on the prospects 

of being able to minfmize or Bv01d the need for court adjudication In many juvenile 

cases. There is a growing professional concern that the limited sentencing alter­

natives available to the courts are neither necessarYno-rappropriate for handling 

many juvenile cases. It is not surprising, therefore, to see so much of the 

research on the diversion concept relying heavily upon departmental and court 

decisions as impact criteria. 

This Set of tables contains our analysis of all the probation and cou~t 

dispositions on the experimental and control rereferrals. Looking at the cluster as 

a whole in table 30, it is readily apparent that the projects were able to effect a 

considerable recluction in the number of petition filings in compar.1",on to the control 

groups. Peti tion fi I ings on the experimental group a.re 50% lower In the fi rst six 
" 

months after referral and 56% lower than control a year later. 

When petitions were filed, the courts declared 20% fewer wardships for 

project youth than they did for the control group. Overall, the' courts dismi..ssed 

from 50 to 200% more of the petitions on the project referrals than they did on the 

control referrals. Formal probation, as a sentence, however, is used much more 

frequently with project cases. 

As one would expect, departmental decisions resulted in 48% more of the 

project cases either being dismissed,counseled"and released or returned to project 

than control. About 44%, more of the control cases are p.laced on informal probation. 

The same pattern holds true both six months and a year after referral. 
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The percentage comparisons we have made from table 30 vary slightly 

between projects, but the general outcomes are the same throughout the cluster. 

The project which had the lowest percentage of petitions filed was Yolo at 21% and 

.-: Richmond had the highest at 41%. The number of wardships sustained on project cases 

---;;;It 

.. ~ 

varied from a low of 17% in Alameda to a high of 83% in Sacramento. One of the 

primary reasons that we feel accounts for the exceptionally low number of wardships 

in Alameda is discussed in Section VI of the report. Formal probation was used more 

by the courts on project cases and informa'i probation was used more frequently on 

control cases. 

In every project, more than 50% of the experimental cases coming back to 

probation on subsequent offenses were either dismissed, counseled and "released or 

returned to the project. In the Sacramento and Alameda projects these dispositions 

ran as high as 75%. 

-105-
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TABLE 30 

DEPARTMENTAL AtW'\COURTD I SPOS I TI ON OF ALL REFERRALS 
TO PROBATION DEPARTMENT 

SIX MONtHS POST, ONE YEAR POST 

Project: All Diversion Projects in Cluster 
Group or Sub-group: All Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals to Experimental and 

Control Groups 

Tota.1 Arrests Resulting in 
Re'f=erra I to Probation 

Dismissed 
Number 
Percent 

Counselled and Released 
Number 

" Percent 

Returned to Project 
Number 
Percent 

Informal Probation 
Number 
Percent 

Petition Fi led 
Number 
Percent 

Court Disposition of 
Petitions Filed 

Petition Dismissed 
Number ' 
Percent 

Formal Probation 
Number 
Percent 

Made Ward 
Number 
Percent 

\\ 

SIX MONTHS POST 

Experimental 
Ii 

88 
32.4 

17 
6.3 

24 
8.8 

86 
31.5 

100.0% 

7 
8.1 

14 
16.3 

65 
75.6 

100.0% 

J06 

Control 

18 
19.4 

18 
19.4 

o 
0.0 

12 
12.8 

45 
48.4 

100.0% 

2 
4.4 

2 
4.4 

41 
91.2 

100.0% 

ONE YEAR POST 

Experimental 

406 

76 
18.7 

123 
30.3 

20 
4.9 

38 
9.4 

149 
36.7 

100.0% 

is 
10.1 

19 
12.8 

lIS 
77.2 

100.0% 

Control 

26 
20.5 

26 
20.5 

o 
0.0 

IS 
11.0 

6i 
48.0 

100.0% 

2-
3.2 

2 
3.2 

58 
93.6 

100.0% 

\\ 
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TABLE 31 

DEPARTMENTAL AND COURT D I SPbs IT I OIJ OF ALL REFERRALS 
TO PROBATION DEPARTMENT 

six MONTHS POST, ONE YEAR POST 

Project: Sacramento 601 Oiv~rsion Project 
Group or 'Sub-9rouP: 20% Sample of .al i Experimental and Control Referrals 

-: .. ;, .. 

SIX MONTHS POST ONE YEAR POST 

Total Arrests ReSUlting in 
Referral to Probation 

Di smi ssed 
Number 
Percent 

Counselled and Released 
Number 
Percent 

Informal Probation 
Number 
Percent 

Experimental 

~ 

31 
34.4 

31 
34.4 

4 
4.4 

Control Experimental 

...l!1. 135 

16 43 
20.3 31.9 

13 39 
16.5 28.9 

10 7 
12.7 5.2 

.-lZ!I Peti tionFi led 
Number 
Percent 

Court Disposition of 
Petitions Fi led 

Petition Dismissed 
Number 
Percent 

Formal Probation 
Number 
Percent 

Made Ward 
Number 
Percent 

';'-

24 
26.7 

100.0% 

1 
4.2 

3 
12.5 

20 
83.3 

100.0% 

107 

40 46 
50.6 34.1 

100.0% TOif.O% 

1 2 
2 • .5 4.3 

1 11 

2.5 8.7 

38 40 
95.0 87.0 

100.0% 100.0% 

Control 

114 

23 
20.2 

21 
19.4 

13 
11.4 

57 
50.0 

100.0% 

1 
1.8 

55 
96.5 

100.0% 
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TABLE 32 

_ nISPOSITIO~ OF ALL REFERRALS TO PROBATION DEPARTMENT, 
SIX MONTHS POST, oNE YEAR POST 

Project: Yolo Youth Service Bureau 
Group or Sub-group: All Police and Law Enforcement Referrals to 

Probation Department 

Total Arrests Resulting in 
Referral to Probation 

Oi smissed 
Number 
Percent 

Counselled and Released 
Number 
Percent 

. Returned to Project 
Number 

, Percent 

Informal Probation 
Number 
Percent 

Pe tit i on F i led 
Number 
Percent 

Court Disposition of 
Petitions Filed 

Petition Dismissed 
Number 
Percent 

Formal Probation 
Number 
Percent 

Made Ward 
Q.\:Number 

'Percent 

SIX MONTHS POST 

5 
6.9 

31 
113. I 

9 
12.5 

12 
16.7 

15 
20.8 

100.0% 

I 
6.7 

2 
13.3 

12 
80.0 

100.0% 

108 
'-'. 

:tr~mu-

ONE YEAR POST 

5 
4.4 

48 
42.5 

11 
9.7 

19 
16.9. 

:j}O 
' .i:i~' 5 

11 ..... '\.1 
~~ 100.0;'6 

5 
16.7 

2 
6.7 

23 
76.6 

100.0% 
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TABLE 33 

DEPARTNENTAL AND COURT DISPOSlilON OF ALL REFERRALS 
TO PROBATION DEPARTMENT 

SIX MONTHS POST, ONE YEAR POST 

Project: Richmond Intervention Unit 
Group or Sub-group: All First Year Referrals and all Referrals Rejected by Project 
Number Of Experimental Referra'{s:, 108 
Number of Referrals Rejected by Project: 24 

SIX MONTHs POST ONE YEAR POST 
Total Arrests Resulting in Rejected 
Referral to Probation Experimental by Project Expeti menta 1 

TOTAL .2i _li 86 

Dismissed 
Number 10 3 14 
Percent 16 .. 9 12.0 16.3 

Counseled and Released 
Number 14 1 18 
Percent 23.7 4.0 20.9 

Returned to Project 
Number 5 2 6 
Percent 8.5 8.0 7.0 

Informal Probation 
Numher 6 2 10 
Percent 10.2 8.0 11.6 

Petition Filed 
Number 24 17 38 
Percent 40.7 68.0 44.2 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Court Disposition of 
Pe tit ion F i 1 ed 

Petition Dismissed 
Number 2 0 4 
Percent 8.3 0.0 10.5 

Formal Probation 
Number 5 2 7 
Percent 20.8 11.8 18.4 

Made Ward 
Number 17 15 27 
Percent 70.8 88.2 71.1 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

109 
/ ------.... ------------

Rejected 
by Project 

..12. 

4 
11.4 

1 
2.9 

2 
5.7 

2 
5.7 

26 
Z4·3 

100.0% 

0 
0.0 

4 
15.4 

22 
84.6 

100.0% 



TABLE 34 .~ 
DEPARTMt;.WrAL AND COURT DISPOSITIONS OF ALL REFERRALS TO PROBATION DEPARTMENT 

SIX MONTHS POST, ONE YEAR POST 

Project: Alameda DelinquenGY PreventIon Program 
Group or Sub-group: All Experimental, Control and SIbling Referrals to Project 

SIX MONTHS POS" ONE YEAR POST 
(;1 SIX MONTHS POST ONE YEAR POST SiblIng Sibling SIb1'In9 Sibl ing 

Experlmenta I Control Experi menta L Control Exper Imenta I Cont"ro I Expe!! men ta I Control 
"\ 

Total Arrests Resulting In 
-1. 16 -i Referral to Probation .l.!!. 2i .J1.. .J2. _9 

, \ 

Dismissed 
4 I' -"Number 6 2 10 3 1 0 0 

Percent 25.0 14.3 2',7.0 2Q,,:9 II. I 0.0 25.0 0.0 
"\ 

Counselled and Released 
4 Number II 5 17 5 I I 2 

\ 
Pe,r:cent 4;;.8 35.7 45.9 33.3 11.1 100.0 25.0 50.0 .j 

Ii 
Returned to Project 

Number 1 0 I 0 3 0 3 0 
Perce/it 4.2 0.0 2.7 0.0 33.3 0.0 18.7 0.0 

Informa~ Probation 
Num~,er ' 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 I 
Per;-¢ent 0.0 14.3 0.0 13.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 ,; 

Petition Filed 
Numher 6 5 9 5 4 0 5 I 
Percent 25.0 35.7 24.4 33.3 44.5 0.0 31.3 25.0 ~4.i 

100.0% 100.0% i1iD.O'% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Court Disposition of ~ 

fE!.!.I on s Flied 

Petition Dismissed 
Number 3 I 4 I 0 0 0 0 
Percent 50.0 20.0 44.4 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Formal Probation 
Number 2 j 2 I 2 0 2 1 
Percent 33.3 20.0 22.2 20.0 50.0 0.0 40.0 100.0 

Made Ward 

l Number I 3 3 3 2 0 3 0 Percent 16.7 60.0 ~ 60.0 50.0 0.0 60.0 0.0 
100.0% 100.0% 100.0 100.0% 100.0% --o:D% 100.0% 100.0% 
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SET VI I 

CHANGES IN THE NUMBER AND AVERAGE NUMBER OF OFFENSES 
COMMITTED BY OFFENSE CATEGORY 

The tables in Set IV analyzed total arrests for Incidence· ~nd severity of 

the offenses committed. We concluded from those tables that the project group had 

37% fewer arrests than the control group six months after referral and 30% fewer 

arrests a year after referral. 

This Set of tables is a refinement of the data in Set IV. It examines 

changes In the offenses committed from the standpoint of ,particular offense categories. 

Our purpose in constructing this Set of tables was to determine whether or not the 

projects Were more successful in dealing with one type of offense than another. 

Th6 general conclusion We reached from table 35 was that six months after 

referral both project and control had considerable success with petty theft and 

malIcious mischief referrals. The projects had considerably more success than 

control fn reducing the average number of offenses both six months and a year after 

referral. 

Sacramento 601 Delinguency Diversion Project Table 36 

Considering the fact that 80 to 90% of the referrals for both project and 

control Involved delinquent tendencies, the results obtained for this particular 

category are probably the most significant in the table. 

As can be seen from table 36~ there is no difference in the results 

between project and control in the treatment outcome of de1inquent tendency cases. 

For those categories where the differences in the average number of arrests are 

greater, the small number of referrals would make comparisons very suspect. 

it' 
\/ 
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I n~)every offens: Cq,tE!'~ory, the average number of offenses I ncreased above 

'pre-project levels for both experimental and control. 

The avera~e number of offenses comml tted over the eighteen-month per; cd 

the groups we,re tracked.doubles for the projec~ referrals and triples, aPrproximately, 

for the control ,referrals. 

For the largest referral category, delinquent tendency, there is 'abso~utely 
,', 

G no difference in the results obtained between project and control either six mO~;1Jls , 

or a year after referr~l. -Both project and control did better with petty theft and 

\n:~~jciou5 m'ischief cases than any other. Both reduced the average number of offenses 

te~·.~pora r i 1 y, but a yea rafter referra 1 the average) number of offenses had Increased 
o.~) _ 

again tb pre~refefral levels. 

The ~average number of pre-project fe I ony vs. property offenses were about 

the same for both grDu~s, but the projec~ had far greater success with thes~ cases 

than did control. Long~term success with dangerous drug offenses was about the same 

for' both groups. 

/;-
Yolo Youth Services Bureau - Table 37 

J 
/1 

2:rhe average number q:~ post-referra 1 offenses committed by the youths' in the 

Yolo project was 75% lower than any other project. Among the eight referral cate­

gbr"ies.! petty theft and malicious mis.chief cases show the most significant improve .. 

ment six months after referral. 

P,art of the explanatolon for these exceptional resultsi in. our opinion, is 
f.~ ",-" 

n!lat~d to the fact that Yolo had a very disprop9rtionate percentage of referrals 

for petty theft ~nd mallcioys ~lschief offenses. While it is true that these a~e 

':,i moreser lous offenses than de Ii nquent tendenc i es, they a,re g 15.0 the two offense <,~, 

-112-
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\\ 
categories with~which all the projects seem to have succesS. Yolo had 50% of 

their referrals in these categories compared to 5 - 15% in th',} Dther '~rojects. 
, 

A year after referral both categories had increased to their pr~-project 

levels. For the remaining categories, the average number of offenses committed 

over the pre-project levels doubled and in some cases tripled. 

For the project as a whole" the data in'~!~ble 37 shows that whi Ie Yolo 

was able to substantially reduce th~ number of referrals being rearrested, those 

that are rearrested seem to commit just as many or more offenses than they did six 

months before referral. 

Richmond Probation Intervention Unit - Table 38 
1-

Both the Richmond and Sacramento. projects were very much alike. Both 

projects operated under similar treatment philDsophies, and ov~r 80% of the refer~als 

to each ~roJect committed delinquent tendency offenses. By comparing the data In 

table 36 It can be seen that there. Is very little difference in ~he outcome on 

delinquent tendency cases. It appears from our data that both projects achieved 

similar overall post-project results. 

There was a significant difference, however, in the results that the project 

obtained with their delinquent tendency cases as compared to the reference group 

which was composed of those Jreferrals rejected by the project. There was a 90% 

difference in the average number of delinquent tendency offenses six months after 

referral and a 100% differen~e a year later. The project was successful in treat]ng 
''Z:> 

~ its 13 petty theft and maliciQus mischief cases. None of the m~licious mischief 

0: 

I , 
referrals committed offenses. s"!x months after referral and in orly one case was there 

an arrest a year later. 
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.l\lameda Del ioquency 'Preventi'on Prdgram -,Table 39 

,On the who 1 e, the referra I s to th,!s project commi tted about the same average 

number of offenses as Sacramento and Richmond. In comparing thesa results to the 

other projects, one has tO,recognize again that the Alameda referrals Were subjected 

to a ,much longer al'lq more Intensive level of treatment than i,n the other two projects" 

The project didnlt do as well with, thd-dellnquent tendency and petty theft cases, 

where about 69% of the ~ffinses occurred, as Sacramento and Richmond. 

The project had some initial su<:cess with alcohol and marijuana and felony 

vs. property cases but the average number of offenses Increased a year later. 

What_ is more significant is the comparison bet\l-ieen the project .and its own 

control group. It is evident from the table that the control grou~ dld considerably 

better with every referral category they handled than the project. 

The bulk of the referrals handled by corrtrol Were also for delinquent 

tendenc~es an.d petty theft. Control IS results with these two categories was even more 

favorable in c~mparison to the project':::; than any of the other offense categories. 

" 
OveralL, the ,average number of offenses committed by the control referrals was 43% 

bette~ six months after referral and 60% better a year~after referral. 
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TABLE 35 

NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE, SI~ MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR POST 
BY THE ORIGINAL REASON FOR REFERRAL TO PROJECT 

Project: All Diversion Projects in Cluster 
Group or Sub-group: All Law Enforcement and Probatibn Referrals to Experiment~l and Control 

SIX MONTHS PRE SIX MONTHS POST ONE YEAR POST 

No. of Average No. Ori gina 1 .Reaso'n . No. of Average No. No. of Average. No. 
Offenses Offenses for Referral Offenses Offenses Offenses Offens-es 

:r.::::::'::,,-"-"~ 

344 0.6 Experimental 445 0.8 713 1.2 

.208 0·.·.7 Delinquent Tendency 314 1.0 476 1.5 
60 0.5 Petty Theft 45 0.4 72 0.7 
28 0.6 Malicious Mischief 17 0.3 34 0.7 

8 0.4 Other .M i sdemeanor's 10 0.5 45 2.4 
l.3 0.4 Alcohol-Marijuana 22 0.6 35 1.0 
i o. 1 Dangerous Drug Felony 8 1.1 a 1.3 J 

23 0.7 Felony vs Property 21 ' 0.6 33 1.0 
3 0.2 Felony vs Person 8 0.6 9 0.6 

62 0.5 Control 1,24 1.0 189 1.6 

42 0.4 Delinquent Tendency 101 1.0 146 1.5 
7 1.4 Petty Theft 3 0.6 7 1.4 
6 J.O Malicious Mischief 2 1.0 7 3.5 
0 0.0 Other Misdemeanors 0 0.0 0 0.0 
0 0.0 Alcohol -Mar i j u·ana:. 0 ·0.0 0 0.0 
0 0.0 Dangerous, Drug Felony 1 0.3 .4 '1.3 
6 0.6 Felony ys Property 16 1.6 22 2.2 
1 0.3 Felony vs Person 1 0.3 3 1.0 
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TABLE 36 

NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR POST 
BY THE ORIGINAL REASON FOR REFERRAL TO PROJECT 

Project: Sacramento 601 Delinquency Diversion Project 
Group or Sub-group: 20% Sample of all Control and Experimental Referrals 
Total Number of Referrals: 225 

SIX MONTHS PRE II 
L 

SIX MONTHS POST 
No. of Average No. 

ONE YEAR P,OST 

-.ill 

Offenses Offenses Original Reason 
for Referra 1 No. of Average No. 

Offenses Offenses No. of Average No. 
Offenses Offenses 76 

70 
I 
3 
I 
1 
o 
o 

37 

32 
I 
I 
o 
3 
o 

0.5 

0.5 
0.2 
1.5 
0.5 
1.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.4 

0.4 
0.5 
1.0 
0.0 
0.4 
0.0 

Experimental 

Delinquent Tendency 
Petty Theft 
Malici~us Mischief 
Alcohor~Marijuana 
Dangerous Drug Felony 
Felony vs. Property 
Felony vs. Person 

Control 

Delinquent Tendency 
Petty Theft 
Malicious Mischief 
Dangerous Drug Felony 
Felony vs. Property 
Felony vs. Person 

152 

139 
5 
5 
J 
I 
o 
1 

109 

89 
2 
I 
1 

16 
o 

I 0 1 

1.0 
1.0 
2.5 
0.5 
1.0 
0.0 
1.0 

1.1 

1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
2.0 
0.0 

232 

213 
11 
5-
I 
I 
o 
I 

-169 

132 
5 
4 
4 

22 
2 

1.6 

1.6 
2.2 
2.5 
0.5 
1.0 
0.0 
1.0 

1.7 

1.5 
2.5 
4.0 
1 •• 0 
2.7 
2.0 
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TABLE 37 

NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR POST 
BY THE ORIGINAL REASON FOR REFERRAL TO PROJECT 

Project: Yolo Youth Service Bureau 
Grou~ or Sub-~rou~: All Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals to Project 
Total Number of Referrals to Project: 279 

SIX MONTHS ,PRE SIX MONTHS POST ONE YEAR POST 

No. of Average No. Original Reason No. of Average No. No. of Average No. 
Offenses Offenses for Referral Offenses Offenses Offenses Offenses 

108 0.4 Experimenta 1 105 0·4 202 0.7 

19 0.3 Delinquent Tendency 30 0·5 48 0.7 
46 0.5 Petty Theft 29 0.3 44 0.5 
25 0.6 MalicIous Mischief 12 0.3 28 0.6 
7 0.4 Other Misdemeanors 9 0.5 43 2.5 
4 0.2 Alcohol-Marijuana 9 0.4 16 0.7 
0 0.0 Dangerous Drug Felony 2 0.5 3 0.7 
4 0.2 Felony vs. Property 8 0.4 .13 0.6 
3 0.3 Felony vs. Person 6 0.5 7 0.6 
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TABLE 38 

--' .. ... ~1~ 

NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR POST 
BY THE ORIGINAL REASON FOR REFERRAL TO PROJECT 

Project: Richmond Probation Intervention Unit 
Group or Sub-group: All first Year Referrals and all Referrals Rejected by Project 
Number of Experimental Referrals: 108 
Number of Referrals Rejected by Projest: 24 

y 

- -; 

SIX MONTHS PRE SIX MONTHS POST ONE YEAR POST 

No. of Average No. Original Reason No. of Ave.rage No. No. of Average No. 
Offenses Offenses for Referra 1 Offenses Offenses Offenses Offenses ----

102 0 .. 9 Experimental 108 1 .0 158 1.5 

84 0.9 De Ii nquent Tendency B7 1.0 ]27 1.5 
10 1 • 1 Petty Theft 7 0.8 10 . 1.1 
0 0.0 Malicious Mischief* 0 0.0 1 0.3 
5 0.6 Alcohol-Marijuana 10 1 ! 1 14 1.6 
0 0.0 Felony Dangerous Drug 0 0.0 0 0.0 
3 3.0 Felony vs. Property 4 4.0 6 6.0 

36 1 .5 Rejected. by Project 45 1.9 71 3.0 

22 I • 1 Delinquent Tendency 38 1.9 62 3. 1 
0 0.0 Petty Theft 0 0.0 0 0.0 
0 0.0 Malicious Mischief 0 0.0 0 0.0 
0 0.0 Alcohol-Marijuan~ 0 0.0 0 0.0 . 
0 0.0 Felony Dangerous Drug 0 0.0 0 0.0 

.14 3.5 Felony vs. Property 7 1.8 9 2.3 

*The 3 referrals who were referred for Malicious Mischief committed no offenses six months pre 
or six. months post. 
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TABLE 39 

NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR POST 
BY THE ORIGINAL REASON FOR' REFERRAL TO PROJECT 

Project: Alameda Delinquency Prevention Project 
GrOup or Sub~group: All Control and Exper~m~Qta1 Referrals 
Total Number of Referrals: 56 

, I> 
SIX MbNYHS·f,r~E Si~MONTHS POST 

No. of Average No. No. of Average No. 

ONE YEAR POST 

No. of Average No. 
Offenses 0 Offenses 

Original Reason 
for Referra 1 Offenses Offenses Offenses Offenses 

~ 

22 0.7 

13 
3 
o 
1 
3 
O~ 

2 
o 

25 

10 -
6 
5 
o 
3 
1 

0.8 
1.5 
0.0 
1.0 
1. a 
0.0 
0.4 
0.0 

1 • 1 

0.8 
2.0 
5.0 
0.0 
1.5 
0.5 

Experimental 

Deljnquent Tendency 
Petty Theft 
Malicious Mischief 
Other Misdemeanors 
Alcohol-Marijuana 
Dangerous Drug Felony 
Felony vs. Property 
Fe~ony vs. Person 

Control 

Delinquent Tendency 
Petty Theft 
Malicious Mischief 
Dangerous Drug Felony 
Felony vs. Property 
Felony vs. Person 

35 1. 1 

20 
4 
c 
1 
2 
5 
2 
1 

1.5 

12 
1 
1 
o 
o 
1 

1.2 
2.0 
0.0 
1.0 
0.7 
2.5 
0.4 
0.5 

006 

0.9 
0.3 
100 
0.0 
0.0 
0.5 

(; 

50 1.5 

26 
7 
o 
2 
4 
5 
5 
1 

20 

14 
2 
3 
o 
o 
1 

'~ .. ,,) 

1.6 
3.5 \\ 
0.0 Ie 

2.0 
1.3 
2.5 
1.0 
0.5 

0.9 

1 • 1 
0.7 
3.0 
0.0 
0.0 (", 
0.5 
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S,ET VIII 

PRE AND POST CHANGES iN THE SEVtRITY OF OFFENSES 
COMM ITTEO BY:OFFENSE CATEGORY 

The tables in Set VII analyzed pre and post changes in th~average number 

of offenses. The tables in Set VIII look at the same offense. conJidered in Set VI I~ 

but examines the referrals for changes In severity. Change In severity in these 
r~-\ "~'c 

tables is determined by distributi~g the single most severe offenset~\:he referrals 

committed throughout the various offense categories. The tables were constructed 
f) 

"primarily as a way of showing the relative success the projects had 1n dealing with 
(\ 
',- ~. 

the various offense categorIes. 

In studying the tables it may be helpful to the reader to mention one or 

two points about the way the tables were constructed. The vertical axis shows the 

number and percent of the referrals which were made for each referral category. The 

single most serious offense the referral's committed is then distributed along the 

horizontal axis into one of the eight major offense categories. The number and per­

centage of the referrals whQ·commit no offenses are also shown in order to account 

for all of the referrals. We also consider this as an indication of a project's 

success with a particular offense category& 

To i 11ustrate, table 40 shows. that 48% of the expertmental group and 43% 

of the control delinquent tendency case, had no arrests at all six months after 

referral. Of the cases that were rearrested 44% were rearrested for more serious 

violations while only 33% of the controll cases committed more serious offenses. 
{} 

Almost the same pattern continues one year later. Of the petty theft referrals, 
o 

the table shows thatconsiden:ibly fewer of the experimental cases were rearrested 

sIx months after referral, but 30% of both the experimental and control case.s that 
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,---,,-: were rearrested comm.i tted more serious .?ff~nses. 
I 

-~ 

In the other offense categories the project did better than control with 

the felony Oils. property referrals both six months and a year after referral. The 

proJ~cts didn't do as we1.1 as the control gi';')up with dangerous drug and felony vs. 

person referrals. 

Sacramento 6.01 Delinquency Diversion - Table 41 

Since over 9.0% of the referrals to this project were delinquent tendency 

and petty theft cases We limited our comments on tbi$ table to just these two 

ca tegor i es. 

The project had about 15% fewer of i tsde Ii nquent tendency referrals re-

arrested six months and a year after referral than control. Thirty-five percent ~~ 

those that were rearrested In both project and control committed more serious offenses. 

This percentage rem~ined about the ~~me si~ months and a year Jater. 

The project had considerably more succesS than control in reducing the 

number of petty theft arrests up to six months after re"ferra 1, butby a. year later 

every p~tty theft riferral had been rearrested at least once In both groups. The 

sever; ty of the projer-t offenses, however ,/ ,) i'dn' 'i: change wh i Ie contro l' s offenses 

became more serious • 

. -YQJo Youth Services Bureau- Tab.le·42 
~.~. ~--~~~~--~--~ 

For -every- referral category the Yolo project had a higher percentage of its 
/-

referrals committing no offenses than-any other in the cluster. Only 249~ were re-

arrested si~ month~ after referral ~nd 32% a year later. These are the results on 

severi ty: 

i: 
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d 1· t t' endency ca seS comm i tted Fifty percent of the· e Inquen 
o 

a more serious offense. 

Thirty percent of'the petty theft cases committed more 

serlout violatlons. 

Forty-three percent of the malicious mischief cases 

commi tted more ser i ous offenses six month~~ after 'referra I 

and 76% a year later. 

Fifty percent of the other misdemeanor cases committed 

more serious offenses six months and a year after 

referra I. 

Fifty per.Cent of the alcohol-marijuana cases committed 

'a more serious offense six months and a year after 

ref'erral. 

/1-
1/ 

For the three. categories of dangerous drugs, felony vs. 

i;' 
d 

property and fe,10ny vs. person, the rearrests were not 

If 

// 
for more serious offenses. 

i) 
II 

Ric~lmond Probation Intervention Unit - Table 43 

/1 
II 
if 
a 
I. enc,les. 

Over 80% of the referrals to this project were also for delinquent tend-

About 50% of the youth who were rearrested for delinquent tendencies in 
II both the project and the reference group committed more serious violations six 
II 

mOiiths later. The percentage of cases committing more severe offenses 'Increased 

to/about 60% a year later,but was still about the same for both groups. 

) O

ililer " Jhe percentage of project yo~.th ~ho were rearrested wa,s cons I derab ly 

l than the reference group for the whole twelve-month follow-up perioci. The I ()' 
~ -122-
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project did extremely well with the few malicious mischief cases,it handled, but 

abolit 50% of its petty theft cases committed more serious offenses. 

Alameda Delinquency Prevention Program - Table 44 

,.~ 

Because this project ,had so few referrals in every category except delinquent 

tendency and felony vs. property we will limit out comment on table 44 to just those 

two categories. 

In both categories, this project had considerably less success than control 

with reducing either the number of arrests or the severity of offenses committed 

over the ~!!;tire twelve-month follow-up period. 

The project had more rearrests for its delinquent tendency referrals, where 

the majority of its cases occurred, than any project in the cluster. Fifty-four 

percent of the original delinquent tendency referrals that were rearrested committed 

a more serious offense. Severity outcom~s on Alameda's delinquent tendency referrals 

were the worst in the cluster, but none of the five felony vs. property cases committed 

more serious offen~es six months or a year after referral. 
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Project: All Dl:--er'slon Projects In ~Iuster 
Group or Sub-grou~: }~tl LaYf Enforcement and Probation Referrals 
Number of ExperimentaIR~f"rralsQ 588 
Number of Cont~l'1ll1eferrals: 121 
--, i~'~_, , __ 

No Offense 
~ ! 

192 60.4% 
6,9 70.4% 

81 73.0% 
:< 40.0% 

30 60.0% 
o 0.0% 

12 63.2% 
o 0.0% 

26 72:.2% 
o 0.0% 

6 85.7% 
3 100.0% 

22 66.7% 
6 60.0% 

12 85.7% 
2 66.7% 

i) 

Del. Tend. 
~ ! 

85 67.5% 
18 62.1% 

6 20.0% 
33.3% 

2 10.0% 
1 50.0% 

1 14.3% 
o 0.0% 

3 30.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

2 20.0% 
1 25.0% 

1 50.0% 
o 0.0% 

SEVERITY OF OFFENSE SIX MONTHS PRE 

602 Misd. 
No. ! 

28 22.:<% 
8 27.6% 

18 60.0% 
1 33.3% 

12 60.0% 
o (l.0% 

3 42.9% 
o 0.0% 

2 20.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

3 30.0% 
1 25.0% 

o 0.0% 
1 100.0% 

,;", . 

2 1.6% 
2 6.9% 

2 6.7% 
I 33.3% 

1 5.0% 
o 0.0% 

1 1~.3% 
o 0.0% 

5 50.0% 
o 0.0% 

1 100.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

Fe tony vs. 
Property 

!!2.:.. ! 

3 10.0'1; 
o 0.0% 

5 25.0% 
1 50.0% 

2 26.6% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

5 50.0% 
2 50.0% 

o 0.0% 
Q 0.0% 

Groups 

Felony vs. 
Person 
~ ! 

4 3.2% 
o 0.0% 

I 3.3% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

1 10.0% 
o 0.0% 

1 50.0% 
o 0.0% 

OrigInal Reason for 
Refer . ..:r.::a.:.l ___ _ 

~~nt' Tendency 
Num\)er of Referrals 

Experimental 318 
Control 98 

Petty Theft 
Number of Referrals 

Exper I men ta 1 111 
Control 5 

Malicious MIschief 
Number of Referrals 

Experl men ta 1 50 
Control 2 

Other MIsdemeanors 
Number (l,f Ref'ura 1 s 

ExperImental 19 
Control ' 0 

Alcohol-Harlluana 
N~mber of Referr. Is 

Experl menta 1 36 
Control 0 

Dangerous Drugs 
Humber of lIeferrals 

Exp~rlmel1tal 7 J' 
Control , '3;) 

Felony vs.' Property', 
Humber of lIeferrals 

Experlmej1tal 33 
Control 10 

Fe 10ny vs" Person 
HLWnber of Mferrals 

Expedmer.tal 14 
C~,trol 3 

TABLE 40 

CHANGES IN SEVERITY OF OFFEtlSE5.COMillTIED SIX MONTHS PRE, 
S I X HOHTHS POST AND ONE YEAR POST BY OFFENSE CATEGORY 

No Offense De I. Tend. 
~ ! ~ ! 

c' 

SEVERITY OF OFFENSE SIX MONTHS POST 

602 Hisd. 
No. ! 

Drugs % 
~ -

felony vs;' 
Property 

No. ! 
(Percent Is percentage of referrals rearrested) 

154 48.4% 
43 43.9% 

82 73.9% 
2 40.0% 

41 82.0% 
o 0.0% 

20 55.6% 
o 0.0% 

22 66.7% 
4 40.0% 

91 55,5:1; 
37 67.3% 

,1,0 34.5% 
'. 1 33.3% 

3 33.3% 
o 0.0% 

1 20.0% 
o 0.0% 

• 
6;>1 37.5% 
0", 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

2 18.2% 
2 33.3% 

4 66.tt 
o 0.0% 

124 

33 20.1% 
3 5.6% 

10 34 .. 5% 
1 33.3% 

3 33.)% 
2 100.0% 

I 20.0% 
o 0.0% 

2 12.5% 
o h.O% 

o 0.0% 
'J 0.0% 

5 45.5% 
o 0.0% 

,,0 

)6.7% 
100.0% 

It 2.4% 
5 9.1% 

3 10.3% 
1 33.3% 

1 11.1% 
o 0.0% 

1 20.0% 
o 0.0% 

2 12.5% 
o 0.0% 

I) 100.0% 
\ 100.0% 

1 9.1% 
2 33.3% 

I 16.7% 
o 0.0% 

19 11.6% 
8 14.5% 

5 17.2% 
() 0.0% 

2 22.2% 
o 0.0% 

2 40,0% 
o 0.0% 

I 6.3% 
o 0.0% 

a o.at 
o 0.0% 

3 27.3% 
1 16.7% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

Felony vs. 
Person 

!!2.:.. ! 

17 10.4% 
2 3.6% 

1 3.4% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.01; 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

5 31.3% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0,0% 

o 0.0% 
1 16.7% 

o O.U% 
o 0.0% 

No Offense 
.t!2.. ! 

127 39.9% 
33 :n.7% 

72 64.9% 
2 40.0% 

34 68.0% 
o 0.0% 

13 68.4% 
o 0.0% 

17 47.2% 
o 0.0% 

ji 42.9% 
2 66.7% 

18 54.5% 
4 40.0% 

7 50.0% 
1 33.3% 

o 

SEVER IT'I OF OFFENSE ilNE YEAR POS'; 

D~I. Tend. 
.t!2.. ! 

602 Hlsd. 
.t!2.. ! 

97 50.8% 4c 20.9% 
41 63.1% 4 6.2% 

16 41.0% 
1 33.3% 

','3 .lS.!!t 
o 0.0% 

1 16.7% 
o 0.0% 

3 15.8% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

2 13.3% 
2 33.3% 

4 57.1% 
o 0.0% 

12' 30.8% 
I) 0.0% 

3 18.8% 
1 50.0% 

2 33.3% 
o 0.0% 

5 26.3% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

7 46.7% 
o 0.0% 

1 14.3% 
2 100.0% 

8 4.2% 
6 9.2% 

3 7.7% 
2 66.7% 

6 37.5% 
I 50.0% 

1 16.7% 
o 0.0% 

4 21.1% 
o 0.0% 

100.0% 
100.0% 

2 13.3% 
2 33.3% 

I 14.3% 
o 0.0% 

~/i7 
~, .J 

Felony vs. 
Property 

!!2.:.. ! 

24 12.6% 
9 13.8% 

·=7 '17.9% 
( 0 0.0% 

-[, 

~! 
3 18.8% 
o 0.0% 

G' 
2 33.3% 
o 0.0% 

1 5.3% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

4 26.7% 
a 0.0% 

1 14.3% 
o 0.0% 

el/ 

Felony vs. 
Person 

.t!2.. ! 

22 11.5% 
5 7.7% 

1 2.6% 
o 0.0% 

1 6.3% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
C 0.0% 

6 31.6% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
2 33.3% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 



Project: Sacramento 601 Diversion Project 
Group ~or Sub-group: All Experimental and Control Referrals In Sample ":~ ,::~, r}, 
Number of Experimental Referrals: 144 
Number of Control Referrals: ~ 

__ ~ ___ -"-,-_--!!MO,,,S::.:T~SE=-:V~Ec::.RE=--:::.:.OF"f.NSE COlifllTTEO six MOIITHS PRE 
Felony vs. 

No Offense 
~, ! 

85 6~.4% 
63 74.1% 

o 
o 

80.0% 
,50.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

1 '50.0% 
0' O~O% 

o 0.0% 
1 100.0% 

1 100.0% 
6 75.0% 

100.0% 
100.0% 

Oel. Tend. 
~ ! 

41 87.2% 
13 59.1% 

100.0% 
100.0% 

50.0% 
100.0% 

1 100.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
1 50.0~;; 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

602 Hlsd. 
~ ! 

4 8.5% 
6 27.3% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

I 50.0% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

oru9\ 

~ -

a 0.0% 
2 9.1% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 
tl 

0.0% 
0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

I 100.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

'J, 

Property 
~ ! 

2 4.3% 
I 4.5% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 
a 

0.0% 
0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

Felony vs. 
Person 

!!2:. ! 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 
a 

0.0% 
0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

-.• ~'W 0 \' ~ \ 

Reason for Refen'al to 
Project 

Oel1nquent Tendency 
,!lo. of Referra Is 

Experimental 132 
Control 85 

Petty Theft 
No. of Referrals 

Experimental 5 
Control 2 

Malicious Mischief 
NoC~)f Referra Is 

Experimental 2 
Control I 

Alcohol-Had Illana 
No. of Referra Is 

Expe rI menta 1 2 
Control 0 

Oangerous Orugs 
No. of Referra 15 

',Exper1melltal 
Control 

felony vs. Property 
No. of Referra 15 

Experimental I 
Control 8 

Felony vs. Person 
No. of Referra 15 

EXperimental 
Control 

1\ 
if 

TABLE 41 

CHANGES IN THE SEVERITY OF OFFENSES COHM,ITTEO SIX MONTHS PRE, 
S I X MONTHS pOST ANa ONE YEAR AFTER REFERRAL TO PROJECT 

~ \\ r '" )) 
________ ---"~tlOST S&ERE OFFENSE COMMITTEO SIX HilNTHS POST/) 

~ felony vs. 
No Offense 
~ ! 

2 40.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 
a 

0.0% 
0.0% 

I 50.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

I 100.0% 
2 25.0% 

a 0.0% 
I 100,0% 

Tend. 602f1lsd. c Orugs Property 
1 No. !. ~~! ~! 

Oel. 
!!E.!. 

45 65.2% 
33 67.3% 

33.3% 
50.0% 

2 100.0% 
a 0.0% 

1 100.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0%' 

a 0.0% 
~ 33.3% 

I 100.0% 
a 0.0% 

125 

(Percent 15 percentage of referrals. rearrested)' 

8 11.6% 
2: 4.1% 

2: 66.7% 
00.0% 

a 0.0% 
I 100.0% 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a o.at 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

j) 

3 4.3% 
5 10.2% 

a 0.0% 
I 50.0% 

o 
a 

0.6% 
0.0% 

a 0.0% 
0 1

.\ 0.0% 

100.0% 
100.0% 

a 0.0% 
2: 33.3% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

10 14.5% 
7 14.3% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

o 
a 

0.0% 
0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a '0.0% 
I 16.7% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

Fe lony vs. 
Person 
~! 

3 4.3% 
2 4.1% 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

o 
v 

0.0% 
0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

~,O 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0%(: 
I 16.7% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

/:~-....;-.-.-

V 

" ',,--''=\) 

__________________ ~H~O~ST~~SE~V~E~RE~O~FF~E~N~SE~C~OK~M~ITT~E~O~O~N~E~'~'E~AR~P~O~ST~~~~~--~~~,a 
Felony vs. Felont' vs. 

No Offense 
~ ! 

.51 38.6% 
28 32.9% 

a 
a 

a 
a 

0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

I 50.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 
a 

0.0% 
0.0% 

I 100.0% 
2 25.0% 

l\ 
a 

0.0% 
0.0% 

Oel. Tend. 
~ ,;, 

51 62.9% 
36 63.2% 

60.0% 
50.0% 

2 100.0r. 
a 0.0% 

I 100.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
2 33.3% 

I 100.0% 
a 0.0% 

;) 
'/ 

602 HI.d. 
!!E.!. ! 

8 9.9% 
2 3.5% 

2 40.0% 
00.0% 

a 
o 

0;0% 
0.0% 

'b 0.0% 
o 0.0%" 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
I 100.0% 

4 ~.9% 
6 10.5% 

a 0.0% 
I 50.0% 

o o.ot 
I 100.0% 

a !l.0% 
a 0.0% 

100.0% 
100.0% 

I:~ 0.0% 
2 33.3% 

a o.c% 
,', a ,0.0% 

, ,,' 

Property Per/Jon 
~,;, No. !.T 

13 "16.0% 
8 I~.O%, 

a 0.0% 
a ,0.0% 

'0 0.0% 
a ,0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

,) 

5 6.2% 
5 8.8% 

() 0.0% 
'1;1 0.0% 

a 
a 

0.0% 
0,0% 

a 0.0%. 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
2 3;1.3% 

a 0,0% 

O.?,,;Q.: 
'.-:~:;;-""" 

.) 

~,~ 



I 
I 
I 

1 
J 

I 

I 

\:::.' 

Project: Yolo 'Youth Servl co! Bureau 
Groupor Silb-group: AII.,Law Enforcement and "robatlon Referrals to Project 
Number 'of' Referrals: 27!i 

No Offense 

!l2.:.. ! 

50 78.1% 

72. 75.8% 

26 59.1% 

II 64.7% 

18 81.8% 

4 100.0% 

18;,.') 81.8% 

9 81.8% 

~De 1. Tend. 

!l2.:.. ! 

13 92.9% 

~ 17.4% 

5.6% 

I 16.7% 

1 25.0% 

a 0.0% 

, I 25.0% 

1 50.0% 

SEVERin OF OFFENSE SIX MONTHS PRE 

602 MIsd. 

!l2.:.. ! 

;.1% 

IS 65.2% 

11 61.1% 

2 33.3% 

1 25.0% 

a 0.0% 

I 25.0% 

a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 

5.6% 

1 16.7% 

2 50.0% 

a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 

Felony vs. 
Property 

No. ,,;. 

a 0.0% 

5 27.8% 

~ii 33.3% 
.. ' 

a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 

50.0% 

a 0.0% 

~=~~" 

........... O ........ ______ ........ It,) ~~- c~ 

Fe 10ny vs. 
Person 

.!l2:. ! 

a 0.0% 

4.3%. 

a 0.0% 

o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 

a O.ot 

a 0.0% 

1 50.0% 

Reason for Referra I to 
Project 

Del inguent Tendency 

No. of Refer ra I s 64 

Petty Theft 

No. oj' Referrals !:IS 

MalicIous MIschief 

No. of Refer ",I 5 44 

Other MI sdemeanors 

No. of Referrals J7 

Alcohol-Marl luana 

No. of Referra I 5 2Z 

Dangerous Drugs 

No. of Referrals 

Fe lOllY VS. Property 

No. of Referrals 22 

Fe lony vs. Persoa 

tlo. of Referrals 11 

o 

I) 

TAB.LE 42 

CHANGES IN THE SEVERin OF OFFENSES COMMITTED S IX MONTHS PRE, , 
S IX MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR AFTER REFERRAL TO PROJECT 

No Offense 

!l2.:.. ! 

44 68.8% .. 
75 78.9% 

37 84.1% 

13 76.5% 

14 63.6% 

3 75.0% 

17 77.J'~ 

7 63.6!!; 

\! 

SEVERITY OF OFFENSE S IX MONTHS POST 

Del. Tend. 

!l2.:.. 1. 

10 5C.0% 

8 40.0~ 

1 14.3% 

1 25.0% 

2 25.0% 

a o~O~ 

240.0% 

2 50.0% 

126 

602Hlsd. 
!l2.:.. ! 

b 30.0% 1 ;.0% 

\..) 
6 30.0% 3 15.0% 

,25.0% 

2 25.0% 

a 0.0% 1 100.0% 

3 60.0% o 0.0% 

1 25.0% I 25.0% 

o c-" 

fJ 

Felony vs. 
Property 

!l2.:.. ! 

3 15.0% 

2 10.0% 

2 28.6% 

1 25.0% 

1r 
0" 0.0% 

a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 

" 
a 0.0% 

Fe iony vs .. · 
Person iiO:-r 

o 0.0% 

5.0% 

o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 

2 25.0% 

a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 

o 0.0%-

No Offense 

!l2.:.. ! 

6972.6% 

31 70.5% 

]2 70.6% 

13 59.1%' 

3 75.0% 

16 72.7% 

(l 
J 

Del. Tend. 

!l2.:.. ! 

12 ~6.2% 

3 23.1% 

1 20.0% 

a 0.0% 

0, 0.0% 

2: 33.3% 

2 .40.0% 

o 

[) 

)) 

() 

rf..j 
S EV ER I n OF OFFEtlSE ONE"Y,~E~AR"-!.P~OS::.!T,--_"",---:.,...".,--__ .."..-;---,-_ 

,> Felony vs. Felony v~. 
602MIsd. 
!l2.:.. ! 

7 26.9% 

7 26 •. 9% 

a 0.0% 

2 40.0% 

44.4% 

o 0.0% 

3 50.0%. 

1 20.0% 

o 

~ 
~;'-1. 

11.5% 

3 11.5% 

6 46.2% 

I 20.!l% 

3 33.3% 

I 100.0% 

0, 0.0% 

'I 20.0% 

Property Person 
!l2.:...[ !l2.:..! 

o 0.0% 

3.8% 

3 23.1% 7.n: 

1 20.0% a 0.0% 

o 0.0% 2 22.2% 

a 0.0% o 0.0% 

I 16.7~ o 0.0% 

I 20.0% a 0,0% 

" 

" 
1\ 

o 



I 
" 

Project: Richn-ond Probation Intervention Unit 
lli'OiiiiOr Sub-group: All First Year Referrals and all Referrals, Rejected by Project 
Number of Experimental Referrals: 108 
Number of Referrals Rejected by ProJ"ct: 24 

No Offense 
!!2:,.. 3. 

39 45.3% 
8 40.0% 

4 44.4% 
a 0.0% 

3 100.0% 
o 0.0% 

6 66.7% 
o 0.0% 

o 
o 

0.0% 
0.0% 

Oel. Tend. 
!!.e.:.. ! 

20 42.6% 
10 83.3% 

I 20.0% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
o O.ot 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0%, 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

SEVER I TY OF OFFENSE 5 I X MONTHS PRE 

602 Hlsd. 
No. ! 

21 44.7% 
a 0.0% 

2 40.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

I 33.3% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.,0% 
2 50.0% 

ii,' 
\'~ 

I 2.1% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

2 66.7% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

r" ,~~~{t~~~~,~.,..~_.~.c-. __ 

felony vs. 
Property 

No. ! 

2 40.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
a 0.,,; 

a O.!)~ 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
2 50.0% 

felony vs. 
Person 

3 6.4% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

I 100.0% 
a 0.0% 

~I 

TABLE 43 

CHAU!iES IN SEVERITY OF OFFENSES COl1HITTEO sIX'MOllTHS PRE, 
SIX HOIlTHS POSI AND ONE YEAR AFTER REFERML TO PROJECT BY OFF~NS~ CATEGORY 

" 

No Offense Del. Tend. 

SEVERITY OF OFFENSE S'IX MONTHS POST 
'~~---'F~e'io~n~y~vs~.------~Fe~lro-n~y-v-s-. 

602 Hisd. 
No., ! 

Reason for Referra I to 
Prolect 

Delinquent Tendency 
Number of Referrals 

f.xperirrenta I 86 
Rejected by Prpject 20 

Petty Theft 
Number pf Referrals 

Experimental 9 
Rejected bYl'roject a 

Malicious Mischief" 
Number of Referra Is 

!!.e.:.., ! 

39 45.3% 
3 IS.Ot 

5 55.6% 
a o.ol; 

Experimental 3 3 100.0% 
Rejected by Project 0 ',0 0.0% 

Alcohol-Marl Juana 
Number of Referrals 

Experimental 9 
Rejected by Project a 

Felony vs. Property 
Numbe r of Refe rra I s 

Experimental I 
Rejected by Project 4 

3 33.3% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
I 25.0% 

l!9.:.. ! 

23 48.9% 
5 52S€ 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

3 50.0% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

t' 

127 

14 29.8% 
2 11.8% 

2 50.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
2 66.7% 

a 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
0' 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

Property Person 
!!.e.:..! !!.e.:..! 

2 '4.3% 
2 11.8% 

2 '50.0% 
a 0.0% 

a ,0.0% 
a 0.0% 

I 16.7% 
o 0.0% 

.. f 

:() 0;0% 
33Sl; 

• D 

8 '17,0% 
4 23.5% 

a 0.0% 
a il.O% 

a 0.0% 
o o.p?; 

2 33.3% 
a 0.0% 

I 100.0% ,r,;; 
a 0.0% 

No Offense 
110 •. r-

31 36.0% 
2 10.0% 

3 33.3% 
a 0.0% 

2 75.0% 
a 0.0.% 

3 33.3% 
a 0.0% 

a 
o 

0.0% 
0.0% 

Den Tend. 
NO~ ! 

22 40.0% 
7 38.9% 

I 16.7% 
o 0.0% 

I 100.0% 
a 0.0% 

2 33.3% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

SEVERITY OF OFFENSE ONE YEAR POST 

602Hl~d. 

~ ! 

18 32.7% 
4 22.2% 

3 50.0% 
a 0.0% 

o O.O~ 
a O.O~. 

a 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
3 75 .• 0% 

I 1.8% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

o ,0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a O.Sit 
a .t;'~0% 

a 0;0% 
a 0.0% 

Q 

Fe lony vs. 
Property 

!!.e.:.. ! 

2 3.6% 
3 16.7% 

2 33.3% 
o 0.0% 

.'.,'" 
a 0.0'%' 
a -0.0% 

I 16.7% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
.1 25.0% 

-, 

I.! 

Felony vs. 
Person 

!I!!.:.. ! 

1221.8% 
4 22.2% 

a 0.0% 
a "0.0% 

3 50.0% 
a 0.0%, 

I 100.0% 
a 0.0% 



I 
\1 
I' 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

" 

('roject! Alameda Ocllnquency P~eventlon Program 
Group or Sub-group: All Experimental and Control Referrals 
Number of Experimental Referrals: 33 
Number of Control Referrals: 23 

MOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMMITTED SiX MONTHS PRE 

No Offense 
lli!:.. ! 

10 62.5% 
6 46.2% 

50.0% 
33.3% 

Z 100.0% 
I) 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

I 33.3% 
a 0.0% 

2. 100.0% 
2. 100.0% 

, , 
3 60.p~,i 
o 0.0% 

2 1'CO.O% 
I ,50.0% 

Del. Tend. 
lli!:.. !9 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

0:';'.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

I 50.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.9% 

I 50.oit!) 
o 0.0% 

o O~O% 
o 0.0% 

602 Mlsd. 
lli!:.. ! 

a 0.0% 
2 28.6% 

100.0% 
50.0% 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

I 100.0% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a o.ot 
I 50.0% 

o 0.0% 
I 100.0% 

I 16.7% 
a 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
I 50.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a O.Q~ 

I 50.0% 
a 0.0% 

a O'.()% 
a 0.0% 

a ' 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

00.0% 
() 10.,0% 

F'elony vs. 
Property 

lli!:.. ! 

2 33.3% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
1 100.0% 

a 0.0% 
a o.ot 

a 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

50.0% 
50.0% 

a O.O~ 
a 0.0% 

Felony vs. 
Person 

lli!:.. ! 

I 16.7% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

<":.. 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 
a 

0.0% 
0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

\ 
'I 

Reason for Referral to 
Project 

De I I nguent Tendency 
No. of Referra Is 

Experimental 16 
Control 13 

Petty TI,eft 
~Io. of Referra I s 

Experimental 2 
Control 3 

Malicious Hlschlef 
No. of Referra I s 

experimental 2. 
Control 

Other Hisdemeanors 
No. of Refe;:;:ar.-

Exiler I menta I I 
Control a 

Alcohol-HariJuana 
No. of Referra I s 

Experimental 3 
Control a 

Dangerous Drugs 
No. of Referra 1G 

Experimental 2 
Control 2 

Felony':vs. Property 
No. of 'Referrals 

Experimental 
Control 

Fe lony vs; Person 
No. of Referrals 

5 
2 

ExperlrnentaJ 2 
Control 2 

o 

TABLE 44 

CHANGES IN THE SEVERITY OF OFFENSES COMMITTED SIX MONTHS PRE, 
SIX M9~THS POST AND ONE YEM AFTER REFERRAL TO PROJECT 

MoST SEVERE OFFWSE COMMITTED SIX HONTHS POST 

No Offense 
!!£:. ! 

5 31.3% 
7 53.8% 

a 0.0% 
2 66.7% 

2. 100.0% 
a 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
a 0,0% 

2 66.7% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
2 100.0% 

3 60.0% 
2 100.0% 

50.0% 
50.0% 

\J 

De I. Tend. 

!!£:. ! 

5 45.5% 
4 66.7% 

I sa.o% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

o ,0.0% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 
a 

0.0% 
0.0% 

I 100.0% 
a 0.0% 

128 

602:l1lsd. 

!l!!.:. ! 

3 21.3% 
I 1?7% 

a 0.0% 
I 100.0% 

a 0.0% 
I 100.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 
,0 

0.0% 
0.0% 

a 0.0% 
I 100.0% 

II, 

o 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

(l 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

,~ 

01./ 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

2 100.0% 
o 0.0% 

I 50.ot 
o o.~ 

a 0.0% 
0, 0.,0% 

o 0 

Felony vs. 
Property 

!!£:. ! 

'\ ':, 

2 ;,8.2% 
I )6.7% 

,'1)" ' 

I 50.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

I 100.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a -0.0% 

o 0.0% 
't'l 0.,0% 

r. 50.0; 
o o.at 

o 0.\)% 
o 0.0% 

Felony vs. 
Person 

lli!:.. ! 

I 9.1% 
o· 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

. a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

I .\00.0% 
a O.O~ 

0, 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
,0 0,0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0,0%' 

No Offense 
:~ 3: 

5 31.3% 
5 38.5% 

a 11.0% 
2 66.7% 

2 100.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
2 100.0% 

2 40.0% 
2 100.0% 

50.0% 
50.0% 

MOST SEVERE OFFENSE COMH ITIED ONE YEAR POST' 

5 45.5% 
5 62.5% 

I 50.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o ,0.0% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

(! 
a 

c 

0.0% 
o.ot, 

Of 100,0% 
a 0.0% 

C .. 

60:/'"Hlsd. 
~ .! 

.. 

3 27.3% 
2 25,0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

o o.oi 
~ 100.0% 

a 0.0% 
'0 0.0% 

r 33.3% 
o 0,0% 

o 0.0% 
o o.at 

I 33.3% 
a 0.0% 

0' 0.0% 
I 100.ot 

DrU9 \ 
112:. ',.. 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
I 10ll.Ot 

'0 .0.0% 
a 0:0% 

a 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

I 33.3% 
'0 0.0% 

:/. 100,0% 
a 0.0% 

1 33.3% 
a 0.0% 

a 9.0% 
a 0.0% 

felony vs'~ 
Property 

!!2!. ! 

2 18:2% 
I 12.5% 

I 50.0% 
o 0.0% 

00.0% 
a 0.0% 

1 100.0% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

I 33.3% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

{. :'0 

Felony vs. 
Person 

!l!!". .! 

I 5.1% 
a 0.0% 

O· 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

o D.U% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

I 33.3% 
Q 0,0%. 

a 0;1>% 
.0 0.0% 

o 
a 

0.0% 
0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 
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sn IX 

PRE AND POST CHANGES IN THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF ARRESTS 
BY AGE GROUPS 

We think of the tables in Sets IX and X as further extensions of the 

analysis started in Set VI I. The previous tables examined changes in the average 

number ofarreitsand the severity of offenses to determine the relative success the 

projects had in dealing wLth pajticular offense categories. . . . 

The tables In. Sets IX and X~ agarn, lo~k at average number of arrests and 
" 

chang~s in severity, but this ti.we by age groups •. The purpqse of the tables' in this 
, " 

f case Is to"examine the'relative riuccess the project had in dealing with particular 

'age groups." The format and arrangement of ' the tables is ex~ctly the same as in Sets 

V I I and V I I I • 

Considering the cluster as a whole, table 45 shows that the projects had 

the most success in reducing the average number of arrests for the age group 5-9 and 

10-11 years. Only 8% of the referrals, however, were, in those age groups, (table 1). 

Control showed a marked degree of success with the 5-9 age group but these only 

represented 1% of the referrals. The projects still had the most success with this 

age group. 

The majority of the referrals in all the projects occurred in the 14-15 

age category. Over 70% of all the referrals were in either the age group ,of 14-15 

or 16-17. Expressed as a percentage difference the average number of arrests was 

44% lower for the experimental group In the 14-15 age group six months and a year 

after referred. The average number of project arrests was 29% lower for the'16"17 

year old category. The average number of arrests was the same for the 12-13 age 

category for both project and control. 
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Sacramento 601 Delin,guency Diversion ProJect.~ Table 46 

Eighty-f~ve percent of the referrals in both ~roject and control were in 

the two age groups of 14-15 and 16-17. The average number of arrests for these two 

age groups tNilS exactly the same six months ,~fter referrat for both project and 

control. Project did slightly better than control with the 16-17 age group a year after 

referra 10 

The only age group in which the project showed a noticeable measure of 

improvement over control was with the 12-13ryear old referrals. 
); 

Yoio Youth SefVltes Burea~ - Table 47 

The average number of offenses committed by the referrals to the Yolo 

project was lower lin every age category than any project in the cluster. The relative 

success with the younger age categories from 5-11 was greater than w.ith the older 

groups B but the average number of offenses was st ill low for every age group. Offe,nses 

doubled approximately in the ages from 12-17 a year after"referral. 

Richmond Probation Intervention Unit - Table 48 

Over 80% of these referrals were also made in the ages from )4-17. l~is 

was the only project that had any substantial success in controlling the averag~ 

number of arrests for 16-17 year olds OVer the entire twelve-month period. The 

project did better than the reference group In reducing the average number·pf 

offenses for every, age 

good as Yolo's for the 
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Alameda Delinquency Diversion Project - Table 49 

Without exception, control had more success than the project in controlling 

the average number of offenses. This was true for every age category, both six months 

and a year after referra~. Except lor the 12-13 category, the same was true for the 

control siblings. 

Like the other projects, 14-17 year olds made up the majority of the 

referrals. The average number of arrests for the 16-17 year olds in the project was 

the highest in the cluster both six months and a year after referral. 
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TABLE 45 

NUMBER OF OFFENSES SIX MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAk POST 
BY AGE GROUP AND SEX 

Project: All Diversion Projects in Cluster 
Group or Sub-group: All Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals to Experimental and Control 
Tota 1 Number of Referra 1 s : 702 c 
Average Age of Experimental Population: 14.5 years 
Average Age of Control Population: tLf.9 years 

SIX MONTHS PRE SIX MONTHS POST ONE YEAR POST 

1 

No. oij':c,! Average No. 
Offenses Offenses 

No. of Average No. No. of Average No. 

:::..> 

336 

10 
25 
68 

134 
99 
o 

201 
140 

62 

5 
2 
6 

22 
27 

34 
28 

0.6 

0.5 
1.0 
0.6 
0.6 
0.5 
0.0 

0.7 
0.5 

0.5 

.. 5.0 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.5 

0.6 
0.4 

Age Gro~ps 

Expedmenta 1 

5 to 9 
10 to 11 
12 to 13 
14 to 15 
16 to 17 
18 - over 

Male 
Female 

Control 

1'5 to 9 
10 to 11 
12 to 13 
14 to 15 
16 to 17 

Male 
Female 

"'-<":---"'---:'-"',';.'":"-"~~'--"':'~ ~:~"""~;": .,,-

Offenses Offenses 

435 

5 
8 

93 
188 
140 

1 

256 
185 

124 

1 
4 

14 
56 
49 

59 
65 

0.8 

0.2 
0.3 
0·9 
0.9 
O "'! 

• I 

1.0 

0.8 
0.7 
1.0 

1.0 
0.7 
0.9 
1 .3 
0.9 

1 • 1 
1.0 

_. _';;'.~ '~".:;:_;o:-.~~ ..-..;~:::.::~-::-:... - ... ~ 

Offenses Offenses 

697 

9 
13 

149 
,<.c-~309 

,. 225' 
1 

415 
290 

188 

3 
6 

21 
81 
77 

87 
102 

: -,~:~~!'!:~::-;-'::~:':::-

1.2 

0.4 
0.5 
1.4 
1.40 
1.1 
1.0 

1.4 
1.0 

1.6 

3.0 
1.0 
1.4 
1.9 
1.4 

1.6 
1 .5 

I : 

(~: ",I 
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\::.~ 
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TABLE 46 

NUMBER OF OFFENSES SIX MONTHS PRE, SlX MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR POST 
BY AGE GROUP AND SEX 

Project: Sacramento 601 Delinquency Diversion Project 
Group or Sub-groue.: 20% Random Sample of Experimental and Control Referrals 
Total Number of Referrals in Sample: 225 
Average Age of Con~rol Population: 15.13 years 
Average Age of Experimental Population: 15.13 years 

SIX MONTHS PRE SIX MONTHS POST ONE YEAR POST 

No. of Average No. No. of Average No. No. of Average No. 
Offenses Offenses Age Groups Offenses Offenses Offenses Offenses 

72 0.5 Expe r i men t,.;} J 145 1.1 222 1.6 -
0 0.0 5 to 9 0 0.0 I 0.5 
1 0.3 10 to 11 1 0.3 2 0·7 
7 0.5 12 to 13 9 0.6 21 1.5 

36 0.6 14 to IS 81 1 .4 124 2.2 
28 0.5 16 to 17 54 0.9 74 1.2 

30 0.6 Male 59 1.2 90 1.8 
42 0.5 Female 86 1.0 132 1.5 

37 0.4 Control 109 I . I 168 1.7 

0 0.0 10 to 11 2 n ~ -..;. :> 4 1.0 
4 0.4 12 to 13 14 1.3 21 1.9 

II 0.3 14 to 15 52 1.5 75 2.2 
22 0.5 16 to 17 41 0.8 68 1.4 

17 0.4 Male 59 1.2 77 1.8 
20 0.4 Female 56 1.0 91 1 .7 
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TABLE 48 

NUMBER OF OFFENSES SIX MONTHS PRE, SIX MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR POST 
BY AGE GROUP AND SEX 

Richmond Probation Intervention Unit 
Grou~ or Sub-gro~: All First Year Referrals and All Referrals Rejected by Project 
Number of Ex~erimental Referrals: 108 
Number of Referrals Rejected by Project: 24 

~ , 

:l J' . t 1 

SIX MONTHS PRE SIX MONTHS POST ONE YEAR POST 

No. of Average No. No. of Average No. No. of Average No. 
Offenses Offenses Offenses Offenses Age Groups Offenses Offenses 

102 0.9 Exper i menta 1 108 1.0 158 1.5 

2 0.5 10 to 11 3 0.8 4 1.0 

31 1 .5 12 to 13 33 1.6 52 2.5 

43 1 .0 14 to 15 41 1.0 65 1.5 
26 0.7 16 to 17 29 0.9 36 0.9 

0 0.0 18 - Over 1 1.0 1 1.0 

72 1.3 Male 72 1.3 109 1.9 
30 0.6 Female 36 0.7 49 0.9 

36 1.5 Rejected by Project 45 1 .9 71 3.0 

5 2.5 5 to 9 2 1.0 4 2.0 

1 1.0 10 to 11 2 2.0 3 3.0 
11 1.4 12 to 13 17 2. 1 22 2.8 

. 14 1.8 14 to 15 17 2.1 30 3.4 
5 1 .0 16 to 17 7 1.4 12 2.4 

26 1 .6 Male }4 2. 1 55 3.4 

10 1.3 Female 11 1.4 16 2.0 
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TABLE 49 

NUMBER OF OFFENSES SIX MONTHS PRE, 
SIX MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR POST 

BY AGE GROUP AND SEX 

PI'oject! Alameda Del inquency Prevention Project .. 
Referrals Group or Sub~group: All Experimental, Control and Sibling 

Total Number of Referrals: 160 
Average A~e of Control Population: 1~.2 years 
Average Age of Experimental Population: 14.7 years 
Average Age of Siblin2 Experimental Population: 11.9 years 
Average Age of Sibl in~ Control PO,\2ulation: '(0.6 years 

SIX MONTHS PRE SIX MONTHS POST 
-;, .j 

~ 1 : "j 1 No. of Average No. No. of Average No. 
Offenses Offenses Offenses Age Groups Offenses 

22 0.7 Experimental 35 J • 1 

0 0.0 10 to 11 0 0.0 
5 Oe6 12 to 13 11 1.4 
6 0.5 14 to 15 11 0.9 

1 I 0.9 16 to 17 13 1.1 

16 0.8 Male 21 1.0 
6 0.5 Female 14 1.1 

25 1 • I Control 1.5 0.6 

5 5.0 5 to 9 1 1.0 
2 1.0 10 to 11 2 1.0 
2. 0.5 12 to 13 0 0.0 

II 1.2 14 to 15 4 0.4 
5 0.7 16 to 17 8 1.1 

17 1.5 Male 6 0.5 
8 0.7 Female 9 0.7 

1l 0.2 ill i Ir\~ Experimental 16 0.3 . 
0 0.0 Under 5 0 0.0 
1 0.1 5 to 9 3 0.3 
0 0.0 10 to 11 2. 0.2 
2 0.2 12 to 13 1 0.1 
5 0.6 14 to 15 7 0.9 
3 0.2 16 to 17 3 0.2 

7 0·3 Male 8 0.3 
4 o. 1 Female 8 0.2 

11' 0.2 Siblin~ Control 3 0.1 

0 0.0 Under 5 0 0,0 
2 0.1 5 to 9 0 0.0 
2 0.3 10 to 11 0 0.0 
1 o. 1 12 to 13 3 0.3 
6 1.0 14 to 15 0 0.0 
0 0.0 16 to 17 0 0.0 

4 0.2 Male 1 0.0 
7 0.2 Female 2 0.1 

!"!: 

~.-:-

y. 

'" . 

ONE YEAR POST 
R":". 

No. of Average No. 
Offenses Offenses 

50 1.5 
li~--

a 0.0 
12. 1.5 =~ 

19 1.6 
19 1.6 

1.6 
;:::I;-

32 
18 l.~ 

20 0.9 ;:::r. -

3 3.0 
2 1.0 ~ 

0 0.0 
6 0.7 
9 1.3 

J!!-'.-,---

10 0.9 
10 0.8 

{!.J::--'-' ,\ 

28 0.5 

0 0.0 
~-.-

6 0.5 
2 0.2 
2 0.2 

14 1.7 C'F''' 

4 0.3 

15 0.6 !""7"" 

13 0.4 

9 0.2 
r=-' 

0 0.0, 
a 0.0 
0 O~o ~c:;.j-' 

3 0.3 
6 1.0 
0 0.0 

?~.' 

1 0.0 
8 0.2 
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SET X 

PRE AND POST CHANGES IN THE SEVERITY OF OFFENSES BY AGE GROUP 

The tables in Set IX analyzed pre and post changes In the average number 

of offenses committed in each age category. The tables in this Set examine changes 

in the severity of the offenses committed by each age group over the eighteen-month 

follow-up period. 

Table 50 is a composite look at the entire cluster. A~ a categorical 

observation about the cluster, it can be said that the projects had a greater per-

centage of their referrals committing no offenses in every age category. This is 

true both six months and one year after ref~rral with th~ ex~eption of the 12-13 

year old age group. 

The following are the most prominent comparisons we made from table 50: 

There was no significant difference in the severity 

of offenses committed after referral by the lo-f2 or 

the 12-13 year olds in either the proJec~ or control. 

Seventy-six percent of the 14-15 year old project 

youth rearrested committed either delinquent tendency 

or 602 misdemeanors in contrast to 64% for control. 

There was no difference in the seved ty of offenses 

committed between project and control for the 16-1i' 

year old category. 

Sacramento 601 Delin9lLency Diversion ProJec'l;.·· Table 51 

In the 12-13 and 16-17 age groups the project had a higher percentage of 

referrals committing no offenses six months B'nd a year after referral than control. 
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Th,e\ 12-13 year old project youth tended to~)ommit slightly more serious offenses. 

The opposite was true for the 16-17 y~\ar olds,. 

In the 14"'15 year'old age group, proJect and control had almost exactly 
\\ ;, 

the same percentage of referrals commItting no ~ffenses and the severity of offenses 

was also about the same. 

Yolo ~outh Se~vl~~s 8tireau - Table 52 

Within the cluste~ the Yolo projeCt had the hIghest percentage of referrals 

in each age group committing no offenses six months and ~~ year after referral. 

Twenty-seven percent of the 12-13 year olds committed offenses more serious 

than 602 misdemeanors. Sixteen percent of the 14-15 year ords that were rearrest~d 

committed offenses more serious than 602 misdemeanors. The pl'"oject had the least 

success with the older youth where 51% of the 16-17 year olds rearrested were either 

rearrested for arugs or one of the two felony offenses. 

Richmond Probation Intervention Unit - Table 53 

Forty-six percent of the 108 referrals in the project group committed no 

offenses six months after referral. In contrast, only 17% of the reference group 

committed no offenses. A year later the percentage committing no offenses had dropped 

to 36% for the project and 8% for the reference grouPt 

From the standpoint of reducing the number of rec;rrests, the project had 

more success than the reference group with every age category. With the excepti6n of 

the 16-17 year olds the offenses committed by the reference group was uniformly more 

serious than those'committed by the project youth both six months ~md a year after 

referra 1. 
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Alameda Delinguency Prevention Prosram .. Table 54 

Control had a higher percentage of its referrals committing no offenses 

than the project group In every age category except 16-17 for the entire twelve-month 

follow-up per,lod. The offenses committed by the 16-17 year old project youth were, 

hO\,1ever, considerably more serious. Eighty-six percent of ,the project rearrests in 

the 16-17 age group were either for drugs or one of the two felony offenses. Only 20% 

of the control group were rearrested for drugs or felonies. The offenses committed 

by the project youth were also more serious than control in all the other age groups • 

None of the siblings under five committed any offenses after referral in 

either project or control. likewise, in the two age groups of 5-9 and 10-11, none 

of the control referrals committed any offenses after referral. Eighteen percent of 

the experimental siblings In these age groups did commit further offenses. 

In the older age categories of 14-15 and 16-17 none of the control siblings 

committed any offenses six months after referral. In contrast, 50% of the 14-15 year 

old project siblings were rearrested six months after referral and 14% of the 16-17 

year olds.· Generally the same pattern persisted throughout the second six months of 

the follow-up period. 
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Project: All Diversion Projects in C1ust~r 
Group or Sub-group: All Law Enforcement and Probation ileferrals to Experimental anc! Control Groups 
NUriilier of Experirr.enta1 Referrals: 575 
H"ml>er of C.ontro1 Referrals: 120 

_____ • ___ -,...._-'--"S.::.EV.:.:E:;;;R:.:..ITf OF OFFENSE SIX MONTHS PR~ 

No Offense 
!!£!. ! 

16 80.0% 
a 0 •. 0% 

20 BO.O% 
5 B3.3% 

71 65.7% 
9 60.0% 

129 60.3% 
30 69.8% 

137 66.2% 
37 67.3% 

I 100.0% 
a 0.0% 

Del. Tend. 
!!£!. ! 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

3 60.0% 
I 100.0% 

11 29.7:& 
2 33.3% 

44 51.8% 
7 53.B% 

3B 54.3% 
11 61.1% 

a 
a 

0.0% 
0.0% 

6Q~, tlisd. 
No. 1 

2 50.0% 
o 0.0% 

1 20.0% 
o 0.0% 

11 29.7% 
2. 33.3% 

31 36.5% 
3 23.7% 

21 30.0% 
6 33.3% 

o 
a 

0.0% 
0.0% 

o 
o 

a 
a 

0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

8.1% 
16.7% 

2 2.4% 
2 15.4% 

7 10.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 
o 

0.0% 
0.0% 

Felony vs. 
properti !!2.!.. _ 

2 50.0% 
I 100.0% 

I 20.0% 
o 0.0% 

8 21.6% 
1 16.7% 

6 
1 

4 
1 

o 
o 

7.1% 
7.7% 

5.7% 
5.6% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

Felony vs. 
Person 

!!£!. 1. 

o 
o 

a 
a 

0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

4 10.B% 
a 0.0% 

2 
o 

o 
o 

a 
a 

2.;\% 
0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

f? 

.' 

," 

,TABLE 50 

CHANGES !N THE SEVERiTY OF OFFENSES COMMITTED BY AGE GR(lUPS six. MONTHS PRE, 
S IX MONTHS ['(1ST AND ONE YEAR AFTER REFERRAL TO PROJECT 

Age Groups 

5 to 9, 
ffiiiiili'e"r of Referral S 

Experimental 20 
Control 1 

10 to 11 
i'fiiiiiiJerO f Re fe r ra 1 s 

Experimental 25 
Control 6 

12 to 13 
Number of Referrals 

E'xperlmental loB 
c~intro 1 15 

14 1:0 15 
N"m~er of Referra 1 s 

) Ekperi",»nta1 214 
CiJntro1 43 

I 

16 :to 17 
N"'fper of Referm i ~ 

I:xperlmenta 1 207 
l;ontro1 55 

1J' - Over 
Nim,ber of Referra 1 s 

'Exp :erf men ta I 
CO~ltro1 

1 
o 

No Offense 
!!£.:. ! 

17 85.0% 
o 0.0% 

19 76.0% 
4 66.7% 

63 58.3% 
7 46.7% 

114 53.3% 
19 44.2% 

122 5B.9% 
22 40.0% 

o 
o 

0.0% 
0.0% 

SEVERITY OF OFFENSE siX MONTHS POST 

De 1. Tend. 
!!2.!.. ! 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

3 50.0% 
2 100.0% 

17 37.B% 
5 62.5% 

~5 52.9% 
19 57.6% 

o 
o 

0.0% 
0.0% 

140 

602 Mi sd. 
!!£.:.. ! 

75.0% 
100.0% 

3 50.0% 
a 0.0% 

10 22.2% 
a 0.0% 

27 27.0% 
2 B •. 3% 

13 15.3% 
4 12.1% 

o 
a 

o 
o 

1 
o 

0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

2.2% 
0.0% 

3 3.0% 
4 16.7% 

13 15.3% 
5 15.2% 

o 
o 

0.0% 
0.0% 

felony vs. 
Property 

!!£!. ,;. 

I 25.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

11 24.4% 
2 25.0% 

13 13.0% 
4 16.7% 

6 
3 

o 
o 

7.1% 
9.1% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

FelonY vs. 
Person 

NO:---y 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

6 13.3% 
I 12.7% 

8 
o 

B 
2 

8.0% 
0.0% 

9.4% 
6.1% 

1 100.0% 
o 0.0% 

No Offense 
!!2:.. ! 

15 75.0% 
o 0.0% 

17 68.0% 
3 50.0% 

49 45.4% 
7 46.7% 

97 45.3% 
16 37.2% 

106 51.2% 
)6 29.1% 

a 
o 

0.0% 
0.0% 

Del. Tend. 
!!2:.. ! 

I 20.0% 
o 0.0% 

3 37.5% 
2 75.0% 

24 40.7% 
5 62.5% 

45 3B.5% 
16 59.3% 

50 49.5% 
20 51.3% 

o 
o 

0.0% 
0.0% 

SEVERiTY OF'OFFENSE ONE YEAR POST 

602 Misd. 
!!2:.. ! 

60.0% 
100.0% 

37.5% 
25.0% 

13 22.0% 
o 0.0% 

34 29.1% 
2 7.4% 

17 16.8% 
3 7.7% 

o 
o 

0;'0% 
0.0% 

o 
o 

o 
o 

3 
o 

0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

5.1% 
O.Ot 

8 6.8% 
5 1B.5% 

o 
o 

0.0% 
0.0% 

Felony vs. 
propertt !!2:.. _ 

1 20.0% 
a 0.0% 

2 2,.0% 
o 0.0% 

11 lB.6% 
2 25.0% 

9 8.9% 
5 12.B% 

o 
o 

i\ 

0.0% 
0.0% 

Felony v •• 
Person 

!!2:.. ! 

o 0.0% 
o ,0,0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

8 13.6% 
1 12.7% 

13 li.l% 
2 7.4% 

g 8.9% 
4 10.3% 

I 100..0% 
o 0.0% 

';I 
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TABLE 51 

CHANGES III THE S.VERITY OF OFFEN~ES COMMITTED BY AGE GROUP six MONTHS PRE, ~"""".. 
S IX MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR AFTER R~FERRAL TO PROJECT 

Pr01ect: Sacramentll 601 Dellnquency Diversion Project 
Groue or Sub-!lroue: All Experimental and Control Referrals In Sample 
Numh;,r of Exeerlmental Referrals: 128 
Number of Control Referral;!.: 97 

SEVERITY OF OFFENSE SIX'MONTHSPRE 
SEVERITY OF'OFFENSE SIX MONTHS POST 

SEVERITY OF OFFENSE eriE YEAR POST 
Felony vs. Felony vs. 

Felony vs. felony vo. 
Felony vs. Felony vs. 

110 Offense Del. Tend. 602 MI sd. Drugs Proeert~ Per$on t'o Offense Del. Tend. (;OZ J11~<J. DnlJs proeerti Person No Offense Del. Tend. 602 Hlsd. DfugS Proeert~ P!!rson 
No. !. !i2:.. !. !i2:.. !. !!2=.. ! !i2:.. !. !i2:.. !. !i2:.. ! No. r- ~:O. ! No:---l !i2:.. _ !i2:.. ! !i2:.. !. !i2:.. !. .!!2..:.. ! .!!2..:.. !. !i2:.. !. !i2:.. !. 

Age Groues 

5 - 9 
Humber of Referrals 

2 100.0% a 0.0% 0 0.0% a 0.0% 0 0.0% a 0.0% Experimental 2 2 100.0% 0' 0.0% a 0.0% a 0.0% a 0.0% a 0.0% I 50.0% I 100.0% a 0.0% 0 0.0% a 0.0% a 0.0% 
a 0.0% a 0.0% a 0.0% a 0.0% a 0.0% a 0.0% Control a a 0.0% a 0.0% a 0.0% a 0.0% a 0.0% 0 0.0% a 0.0% a 0.0% a 0.0% a 0.0% a 0.0% a 0,0% 

10 - II 
Niiiiiiiii'r"of Refe rra I s 

2 66.7% I 100.0% a O.ot a 0.0% a 0.0% a 0.0% ExperImental 3 2 66.7% 100.0% 0 0.0% a 0.0% 0 0.0% a 0.0% 2 66.7% 100.0% a 0.0% a 0.0% 0 ~.O% a 0.0% 
~ 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% Control 4 3 75.0% 100.0% a 0.0% a 0.0% a 0.0% a 0.0% 2 50.0% 50.0% I 50.0% 0 0.0% a 0.0% a 0.0% 

.!L::....!l 
Number of 'Referra Is 

9 6q.3% 3 60.0% 2 ~O.O% a 0.0% a 0.0% a 0.0% Experimental 14 8 57.1% 2 33.3% I 16.7% a 0.0% 2 33.3% 16.7% 4 28.6% 5 50.0% 2 20.0% 0 0.0% 2 20.0% 10.0% 
7 6).6% 2 50.0% I 25.0% I 25.0% a 0.0% a 0.0% Control 11 l 27.3% 5 62.5% a 0.0% a 0.0% 2 25.0% 12.5% 3 27.3% • 5 62.5% a 0.0% a O.C% 2 25.0% 12.5% 

14 - 15 
Number of Referrals 

35 62.5% III 85.n: 2 9.5% a 0.0% ~.8% a 0.0% Experimental 56 19 33.9% 21 56.8% 6 16.2% ' 2 5.4% 7 18.9% I 2.n~ 16 28.6% 21 52.5% 5 12.5% 3 7.5% 9 22.5% 2 5.0% 
26 76.5% 6 75.0% 0 0.0% ) 12.5% 12.5% a 0.0% Control 34 12 35.3% 13 59.1% I ~.5% 4 18.2% 4 18.2% 0 0.0% 10 29.4% IS 62.5% I 4.7% 4 18.2% ~ 9.1% 2 9.1% 

16 - 17 
~of Referrals 

39 65.0% 18 85.7% I 4.8% I 4.8% 4.8% a 0.0% Experimental 60 30 50.0% 23 j I6.6% 3 10.0% 2 6.7% , 3.3% I 3.3% 24 40.0% 28 77.8% 8.3% 2 5.6% 2.8% 2 5.6% 34 70.8% 8 57.1% 5 35.'7% 0 0.0% 7.1% 0 0.0% Control 48 20 41.7% 17 EiO.7% 2 7.1% 5 17.9% 2 7.1% 2 7.7% 15 31.3% 17 51.5% 3.0% 7 21.2% 12.1% 4 12.1% 
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'jABLE 52 

CHMIGES IN THE SEVERITY OF OFFEliSES CO~IHliTEO BY AGE GROUPS SIX HONTHS PRE, 
SIX HONTHS POST ANO OIIE YEAR AFTER REFERRAL TO PROJECT 

ProJect: Yolo Youth Service Bureau 
Groul! or Sub-groue: All Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals to Project 
Number 01 Referrals: 279 

SEVERITY OF OFFENSE SIX HOIIT~S PRE SEVE'!!.!IY OF OFFENSE SIX MONTHS POST SEVERITY OF OFFENSE IlNE YE~R POST 
Felony vs. Felony vs. Felony vs. Felony vs. Fe lony vs. Felony VS. 

No Offense Del. Tend. 602 Hlsd. ~ Proeertv Person No Offense pel. Tend. 602 lI15d. Drugs Property Person No Offense Del. Tend. 6C2 HI.d. Drugs Property Person 

~ ! !!E:.. ! ! ! ! 5.. 5.. ! !!E:.. !!E:.. !!E:.. _ !!E:.. !!E:.. ~ Ho. ~ !!E:.. 5.. !2:. 5.. !!2.:.. 5.. ~ ! ~ ! No. i !!2.:.. 5.. l!.2.!. ! ~ ! 

Age Groue 

.2...:...2. ... 
14 8].5% 0 0.0% a 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% \) 0.0% No. of Aeferrals 16 14 87.5% ~ 0.0% 5Q.0% 0 0.0% 50.0% 0 o.ot 14 8'7.5% 0 0.0% 50.0t 0 0.1), 50.0% 0 0.0% 

~ 

. 
~ 

15 93.8% a 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0% a 0.0% No. of Referra Is 16 14 87.5% (\ 0.0% 2 100.0% a 0.\'\ 0 0.0% a 0.0% 12 75.0% 0 0.0% 2 50.0% 0 0.0% 2 50.0% 0 0.0% 
, 

12-=.Jl 

• 44 77.2% 7.7% 5 38.5% 2 15.4% 4 30.8% 7.7% He. of lIeferrals 57 42 73.7% 6 40.0% 5 33.3% 6·7% 2 13.3% 6.7% 37 64.9% 9 41.0% 5 25.0% 15.0% 3 I~.O% 5.0% . 
~ . / ... 

.!.L:...li 
'~ , 

67 69.1% 10 33.3% 17 56.7% 0 0.0% 2 6.7% 3.3% Ho. of Referrals 97 71 73.2% 13 50.0% 9 34.6% 0 0.0% 3 11.5% 3.8% 64 66.0% 13 ;39.4% 12 36.4% 3 9.1% 4 12.1% 3.0% 

li..:.Jl. 

66 73.3% II 45.8% 9 37.5% 4 16.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 110. of Ref(>rra Is 90 66 73.3% 7 29.2% 20.8% 9 37.5% 2 8.3% 4.2% 59 65.6% 7 22.6% 7 22.6% II 35.5% 12.9% 2 6.5% 

l( ... :; ;~ 

':\ 
'1. 

') ...... ,.:-
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Project: Richmond Probation Intervention Unit 
Group or Sub-group' All FI rst Year Referrals and All Referrals Rejected by Project 
Number of Experimental Referrals: 108 
Number of Referrals Rejected by Project: 2.~ 

No Offei'lse 
No. :t 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

2. 50.0% 
a 0.0% 

9 4.2..9% 
k 50.ot 

17 ~0.4% 
2. 25.0% 

23 57.5% 
2 40.0~ 

I 100.0% 
o 0.0% 

De 1. Tend. 
No. % 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

I 50.0% 
1.100.0% 

4 33.3% 
2. 50.0% 

Q 36.0% 
~ 66.7% 

7 ~1.2% 
2. 66.n 

00.0% 
a 0.0% 

SEVER ITY OF OFFENSE S I X MONTHS PRE 

602 Mlsd. 
No. % 

o 0.0% 
2. 100.0% 

I 50.0% 
a 0.0% 

3 25.0% 
o 0.0% 

12 ~8.0% 
1 12..5% 

9 52.9% 
I 33.3% 

a ,0.0% 
a 0.0% 

Dru9s% 
No. 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

2. 8.0% 
o 0.0% 

I 5.9% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

Felony vs. 

..!!:~ 
No. :Ii 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

2. 16.tl; 
2. 50.0% 

2. 8.0% 
1 33.3% 

o 0.0% 
o 0,0% 

09.,0% 
o '1.\ •• 0% 

Fe lony ys. 
Person 

No. % 

a 0.0% 
o 0.i1% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

3 25.0% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

o I?O% 
a lI.0% 

TABLE 53 

CHAt/f..: IN THE SEVERITY OF OFFEIISES COM/linED BY AGE GROUPS SIX MONTHS PRE 
S fx MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR AFTER REFERRAL TO PROJECT • 

~ 
Number' of Referrals 

l'xperimental 0 
Rejected by Project 2. 

10 to 11 
'ffii'iiiiiiirO f Re fer ra 1 s 

El'perimental 
Rejected by Project 

12. to 13 
~f Referrals 

Experlmenta 1 ' 2.1 
Rejected by Project 8 

14 to 15 
Ni:iiiiber"Of Re fe r ~a 1 s 

Experl menta 1 42. 
Rejected by Project 8 

li...!2..l1. 
Number of R6ferrals 

Experimental 40 
Rejected by Project 5 

18 - Over 
Number of Referrals 

Experimental 1 
~eJected by Project 0 

No Offense 
No. !. 

o 0.0% 
1 50.0% 

2. 50.0% 
o 0.0% 

9 42.9% 
1 12.5% 

18 42.9% 
2 25.0% 

21 52..5% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

Oel. Tend. 
No. .[ 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

50.0% 
100.0% 

5 41.n 
2. 2.8.6% 

10 41.7% 
1 16.7% 

10 52..6% 
5 100.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

SEVER1TY OF OFFENSE SIX MONTHS POST 

602. Mlsd. 
lio!. ! 

o 0.0% 
I 100.0% 

1 50.0% 
a 0.0% 

2 16.7% 
1 14.3% 

8 33.3% 
2. 33.3% 

5 26.3% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o i).0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.1)% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
(l 0.0% 

i 
\ 

Felony vs. 
Property 

!!2:. .&. 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

3 25.0% 
3 42.9% 

4 16.7% 
o 0.0% 

O. 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

Fe 10ny vs. 
Person 

!!2:. .;. 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

2 16.7% 
1 14.3% 

2. 8.3% 
3 50.0% 

4 21.1% 
o 0.0% 

1 100.0% 
o 0.0% 

No Offense 

!!2:. ! 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

2. 50.0% 
o 0.0% 

4 19.0% 
I 12.5% 

15 35.7% 
1 12 .• 5% 

18 45.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

Del. Tend. 

~ ! 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

1 50.0% 
I 100.0% 

7 41.2.% 
2 28.6% 

7 25.9% 
1 14.3% 

11 '50.0% 
3 66.6% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

SEVERITY OF OFFENSE ONE YEAR POST 

602 Mlsd. 

!!2:. ! 

o 0.0% 
2 100.0% 

1 50.0% 
o 0.0% 

4 23.5% 
1 14.3% 

10 37.0% 
3 42..8% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0%. 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

6 2.7.3% ", 1 4.5% 
I 16.7% o. 0.0% 

o 0.0; 
o o.ot 

., 
'.' 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

Fe lony vs. 
Property 

!!2:. ! 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

2 11.8% 
3 42.8% 

5 18.5% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
1 16.7% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

Felony \/s. 
t Person 

!!2:. ! 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

2.3.5% 
14.3% 

5 18.5% 
3 42..8% 

4 18.2% 
o 0.0% 

1 100.0% 
o 0.0% 
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Project: Alameda Del inquency PreventIon Program 
Group or Sub-grouT: All ExperImental, Contrel and Sibl ing Referrals to Project 
Number of Referra s: Experimental, 33; Control ,';!3; Siblings, 10l! 

No Offense 
!!£.. ! 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

3 100.0% 
5 100.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

10 90.9% 
12 92.3% 

100.0% 
50.0% 

11 100.0% 
5 71.4% 

5 62.5% 
2 50.0% 

10 90.1% 
8 88.9% 

866.7% 
4 44.4% 

4 50.0% 
2 33.3% 

7 58.3% 
3 42.9% 

I I 78.6% 
8 100.0% 

'>'. 

Del. Tend. 
!!£.. .[ 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
I 100.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

I, 33.3% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

75.0% 
20.0% 

I 25.0% 
2 50.0% 

o 0.0% 
3 75.0% 

1 33.3% 
a 0.0% 

SEVER ITY OF OFFENSE S I X MONTHS PRE 

602 /ilsd. 
!!£.. ! 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

I 100.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
I 50.0% 

33.3% 
50.0% 

I 100.0% 
a 0.0% 

o O.(l% 
3 60.011i 

25.0% 
25.0% 

20.0% 
25.0% 

I 33.3% 
a 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

I 33.3~; 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
I 20.2% 

a 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

I 20.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

Felony vs. 
Property 

!!£.. ! 

a ,0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
I 100.0% 

a 0.0% 
I 100.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
I 50.0% 

.;~ 

a 0.0% 
I 50.0% 

a 0.0% 
1 100.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

2 50.0% 
I 25.0% 

3 60.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

Fe lony vs. 
Person 

!!£.. ! 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
'0 0.0% 

I 25.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

I 33.3% 
a 0.0% 

TABLE 54 

CHANGES IN THE SEVERITY OF OFFENSES COHfllTTEO BY AGE GROUP SIX /iONTHS PRE, 
S I X HONTHS POST ArlD ONE '(EAR AFTER REFERRAL TO PROJECT 

Age Groups 

Under 5 
~oF Referrals 

Experimental a 
Control a 

Siblings 
Experimental 
Control 

S - 9 

3 
5 

Number of Referrals 
Experlmenta I a 
COntrol I 

Sibling" 
Experimental II 
Control 13 

10 - 11 
iiiiiiiberof Referrals 

Experimental I 
Control 2 

Siblings 
Experimental I I 
'Control 7 

~ 
Nurr.~er of Referrals 

Experimental 8 
Co~trol 4 

~ 
Experimental II 
Control 9 

14 - 15 
Numil.er .of Referr"ls 

Experimental 12 
Control 9 

Siblings 
Experimental 
Control 

16 - 17 

8 
6 

~of ReferralS 
E'xperlmental 12 
Control 7 

Siblings 
Experlment.,1 14 
Control 8 

No Offense 
!!£.. ! 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

3 100.0% 
5 100.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

9 81.8% 
13 100.0% 

100.0% 
50.0% 

9 81.8% 
7 11'0.0% 

3 3l'.5% 
4 100..0% 

10 90,'9% 
7 77.8% 

4 33.3:t 
7 77.8\\ 

4 50.;;;;; 
6 100.0%, 

5 41.7%. 
2 28.6% 

12 85.7% 
8 100.0% 

\' 
\', 

SEVER ITY OF OFFENSE S I X MONTHS POST 

Del. Tend. 
l!£.:.. ! 

a 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
I) 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
I 100.0% 

1 50.0% 
a 0.0% 

2 40.0% 
a 0.0% 

I 100.0%" 
o 0.0% 

4 50.0% 
I 50.0% 

2 50.0::' 
a 0.0% 

I 14.3% 
2 40.0% 

I 50.0% 
o 0.0% 

144 

602 Hisd. 
!!£.. ! 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
I 100.0% 

2 100.0% 
a 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

I 20.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
2 100.0% 

2 25.0% 
I 50.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
2 40.0% 

9 0.0% 
00.0% 

a Q,O% 
a O.O!(: 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
!l 0.0% 

~ 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

,0 0.0% 
\) 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
o (l,ot 

I 12.5% 
a ·'.0% 

a ~I.O% 
a 0 .• 0% 

2 28,,6% 
a 0,,0% 

I 50.0% 
a 0 .. 0% 

\\ 
~~-,~~j-"~---.--.--. 

Felony vs. 
..i!:£J1~ 
!!£.. ! 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

I 50.0% 
a 0.0% 

2 40.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

I 25.0% 
a 0.0% 

42.9% 
20.0% 

a 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

Felony vs. 
Person 

No. ~ 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a O.O~ 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

I 12.5% 
a 0.0% 

1 25.0% 
a 0.0% 

I 14.3% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

No Offense 
No. ! 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

3 100.1)'t 
5 100.Il!/: 

D 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

9 81.8% 
13 100.0% 

100.0% 
50.0% 

9 81.8% 
7 100.0% 

3 37.5% 
4 100.0% 

9 81.8% 
7 7,7.8% 

8.3% 
66.7% 

4 50.0% 
3 50.0% 

5 41.7% 
I 14.3% 

II 78.6% 
8 100.0% 

Del. Tend. 
!!£.. ! 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
1 100.0% 

I 50.0% 
a 0.0% 

2 40.0% 
a 0.0% 

2 100.0% 
o 0.0% 

36.4% 
33.3% 

25.0% 
33.3% 

I 14.3% 
3 50.0% 

2 66.7% 
a 0.0% 

SEVERITY OF OFFENSE ONE YEAR POST 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
100.0% 

2 100.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

I 20.0% 
0' 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
2 100.0% 

4 36.4% 
I 33.3% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
2 33.3% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.'0% 

2 18.2% 
I 33.3% 

25.0% 
33.3% 

28.6% . 
16.7% 

I 33.3% 
a 0.0% 

Felony V5. 
Property 

!!£.. ! 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
(I 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

O. 0.0% 
o 0.9% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

I 50.0% 
a 0.0% 

2 40. 0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0'1; 

25.0% 
33.3% 

3 42.9% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

Felony vs. 
Person 

!i!:?!. 1 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
o 0.0% 

o 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 

I 9.1% 
a 0.0% 

I 25.0% 
a 0.0% 

I 14.3% 
a 0.0% 

a 0.0% 
a 0.0% 
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SET X.I 

CHANG~S IN THE NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED 
SIX MONTHS AND ONE Y~AR AFTER REFERRAL FOR 
ALL REFERRALS WHO HAD NO PRIDR OFFENSES OR 

HAD COMMITTED EITHER ONE OR TWO PRE-PROJECT 
OFFENSES 

We have already analyzed the success of the projects In relation to changes 

in the average number and severity of offenses by type of offense and age group_ Set 

XI analyzes the relative success the projects had in treating referrals with respect 

to the number of offenses they had committed prior to referral. Many of the referrals 

had committed more than two pre-project offenses, but our analysis was limited to 

assessing outcomes on only those ~eferrals who had no prior offenses or had committed 

either one offense or two pre-project offenses. 

The three tables in this Set show outcome, controlling for the number of 

prior offenses in each project. At the bottom of each table we combined all of the 

experimental and control referrals to show the overall results of the cluster. 

The two main conclusions we reached from these tables were: 

1 • The projects did considerably better than control with 

referra I 5 who had e i the~r no pri or arrests or who had 
~. 

committed only one offE~nse prior to referral; 

2. Neither the projects nor control were very successful 

with referrals who had co~~itted more than two offenses 

prior to referral, but control IS results were slightly 

better than the projects. 

Sacramento 601 Deli~quency Diversion Project 

In the Sacramento project only 12% of the referrals having no prior offense 

-145-
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committed more than one offense SIX months after referral in comparison to 24% for 

control. A year later, thedifference between the two groups had narrowed consid­

erably. Thirty percent of the experimental group had committed more than one offense 

and 33% for control. 

Fifty-nine percent of the project referrals who had committed one prior 

offense had been rearrested at least once six months after referral and 62% of the 

control group had been rearrested at least once. A year later the difference between 

the two groups had increased to 10%. 

For those who. had committed two. pre-project offenses, control did consid-

erab1y better than project both six months and a year after referral. Twelve months 

after referral, 79% of the project youth had been rearrested and 50% of the control 

group. 

Yolo Youth Services Bureau 

Regardless of the number of pre-project offenses they committed, the Yolo 

project had the lowest percentage of their referrals being rearrested of any project 

in the cluster. This is true both six months and a year after referral.' Like the 

other projects, Yolo had more success with the referrals who had no prior offenses. 

RlchmoQd Probation Intervention Unit 

Because there were so few referrals in the reference group that we used 

in some of the other tables, we omitted them from this Set. Outcome results for the 

Richmond referrals that had no prior off~ses were very similar to Sacramento. This 

is also true for the group of referrals who had committed only one prior offense. 
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For those referrals that committed two pre-project offenses, the Richmond 

project had somewhat more success than Sacramento. Thi rty"'nine percent lof the 

Richmond referrals committed no offenses six months after referral in comparison to 

32% for Sacramento. Twelve months after referral 32% of the Richmond refe'rrals sti I 1 

committed no offenses, whereas only 21% of the Sacramento referrals had not been 

rearrested. 

Alameda Delinquency Prevention Pro~ram 

Without exceptIon, control referrals in each group did considerably better 

than the project. Twenty-five percent of the control referrals who had no prior 

arrests had been rearrested six months after referral in comparison to 43% in the 

project. Thirty-three percent of the control referrals who had committed one pre-

project offense had been arrested at least once six months after referral, while 

50% of the project youth had been arrested at least once. 

Six months after referral, 50% of both the control and project referrals 

who had committed two prior offenses had been rearrested. A year later, 50% of the 

control referrals had been rearrested, while everyone of the project youth had been 

rearrested at least once. 
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TABLE 55 

\i I 
CHANGES IN THE NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED SIX MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR POST 

1,\ 
FOR ALL REFERRALS WITH NO PRIOR ARRESTS BY PROJECT 

',I 

NUMBER OF OFFENSES SIX MONTHS POST NUMBER OF OFFENSES ONE YEAR POST 
.11. 

Project a I 2 _3_ 4+ a I 2 _3_ 4+ 
:1 ',( 

" 

SACRAMENTO 

,Exper i men ta I 69 :I Number 42 18 4 3 2 35 IS 9 3 7 
Percent 60.9 26. I 5.8 /1.3 2.8 47.7 23.1 13.8 4.6 10·7 

Control 51 
~ 

- \ Number 24 15 10 1 I 20 14 II I S 
Percent 47. I 29.4 19.6 2.0 2.0 39.2 27.5 21.6 2.0 9.8 

(> 

YOLO 

Experimental 150 
Number 124 IS 8 2 I 114 16 II 5 2 
Percent 82.7 10.0 5.3 1.3 0.7 77,,0 10.8 7.4 ,3.4 1.4 

RICHMOND 

Experimental 26 
Number 16 4 5 I a 13 7 2 2 2 
Percent 61.5 15.4 19.2 3.8 0.0 50.0 26.9 7.7 7.7 7.7 

ALAMEDA 

Experimental 15 
Number 8 2 3 2 a 7 2 3 3 a 
Percent 53.3 13.3 20.0 13.3 0.0 46.7 13.3 20.0 20.0 0.0 

Control 4 
Number 3 1 0 a 0 3 0 I 0 a 
Percent 7S.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 75.0 0.0 2S.0 0.0 0.0 

ALL PRO.IEeTS 

E;xperiruel'ltal 260 
Number 190 39 20 8 3 169 40 2S 13 11 
Percent 73.1 15.0 7.7 3.1 1.1 65.0 IS.4 9.6 5.0 4.2 

Control 55 
Number 27 i6 10 1 1 23 14 12 I 5 
Percent 49.1 29.1 18.2 1.8 1.8 41.8 25.6 4.6 1.8 9.0 

'" 
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Project 

SACRAMENTO 

Experimental 39 
Number 
Percent 

Control 24 

YOLO 

Number 
Percent 

Expel"imental 77 
Number 
Percent 

RICHMOND 

Experimental 30 
Number 
Percent 

ALAMEDA 

~~perimental 6 
Number 
Percent 

Contro 1 6 
Number 
Percent 

ALL PROJECTS 

Experimental 152 
Number 
Percent 

Control 30 
Number 
Percent 

~~~-

CHANGES I N THE: NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMM I TTED S I X MONTHS \~OST ~.NI} ONE YEAR POST 
FOR ALL REFERRALS HHO COMM I TTED ONE PRE-PROJECT OFI:ENSE BY PROJECT 

_~.B.UMBER OF OFFENSE:s SIX MONTHS POST NUMBER OF OFFENSE!, ONE YEAR POST 

o 

16 
41.0 

9 
37.5 

sa 
75.3 

12 
40.0 

4 
66.7 

89 
58.6 

_1 _ 

12 
30.8 

9 
37.5 

13 
16.9 

11 
36.7 

3 
50.0 

I) 

Q.O 

39 
25.7 

9 
30.0 

_ 2 _ 

6 
15.4 

3 
12.5 

4 
5.2 

3 
10.0 

o 
0.0 

1 
16.7 

13 
B.6 

4 
13.3 

_ 3_ 

1 
2.6 

I 
4.2: 

2 
2.6 

2 
6.7 

o 
0.0 

1 
16.7 

o 
0.0 

2 
6.7 

149 

4 
10.3 

2 
B.4 

o 
0.0 

2 
6.7 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

2 
6.7 

o 

12 
34.3 

6 
25.0 

53 
68.8 

12 
40.0 

1 
16.7 

3 
50.0 

78 
51.3 

9 
30.0 

~_1_ 

8 
22.9 

6 
25.0 

13 
16.9 

9 
30.0 

3 
50.0 

I 
16.7 

33 
21.7 

7 
23.3 

9 
25.7 

4 
16.7 

3 
3.9 

4 
13.3 

2 
33.3 

I 
16.7 

18 
11.8 

5 
16.7 

_3_ 

1 
2.9 

3 
12.5 

3 
3.9 

2 
6.7 

o 
0.0 

1 
16.7 

6 
3.9 

5 
14.3 

5 
20.8 

5 
6.5 

3 
9.9 

o 
0.0 

o 
0.0 

13 
8.6 

5 
16.7 

" 
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TABLE 57 I ~ 
':'! " 

CHANGES IN THE NUMBER OF OFFENSES COMMITTED SIX MONTHS POST AND ONE YEAR POST 
FOR ALL REFERRALS WHO COMMITTED TWO PRE-PROJECT OFFENSES BY PROJECT 

J NUMBER OF OFFENSES SIX MONTHS POST NUMBER OF OFFENSES ONE YEAR POST 
Project 0 -L -L. -L ~ _-2- _1_ -L. -L 4+ '[ -SACRAMENTO 

Experimental 19 

.. 1 

Number 6 4 II 2 3 4 4 4 2 5 Percent 31.6 21.1 21.1 10.5 15.8 21.1 21.1 21.1 10.5 26.4 Control 8 

'",: II 

Number 5 2 0 0 1 4 2 I 0 I Percent 62.5 25.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 50.0 25.0 12.5 0.0 12.5 YOLO 

Experimental 32 
Number 21 ' 10 I 0 0 IS 10 6 0 I Percent 65.6 31.3 3.1 0.0 0.0 46.9 31.3 18.8 0.0 3. I RICHMOND 

Experimental 26 
!!"":-. Number 10 9 3 3 I 8 8 I ~ 4 Percent 38.5 34.6 11.5 11.5 3.3 30.8 30.8 3.8 19.2 15.3 ALAMEDA 

'!"",l 

Expe rl men ta 1 2 
Number 1 a I 0 a 0 I 1 a a Percent 50.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 Control 4 
Number 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 Percent 50.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 ALL PROJECTS 

Experimental 79 
I,;,j."' Number 38 23 9 5 4 27 25 12 7 10 Percerjt 48. I 29. I 11.4 6.3 5.1 34.2 31.6 15.2 8.9 12.7 Control 12 

Numb~r 7 2 2 0 I 6 2 3 0 1 Percent 58.3 16.7 16.7 0.0 8.3 50.0 16.7 25.0 0.0 8.3 

J 

150 'J 
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SET XII 

DURATION OF SERVICE BY REFERRAL CATEGORY 

Up to this pointt the evaluation has dealt entirely with the characteristics 

of the referral populatIon and their treatment outcomes. The two Sets of tables 

which concluded this section of the report focuses on two aspects of the service side 

of the projects; i.e., the duration of service and the number of treatment contacts. 

We found a fairly substantial amount of data on both aspects of the service 

program. although more data existed on the duration of service than on the number of 

treatment contacts. In Alameda the data on number of treatment contacts was supplied 

--- by the project staff and In Sacramento from a sample of the ~ase records. 

--~ In the cluster there are some wide variations in the service concepts as 

they relate to duration, frequency of contact and continuity of service. 

At one extreme we would include Sacramento and Richmond, where the practice 

was to deal with the case immediately, tn the ~ontext of the situatIon that precip-

itated the referral Incident and then withhold further service until another specific 
-,~ 

incident made recontact with the case necessary~ The average number of treatment 

contacts in Sacramento was only 2.1; in Richmond it was 2.3. In over 70% cf the 

caSeS In both projects the treatment was concluded and the case terminated in the 

first 60-days following referral. 

At the other extreme was Alameda where the policy was to provide a much 

more intensive type of treatment over an extetV;~d period. The referrall were seen 

about once a week over the entire year we followed the treatment group. The number 

of contacts in the sample varied from a maxImum of 82 contacts per year to a minimum 

J of 35. Service continued for over a year in 67% of the project's cases. Data. 

wasn't available on the control group. ). 

\ 
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Yolo was the only project that didn't have a clearly defined service policy. 

The service concepts in this project were discussed largely in terms of counselor-

c I rent ri3pport rather than famIly i nvo lvement; peer interact i on as opposed to authori ty 

recognition; and the counseling was done in settings familiar and convenient to the 

referral rather than in a home envi ronment. ' 

Another important difference was that there was very little continuity 

between the caseworker and the referrals in the Yolo project. Organizational problems, 

management turnovers and constant uncertainty about the supply of the case aide 

volunteers practically precluded having the kind of scheduled, fullow-up involvement 

with the cases that was possible with professional, full-time staff in the other 

projects. 

This type of an administrative situation necessitated a much dfffer~nt type 

of casework practice. One very evident difference was that whi Ie Yolo saw' the 

cases about as many times as Richmond or Sacramento the service period was much shorter. 

This, was true even with the youth who had been referred for serious offenses. Fifty-

one percent of the cases were closed within seven days after referral and 60% within 

21-days. We attributed this more to the problems related to th6 avai lability of staff 

rather than to a deliberate service policy. 
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TABLE 58 

DURATION OF SERVICE BY REFERRAL CATEGORY* 

Project: Sacramento 601 Diversion Project 
Groue or Sub-group: All Experimental Referrals on which Duration Data 

was Ava i 1 ab 1 e 
Number of Referrals havin[ Data Recorded: 92 

1 to 7 Days 
Percent 

8 to 21 Days 
Percent 

22 to 60 Days 
Percent 

2 to 3 Months 
Percent 

3 to 6 Months 
Percent 

6 Months to Year 
Percent 

Over 1 Year 
Percent 

Total Referrals 
in each Offense 
Category 

Pel. 
Tend. .-
17 
19.6% 

12 
13.8% 

3;1 
37.9% 

3-
3.4% 

16 
18.5% 

3 
3.4% 

3 
3,.4% --

87 

Petty 
Theft 
~~ 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

2 
66.7% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

1 
33.3% 

0 
0.0% 

3 

Alcohol/ 
tE~r i j uana 

1 
50.0% . 

0 
0.0% 

50.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

0 
0.0% 

2 

Row 
Total 

No. & % 

18 
19.6% 

12 
13.0% 

36 
39.0% 

3 
3.4% 

16 
17.3%. 

4 
LI.3% 

3 
3.4% 

92 

*Duration of service is time between date of first contact and termination of case. 
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TABLE 59 

DURATION OF SERVICE BY REFERRAL CATEGORY* 

Project.: Yo 1 0 Youth Servi ce Bureau 
Group or Sub-group: All Law Enforcement and Probation Referrals on which Duration Data was Available 
Number of Referrals having Data Recorded: 143 

to 7 Days 
Percent 

/1 

8 to 21 Days 
Percent 

22 to 60 days 
Percent 

2 to 3 Months 
Percent 

3 to 6 'Months 
Percent 

6 Months to I Year 
Percent 

Over 1 Year 
Percent 

Total Referrals 
in each Offense 
Category 

*Duration of service 

[.' -1.".--' 

~~~~ =-.. -;.-'-,'~:: .. ~,~,....--,--~~,..:,,-,- "'>-''::=:~JP;>--;, 

Del. 
Tend. 

13 
44.8% 

3.4% 

10 
34.5% 

3.4% 

4 
13.8% 

o 
0.0% 

o 
0.0% 

29 

Petty 
Theft -
26 
52.0% 

5 
10.0% 

6 
12.0% 

4 
8.0% 

2 
4.0% 

7 
14.0% 

o 
OoJ% -

50 

Ma 1 • 
Mischief 

13 
59.1% 

3 
13.6% 

1 
4.5% 

1 
4.5% 

3 
13.6% 

1 
4.5% 

o 
0.0% 

22 

Other 
M i sd. 

6 
60.0% 

1 
10.0% 

2 
20.0% 

o 
0.0% 

o 
0.0% 

o 
0.0% 

1 
10.0% 

10 

Alcohol/ 
Ma ri j uana 

9 
64.3% 

o 
0.0% 

7.1% 

o 
0.0% 

2 
14 ... 3% 

2 
14~3% 

o 
0.0% 

14 

Dang. 
Drug 

Felony 

33,.3% 

1 
33.3% 

1 
33.3% 

o 
0 .. 0% 

o 
0.0% 

o 
0.0% 

o 
0.0% 

3 

is time between date of first contact and term.ination of case .. 

Felony 
vs 

Property 

3 
25.0% 

1 
8.3% 

4 
33.3% 

1 
8.3% 

8.3% 

2 
16.7% 

o 
0.0% --

12 

a 

Felony 
vs 

Person 

2 
66.3% 

o 
0.0% 

1 
33.7% 

o 
0.0% 

o 
0.0% 

o 
0.0% 

o 
0.0% 

3 

lo, 
I.; Q 

Row 
Total 

No. & % 

13 
51.0% 

12 
8.4% 

26 
18.2% 

Z~, 
'4.91% 

!' 
12(0'/ 
8).% 

12 
8.4% 

1 
0.7% 

143 
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TABLE 60 

DURATION OF SERVICE BY REFERRAL CATEGORY* 

Project: Richmond Probation Intervention Unit 
Group or Sub-'group: All First Year Referrals to Project on which Duration Data was Recorded 
Number of Referrals having Data Recorded: 106 

Dang. Felony 
Del. Petty Ma 1. Other Alcohol! Drug vs.:t 
Tend. Theft Mischief Misd. Marijuana Felony Property 

to 7 Days 20 2 1 4 0 0 
Percent 24.1% 20.0% 50.0% 100.0% 44.4% 0.0% 0.0% 

8 to 21 Days 8 4 0 0 1 0 0 
Percent 9.6% 40.0% 0.0% 0.0% 11. 1 % 0.0% 0.0% 

22 to 60 Days 29 4 1 0 0 
Percent 34.9% 40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 11. 1 % 0.0% 100.0% 

'2 to 3 Months 6 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Percent 7.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 11. 1 % 0.0% 0.0% 

-3 to 6 Months 13 0 0 0 2 0 0 
Percent 15.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 22. 2~~ 0.0% O~O% 

6 Months to 1 Year 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Percent 8.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% , 0.0%_ 0.0% 0.0% ------ ~~,- - -.---.. --

Tota 1 Referra lsi n 
each Offense Category Q2 

VJ 10 2 9 0 

*Duration of service is time between date of fi"rst contact and termination of case. 

~ \ ,~ ~ 

I 

Felony Row 
vs. Tota 1 

Person No. & % 

0 28 
0.0% 26.4% 

0 13 
0.0% 12.3% 

0 36 
0.0% 34.0% 

0 7 
0.0% 6.6% 

0 15 
0.0% 14~2% 

0 7 
0.0% 6. -- ------- -- -.----~-..:: 

'''' 
0 106 
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TABLE 61 

[JURAT ION OF SERV I CE BY REFERRAL CATEGORY~'t 

Proj ect: Alameda Delinquency Prevention Project 
Group or Sub-group: All Experimental Referrals to Project on which Duration Data was Recorded 
Number of Refe.ra fs havi n9 Data Recorded: 33 

Dang. 
Del. Petty Mal. Other Alcohol! Drug' 
Tend. Theft Mischief Misd. Marijuana Felony 

6 Months to 1 Year 5 0 1 0 1 
Percent 31.3% 0.0% 50.0% 100.0% 0.0% 50.0% 

Over 1 Year 11 2 0 3 1 
Percent 68.7% 100.0% 50.1% 0.0% 100.0% 50.1% 

I 
l Total Referrals 

in each Offense 
\ Category 16 2 2 3 2 

;~'tDurat i on of servi ce is time between date of fi rst contact and termi nat i on of case. 
i , 

Felony 
vs 

Property 

3 
60.0% 

2 
40.0% 

5 

Felony 
vs 

Person --
0 
0.0% 

2 
100.0% 

2 

I 
{I, 

~ 

- ~ .". ", 

Row 
Total 

No. & % 

11 
33.3% 

22 
66.7% 

33 

ill t-__ ~ __ \ 

-t"~<~~~~~~1~,#~~~;:;;r;~~":;:;,~: 0·~~""""='""'o""""'-
;.~ -";".--~-<: ~~ .~,.:~ -.--..~ 



TABLE 62 

NUMBER OF TREATMENT CONTACTS BY REFERRAL CATEGORY 

Project: Yoio Youth Service Bureau 
Group or Sub~9ro:!:!£.: All LaW Enforcement and Probation Referrals to Project 
Number of Referrals: 279 

Referral Categoq~ 

Delinquent TendenS[ 
Number 
Percent 

Petty Theft 
Number 
Percent 

Malicious Mischief 
Number 
Percent 

Other Misdemeanors 
Number 
Percent 

Alcohol-Marijuana 
Number . 
Percent 

Dangerous Drugs Felon~ 
Numbt:!r 
Percent 

Felony vs. Property 
Number 
Percent 

Felony vs. Person 
Number 
Percent 

Total Having Data Recorded 
No Data Recorded 

Average Number of Treatment 
Contacts for Total Population: 1.9 

Percent Committing other Offenses 
Six Months Post 

16 
45.7 

31 
51.7 

14 
56.0 

7 
58.3 

7 
63.6 

2 
66.7 

6 
42.9 

3 
50.0 

NUMBER OF TREATMENT CONTACTS 

2 3 

9 4 
25.7 11.4 

13 8 
21.7 13.3 

10 0 
40.0 0.0 

4 1 
33.3 8.3 

1 3 
9.1 27.3 

0 0 
0.0 0.0 

3 2 
21.4 14.9 

2 0 
33.3 0.0 

16.9 

157 

~ 

6 
17.2 

8 
13.4 

1 
4.0 

0 
0.0 

0 
0.0 

l 
33.3 

3 
21.4 

I 
16.7 

20.0 

Total 
No. & % 

35 
21.2 

60 
36.1 

25 
15.1 

12 
7.2 

11 
6.6 

3 
1.8 

14 
8.4 

6 
.J:i 
166 
113 
m 

Ave. No. of 
contacts by 

referral 
category 

2.1 

2.1 

1.6 

1.5 

1.6 

2.0 

2.1 

1 .• 8 
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TABLE 63 

NUMBER OF TREATMENT CONTACTS BY REFERRAL CATEGORY 

Project: Richmond Intervention Unit 
Group or Sub-group: All First Year Referrals 
Number of Referrals: 132 

Referral Category 

Delinquent Tendency 
Number 
Percent "" 

Petty Theft 
Number 
Percent 

Malicious Mischief 
Number 
Percent 

Alcohol-Marijuana 
wNumber -
Percent 

Felony vs. Property 
Number 
Percent 

Total Having Data Recorded 
No Data Recorded 

Average Number of Treatment 
Contacts for Total Population: 2.3 

Percent Committing Other Offenses 
Six Months Post 

.'..f..) c 

30 
37.5 

5 
71.4 

0 
0.0 

3 
42.9 

1 
20.0 

59.0 

NUMBER OF TREATMENT CONTACTS 

2 3 4 

12 20 7 
15.0 25.0 8.8 

1 1 0 
'14.3 14.3 0.0 

2 a a 
100.0 0.0 0.0 

4 a 0 
57.1 0.0 0.0 

0 4 0 
0.0 80.0 0.0 

53.6 64.0 72.l1 

~~~- :-----~ ':--' -' -' -" ~",,'~"" 

!J 
.r,' 

1" 
1<>\, I, 

-.\ 

Ave. No. of 
contacts by 

Total referra 1 
5+ No. & % category 

11 80 
13.9 79.2 2.5 

a 
0.0 

7 
6.9 1.4 

f 

0 
0.0 

0 
0.0 

00[' Lt'\~ 

2 i 1.9 1.0 

7 II 6.9 1.6 

J 
f 
" 0 

0.0 
5 2.6 4.9 

10-1 -

2!.. 
132 

fl f 

~ 72..0 
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YOLO YOUTH SERVICES BUREAU 

The eVq!uatlon data in Section II I of tH'e report was concerned exclusively 

with outcomes and results as they Talated to the law enforcement and probation 
" 

referrals to t~is cluster of projects. The predominate focus of our analysis was on 

this group' of referrals because all of the projects were originally funded and 

organized for the purpose of treating and otherwise reducing the incidence of delin­

quency in the target areas. In spite of .the fact that t\iere were different treatment 

approaches represented in the cluster, the one obj~ctive of reducing delinquency was 

common to all of them. 
~ 

As it happened, the service program in the Yolo project was abruptly 

shifted to an entirely different treatment population in the last six months of the 

.third grant year.' Up to this point the project had been primarily concerned with 

youth who had actually been arrested by the police for some specific violation or 

another. 

As we have already explained (see page 27) the police and probation 

depar~~ents had practically stopped making referrals to the proj,ct by July of 1973. 

When this primary source of their referrals ended, the project turned its efforts 

toward the schools in developing. another replacement sourc~ 9f referrals. The 

project was apparently successful because 72% of the projecp's referrals 'came from 

the s~hools in the last grant year and this figure increased to nearly 100% after 

the courity assumed fiscal responslbJlity for the program in fiscal year 1973-74. 

Although they,had relatively little experience with this phase of the 

Bureau's program, there was a strong feel ing among the project staff that the 

evaluation. should include, to the extent possible, some aSSessment of what the 

Bureau now regarded as its most successful program to date. 

-1,59-
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We recognized the project's interest in having the last 'Phase of their , . 

,~, 

ence with the program; "data about the service side of the program was very limited;. 

none of the case aid~s could be contacted that worked during th~~1973 school year 
;{. . 

and at the time this evaluation started, the greater part of the,s~h601 program had 

been shffted to school districts completely out~side the target ~rea. 

Our§olution In trying to provide something for the evaluation of this c, 

phase of the Y610 project was to select a sample representing 15% of the 1973 school 

referrals and survey principals, counselors and teachers for their impressions and 

reactions to the case afde program. The questionnaire we developed is shown in the 

appendix. 

The questionnaire was delivered to the schools by our staff. The purpose 

of the questionnaire was explained to-a:'pr1ncipal, counselor or someone who took 

responsibility for locating the teacher 6r the person who either referred the I, 

~tudent or who had worked most closely with the case aide and the student involved. 

The sample consisted of 51 referrar~ 'from all three school districts in 

;:;whlch tpe Bureau operated. A 11 the quest''f'onna i r~~ were retu.rned except for the 15 

referrals in ihe sample from the Esparto elementary ~chool District. 

it Seven of the 36 referrals on :.vhich questionnaires were returned hac! 

Two others could not be located and no other comment about 
v . 

ResJ~,onses about the remaining 21":re£errals ;'n the sam~le 
~re presented in the following table. 
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Quest Ion 

1. Who refe,;red the student 
to the YSB? 

2. Reason for referra 1 : 

3. Nature of servIce 
provided: 

4. Term of service: 

5. EstImated nllmber of 
weekly contacts: 

6. Why wa&.student referred 
to YSB? 

7. Old you as a teacher feel 
that the abIlities, 
experience and the pro­
fessional training of the 
YSB case aides were 
adequate considering the 
nature and dIffIculty of 
the referral problem? 

,.i\ " 

;.~.-

TABLE 64 

TABULATION OF RESPONSES TO QUEST ! ONNA IRE 

Teacher 
Counselor 
PrIncIpal or Dean 
Unknown 

Attendance 
Behavior Problem 
Lea rn ing Prob I em 
Need fo~ group 

I nvo I vement 
Other 

Individual tutoring 
Group tutoring 
Crafts 
IndivIdual counselIng, 
personal problems 

lildlvldual counsel ing, 
behavior problems 

No response 

No response 
4-6 Months 

One 
Two 
Three or more 
Unknown 

No school counselor 
available 

No teacher aides 
Directed by Principal 
No reply 

Yes 
No 
No reply 

16 
I 
4 
6 

6 
12 
15 

3 
4 

9 
5 
I 

9 

3 
6 

14 
13 

16 
5 
I 
5 

3 
4 
9 

11 

11 
11 
5 

8. 

9. 

Question 

How would you rate the Improve­
ment you feel was made wIth the 
student's problems which you could 
attribute to the YSB case aides? 

HoW did you fIrst hear about the 
services which the YSB offer 
schools? 

No ImprQ~71~ht 
Slight Improvement 
Cons I derable 
Outs tand I ng'\ 
No reply 

YSB Personnel 
PrIncIpal ., 
No response 

Jjurnbill. 
- !,i' 

")/: 

is 
18 
I 
o 
3 

11 
9 
7 

10. Rate the YSB case aide program that was carried out In your school from 
the standpoInt of the following"characterlstlcs: 

A. RegularIty and frequency of 
contact between the student 
and the case aIde. 

B. Turnover aod permanency of 
the aIde assIgnments to your 
school. 

C. Certainty about"the continuing 
relatIonshIp between case aide 
and the student. 

D. Preparation of case aide. 

E. SupervIsion over caSe aides by 
school or YSB. 

F. AvailabilIty of necessary 
supp II es and other resou;'ces 
needed by case aide. 

G. Teacher's ImpressIon of how 
the student regarded the YSB 

~\ case aIde's assIstance. 

"=-- -II. Old you;~~s a referring teacher 
have the o~iportun I ty to measure 
and dlrect]ithe tutorIng or 
cou~~J'~conducted by the YSB? 

12. As'a teacher would you refer 
students to the YSB program 
again? 

161 

?os+tlve' NegatIve ~esponse 

22 

16 

10 

18 

10 

7 

26 

Yes 
No 
No reply 

Yes 
No 
No reply 

4 

8 

12. 

8 

\1 

16 

'"-- 13 
6 
8 

24 
2 
I 

6 

4 

o 

) 
" 

1 

I 
f i: 

1: 
I 
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Several of the teachers made som~ collater~l notations on the questiOnnaires 
~ K 

,cOr comments to our staff about the program which we also thought~as In,~icatI7r. of 

how It was regarded. Generally, the teachers seemed to be very supportive ofqthe 
if 
II 

case aide program. Several mentioned that the case aides served as a .substi1iute for 
I! 
ii 

regular teacher aides that the district was not ab'le to provide. Casl~a i des§ Were 
Ii 
" 

~ble to give sPecial attention to a few students; that otherwi'sewouldn ' t harte received 
II 

/i 

~It. Several made observations on the Improvement in the program over the ~revious 

ye"lr. 

On the negative side, much of the comment went to-the point tha~ teachers 
" 

did not know much about the purpose of the program, its availability. or ;,how it was 
,I 

coordinated b~tween the Individual schools and the district. 
II 
.1 

Some of th~ teachers r 
I , 

'~HerJ~ not even aware that their students had been seen by the caSf~ aides ,;'unti I they 
/ ,-_,,/,) d 
"r !/ 

received the questionnaire. This apparent contradiction might be~~arti~lly explained 
·1 

'/ 

by the fact that in many aases the students were seen very informally, ~such as at 

lunch, on the plftyground, or after school. 

Some 'of the teachers were critical of the follow-thr,'ough of,1 the case aides 

. after they started to work with a student. Teachers s~emed to be un$ur~ whether 

part-time case aides could maintain enough regularity and cohtinuity In their visits 
:, 

II' 

to be effective. This is a kind of problem t~at is probably Just ihherent to any 
'! ..... ";,, 

program relying primarily on part-time volunteers. 
(~, 

")'" "r'elated to the problem of haVing a very I imi ted staff cove:dng three 9,~ographically 

c ~eparated school districts with many Jndividual schools. 

It was very evident ,from all our discuss.ions with principals and school 
!,,I • 

counselors that these school referrals whkh are being made to the Bureau now are 

not regarded as' being delinquent in any .sense. Clearly, the project has shifted Its 
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service orieITtatlo~ away from delinquency and delinquency prevention to one of pro­

viding a suppl~mental service to the schools of the county • 

. ' 

RICHMOND OUTREACH , 
I 

Outr~ach's records will support receivin~~pproxi~ately 600 ref.rrals 

between October 1971 and January 1973. We verified this to pur satisfaction from a 

close review of the intake log which had been maintained in the progr,am since its 

inception. Their own records made the following breakdown of the referrals: 

Sex of Youth Served Percent 

Male 
Female 
Total 

382 
218 
600 

64 
36 

100% 

1 

Race of Youth Servea ~rce!ll. 

Black 
White 
Chicano 
Total 

555 
25 
2'0 

bOO 

92 
4 
3 

100% 

~ge of Youth ~erved Percent 

5-9 62 10 
10-13 104 18 
14- 1.5 174 29 
16-17 157 26 
18+ 103 17 
Total bOO 100% 

It was apparent that the referrals could be segregated into three basic 

serv i ce categori es--tutor i ng, recreat i ona 1 act i vi ti es and employment counsel ~ng. ' 
/ , 
\( 

By this classification the referrals fell into about three equally~sized 

groups of about 200 each. The records that-were mainticmed. in the project told us 

very little about the exterit, duration or nature of the service that was p~ovided 

to the referrals in any of the three groups. 
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The following description of the project about the objectives and character 
", 

of the individual counseling phase of their program was as adequate.as any we could 

devise: 
Ii 

"The counse 1 i ng program is ndlt des i gned to. he I p youth 
,·with psychological difficulties, ~)ut only to help them learn 
to deal with situational difficulties, such as difficulties 
betw~en the youth and his,schoolbr his fami ly. Each of the 
cou~~elors (~ctivity lead~rsY is assigned to a Model Neigh­
borhood target area school to help counsel youth attending 
those schools in a nonauthoritarian manner. Youth with serious 
psychologlcalproblems~are referred to outside agencies for 
help .. 

"The activities rUn by the Outreach Center include 
sponsoring ,youth clubs, sponsoring ,Clthhhic teams, running 

/'karate c1as,ses, sewing clas!?es, bowling teams, and running 

I 
youth encounter sess ions and youth conferp.,_nces. These 

. I activitJes are utilized in a therapeutic manner. They are 
f carried out in an attempt to help the youngster develop a 
~~pq~itive self-image and greater interest fn relating to 

otn{(rs. The Outreach Center also serves as a drop"'in center 
foriyouth wishing to pJay pool~ quiet games, or just talk. 
The building is aisa used for club meetings./I 

Outreach did receive a small percentage (perhaps 20%) of their referrals 

from law'enforcement agencies. They appeared to be a distinctly different type of 

referral than was made to the Intervention Unit. !t v.Jas our impression that if a 

delinquent act was Involved at all that the violation ~as so minor that the Incident 

was handled }IS an informal, voluntary referral by the pol icE!:. Consequently, the 

few law enforcement referrals were consl~ered- by the project staff as simply another 

self';"referral. Little or no documentation was made on these informal law enforce-
," \ - . 

ment ref~rrals and they appeared In the records ~s just another counseling, tutoring 

.Dr recreational referral. 
, 

~rom the projectls records we '\-Jere.not able to do much mor.elhan identify 
.;. " "::{' __ -::.' .L"~~~~~~". . " .~ 

"!the recreat'ion referrals. Project staff knew in sami~cases how long or active ,the 
'~:. v ' 9~: :...\'::~. -".1 j;. ~ 

referra I had be~n in the program but \'Ii th the e.~c~Pti on~6{~ome of the tutoriing an~ 
!~ ',1 
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~ 
employment referrals there was no indlcatlcln of outcome as we have thought of it In 

,\ , 
dolng~he evaluation of the regular law enforcement referrals to the Intervention 

component •• The only specific Information we could find On the employment referrals 

is that 77 of the 200 were given Jobs as tutoring aides. 

~~.~. These limitations of the project records are partially understandable, 

however~, when one recognizes that attendance and participation in all of Outreach's 

prograMs wa~ entirely voluntary. Considering this problem, and the fact that many 
II 

of ~he activities were carried OUt in several different locations, It would have been 

practically Impossible and probably pointless tD attempt maintaining ~reclse infor-

matlon on such things as attendance In some of the programs. In additicm, it was 

-the deliberate policy of the project not to keep the type of records on the referrals 

that might have been kept if the referrals had not been voluntary. The effect of 

this, however, effectively precluded the possibility of assessing results based on 

any kind of outcome data. 

Project data on the educational referrals was no more tnformative than 

it was with the,recf'eatJon and employment cases. It did provide In some cases, 

along with the name, the grade, the school attended, some very limited information 

on the duration of the tutoring period. Because of the specific nature of the 

tutoring services we felt that this was the one group of Outreach's referrals wher~ 

we could get some Indication' of results by looking at changes In school behavior 

and performance. 

From 200 tutoring referrals we selected a 15% random sample amounting 

to 31 cases. The referrals in the sample ranged over 14 schools and covered the 

grades from K-12 and ages from 5-17. We were able to find data on 20 of the cases 

in the sample. The main reason we could not obtain data on the others was that 
'-' 

they had moved out of th~ district or on to home tutoring. 
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The referrals in0th~"~ample were all black with 13 females and 7 males. 

The tutori'ng period for each referral varied from three to ten months and the mean 

was five mont:hs", two weeks. Tn,t:!1;students were referred to the project for the most 

part by parent request. Some stu,dents requested help on thei r own qnd some were 

a 1 so refer"red Trom theo.we lfare and probat ion dep~rtments. 

Our approach to assessihg the effect tHe tutoting program may have had on 

the refet-rats' educational achiev:ement was to examine the stuaents' grades in 
s f 

~chool one markihg period before tutoring and comparing them one marking period 

after leaving the program. ,Some of,th~ considerations":-:i~rfla'-fac-t-&~s that were involved 

in our review of scholast.ic imprevement is discussed be19W. 
, ~ 

, . .\, 
In the Richmond Unified Schoel [Hstrict (RUSD) r

l
J3port ca.rds in grades 

ki'ncier,garten through third do not use letter grades. AltholJgh_:tb~r~are some minor 

di ff.:;rences b~tween 'the k i·ndergarten report card and the one :1Jsed in gr.ades one 
I, 

through three they are simi lar in form and content; The following remarks wi 11 

Serve for bpth sets of report cards in order to show the methodology used. For 
:~ I 

example, in the, area labeled Reading there i;s a. category called. IIrecogniz'ing initial 
~,,''';c..: :,--c.,.- --,'J. . 

consonnants." The teacher evaluates the child's ability on a three-part scale: 
:\ 

~uperlor, satisfactory, nQtUsa~isfactory. 'In the area label:;d Mathemati.cs thert~:> is 
~, v, 0 

a category .labeled IICOU ?lS from one to one hundred"and the chil,d is eVi31uClted on 
" :....<=:. 

'the same three-part scale ~escribed above. 
::l. ":' 

The 'evaluation for this type of report card was~ade by comparfng the 
",\ 

number of checks in the various columns during the tar.getti(l'les ~'tated .. Only' the. 
o!S 

areas of Re~djng and Mathem§ltics were counted as these were the areas in which the C .~ 
~ ·)~-'--:;o-.:-.'~::iJ:. U~~\I 

ch i ld was tutO'red ana the oth~r areas :concerned, .nohacademic matters. 
n 

o 
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There was also~space on the report:cards for the teacher to write in 
/,;" 

comments about the students' general p'erf!.)rmance. If there was 1 ittle Or no differ-
,. 

ence in the grades on the report car4~but the teacher commented after the tutorial 
(i~. 

period that there was an improvem~nt, the referral was counted as illmproved ll
• 

The report cards of ~rades four through twelve use letter grades in the 

s)Jbject areas wi thout the refined breakdowns that the report cards for grades kinder-

garten through th i rd ,Use. There are two sets of coded comments for the teacher's 

use. The first set indicates whether or not the referral's reading and arithmetic 

is up to grqde level. The second set l indicates whether the student is improving or 

not in both grades~nd deportment. An example of the. deportment code is "Comes to 

cl.ass with Il)aterials". 

All the grades in 1;111 subjects were compared during the target times. 

For eXgmple, prior to the tutoring period if the student received a grade of B in 

Engl ish and a grade C in Sociology and after i'lie tutoring period he received a C'in 

Ergl ish and a B in S':"~iology and all other grad~s remained the same; he., was placed 

in the study as .!!!!.p...!:Eved if the coded comments sa.!d he showed improvement and as 

, !J.E..t improves! if the coded comments showed no imprOVement. The following table 

summarizes the assessment we made of the 20 tutoring t"eferrals on which we obta'ined 

information. 
\J 
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SEX 

M 
F 
M 
F /I 

F II 

M 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 

'M 
F 
M 
F 
F 
M 
F 
M 

AGE 

5 
7 
7 
7 

II 
6 
9 
5 
6 
'/ 

II 
10 
7 

10 
13 
16 
16, 
17 
14 
13 

No. of students 
Age range 
Grade range 
Tutor i ng ,per i oel 
Ma 1 ~,s 
Fema les ,! 

al<;lck 
Improvement in grades 

'No imp rovemen t 
c· 

Q 

A 

() 

TABLE 65 

ASSESSMENT OF TUTORING REFERRALS 

SCHOOl:;' 

Nystrom 
Ford 
Peres 
Peres 
Ford 
Stege 
Nystrom 
Lincoln 
Lincoln 
Nystrom 
Peres 
Peres 
Wi 1 son 
Fa i rmede 
Adams 
Kennedy 
El Cerrito 
Pinole 
Downer 
Portola 

20--
5-17 
K-l~' 

,3"',10 months 
7 
13 
20, 
"10 
10 

NO~, OF 
MONTHS TEACHER INVESTIGATORS 
TUTORED ASSESSMENT ,ASSESSMENT 
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5 
' 7 
4 
6 
4 
3 
5 
4 

5 
5 
6 
5 
7 
3 

10 
5 
4 
5 
6 

No 
I 
--
,"'-

I 
No 
No 
No 
No 
I 
No 
No 
I 
I 
1 
No , 

No 
No 
I, 

Line drawn 'in column labeled 
IITeacher" means there, was n() wr i tten 
or verba I COl11rnent by schoo I personne I. 
An Iljll in the column labeled "TeacherJl 
means that_either a_teacher, ~ounsetor, 
or princIpal said t~at the $ubject 
was doing bet't'e"ro/i t was written 
on the report ca,'i}l. 

// 
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In general, little change for better or worse took plac~. Whatever change 

did take place could easily be attributed to other factors such as differeht teacher, 

removal from~the regular school program into a special program, reduced class load, 

or changes in the family situation. 

Half of the students showed an improvement in their grades and half of the 

students showed no improvement. The improvement can be attributed to the project, 

other factors, or the work of the project p I us other factorS" 
<~. i~' 

It became very evident as we went into the district to check on the school 

performance of the referrals that there was not a great deal of awareness on the part 

of school district personnel about Outreach's tutoring program. Wherever possible' 

the principal, vice-principal, or counselor Jas asked if he had ever heard of the 

RYSP. Five of the 13 people asked had never heard of it. One counselor indicated 

the district was not allowed to use the services of the RYSP. 

It is openly acknowledged that at one time there was a written policy in 
. .~. . 

the district which prohibited the schoo'is from making referrals to any·outside agency 

like the Youth Services ~rogram. This no doubt ~~counte~ for the problem Outreach 

had in securi~~ more referrals directly from the s(~hools. In spite of the schools i 

~ policy, some of the staff's personal relationship wtth the school personnel was such 
'. 

.,that they obtained quite a few referrals on an inforw'(;I1 basis. 

'';;,'. 

;.1 
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COORD I NAT! ON OF COMMUN I TY RESOURCES 

In the funding appllc~tions for the Yolo project and Richmond Outre~ch 

there appears a second objeFtive of utilizing community resources in a more effective 

manner. In both projects we found that the major part of the budget and staff 

resources were committed to the direct delivery of services. The coordination function, 

nevertheless, was regarded as a highly important ~nd necessary aspect of Integrating 

these community-based programs into the target neighborhoods as well as meshing them 

effectively into the overall network of other public agency services. 

In light of our exposure to the projects over the past ten months we can 

readily understand why the-success of projects like Yolo and Richmond Outreach may 

depend to a large degree on how they are accepted and regarded by other agencies and 

the community. It seems to us that the deciding factor in whether they received a 

continuing source of referrals is a direct result of how well they promoted positive 

interagency relationships. The grant applications, we noticed, even anticipated the 

possibility of sharing staff wIth other existing agencies. We can se~ why this would , 

be vitally i~~ortant In a project like Yolo where the core staff was small and 

essentially untrained. 

On the community side 6f the matter, there was a sort of implicit justi':,. 

fication of these organizations based on the belief they were needed in order to more 

effectively communIcate and represent the problems and specia1.needs of the target 

area to the police and other exi"sting ag'encies. In staffing their projects, special 

emphasis was placed on attracting people familiar and knowledgeable in the target 

area. 

J n ord'er to assess the. project 8 ~ effecti veness in carr'; ng out the I r 

coordination function, we solicited observations and opinions from various community 
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agencies in each target area. In each agency we examined the extent to which the 

projects had succeeded in facilitating interagency cooperation. The primary focus 

of oOr discussion cent~red on a determination of whether the projects had function~.d " 

as a facilitator in ac~ieving great~~ utilization of community resources or whether 

they Were simplr regarded as another resource by virtu~ of their creation. 

In each a~ency we also examined b~th case coordination and program coordi-

nation between other agencie~ and the project. It seemed to us that if the projects 

were to be successful in providing any continuity of service they must be involved in 

a systematic flow and exchange of information on cases referred by outside agencies. 

More importantly, if the projects were to avoid duplication of services, supplement 

gaps in programs, or.eliminate the fragmentation of services they would have to be 

heavi ly involved ifn the coordination of specific programs • 
. 

A third aspect of the coordination function we reviewed with the agencies 

we contacted was the involvement of local residents in planning and in some cases 
;/7 

condufl ng"s:,rvlce programs. By generat i ng commun i ty i nteres t and coord i n. t i ng 

VOlunt\.~(efforts of local residents, the original grant applications visualized 

''''' .~ ',,> :c." 

projects ~ftirDg as a c"atalyst for launching specific service programs in each 
~~ I, 

community. 

Yolo Youth Services Bureau 

In Yolo we had the opportunity to interview supervisory personnel anti 

the 

1 i ne staff from the local sher i ff' s offi ce .. ;';pyubat i on department, county menta 1 

health agency and the local welfare department. Since the inception of the project 

each of these .agencies had specific involvement with the program. While the earl ier 

primary source of referrals to the project was police and probation, the project did 
o 
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receive a small number of referrals from both the local mental health and welfare 

agency. 

In our discussions with agency personnel it was quite evident that there 

had been a change from a somewhat' negative attitude toward the Bureau during the 

early years of the-project to a more positive one recently. The staff in these 

outside agencies \,/e contacted felt the Bureau was now more effectively coordinating 
. ' ~: '.'\'" 
Its progra~ \l.ii']n other agencies. Agency personnel felt the project was now working 

with establlsh~d agencies Fdther than in competition with them. Many expressed the 

opinion that the BUreau seemed to be attampting to fill gaps in needed services 

rather than duplicating existing s~r~ices offered by other agencies. 

The responses from agency staff generally reflected fairly realistic 

expectations about the case aide counseling program conducted by the Bureau. Very 

few anticipated any miracles, but most staff said they would have no hesitation in 

referring certain carefully selected cases to the Bureau. 

Most of the early negativism about the program seemed to arise out of 

organizational pride and defensiveness, competition for the same professional 

territory, differences in professional outlook or personality conflicts. Some staff 

felt the very existence of the Bureau implied disapproval of the way established 

agencies were dealing with Juvenile problems. Early in the program, some agencies 

expressed skepticism about the Bureau's ability to provide a continuous and regular 

service program when the core staff of the project consisted of a ?ma1l, untrained 

group of student volunteers. 

Most of the people we saw felt these early negative attitudes toward the 

project were due in part to uncertainty about the role of the Yolo Youth Services 

Bureau and its low visibility during the first two-and-a-ha1f years of the project. 
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One ofC'the persistent cCltJcisms of the early operation of the Bureau was 

the lack of stability in the prbject, as evidenced by a constant change of dlrect6rs 

and reorganization of services. Agencies were never sure of what the Bureau's service 

program was and as a result they were really never sure if their referrals were 

appropriate. 

During the first years of the project, the only staff detached from other 
(1 -, 

agencfes to ass i st th~6Bureau w$ie,~the fewprobati on and menta 1 hea I th staff who were 

assigned to fulfill the caunty1 s fiscal match on the Office of Criminal Justice 
__ c;.c;'0 

PI ,fin i ng grant. When other agencies bes ides po lice and probat ion made referra 1 s ~~; 
r;f-:-~.;:.;,-t 

, ~, 

the Bureau, they were never notified about the follow-up work the Bureau did on 't~e 
::\. 

.: \~ . .:' 

case. Poor feedback to the referral agency was frequently mentioned as a serious 

problem. 

The Bureau drd attempt to develop and coordinate a community volunteer 

"aunts and unclesll(program which directly involved local residents in c'ounsel ing 

services to local youth. After considerable effort the Bureau was forced to give up 
/? , 

the program entirely. Arousing community interest in the program seemed to be ~he 

insurmountable problem. Other agencies had encountered simi lar problems in tr1ing 

to organize local residents Into a reliable corps of working volunteers. 

No one from other agencies thought the project had ~on~ anything to 

eliminate duplication of services or to improve the coordination of e~isting 

resources. Thei Bureau was 'simply regarded as one more agency deal ing with the same 

community problems that everYOne else was concerned with. 

The dlrector of the Yolo .Bureau was changed for the third time in 197.3. 

At the same time--"'an experienced par:,·t-time resource~_<:oordcj()a'tor was added to the 
"' :;:; .. " 

staff. Tfiese changes in the Bureau seemed to -have iriu~r-oved the Bureau's acceptance 
I:::::_,'r/ 

by other agencies. 
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The Bureau began to meet regularly with other agency staff. The project 

started publishing a monthly newsletter Informing the other agencies and the public 

at large about what specific ser~lces the project had to offer. New record systems 

were deyeloped which allowed ·better exchange of Information on referrals. The Bureau 

initiated an tn-house accountabf'lity system which allowed the staff coordinat;or to 

better supervise case ~ide~e' The Bureau started utilizIng other existing services to 

a greater degree whenever they receiVed referrals who required services which they 

could not provide. 

Although the project still depended heavily on part-time volunteers, out­

side agencies (especially mental health) began involving th~mselves in case coordi­

nation when referrals were made to the Bureau. 

Whi le many of the earl ier negc3tive feel ings toward. the Bureau are being 

eliminated, some agencies still strongly stressed the need for further communication 

and case consultation on referrals. Many see the Bureau's monthly list of referrals 

and staff schedules, which is now sent regularly to the various agencies, as a very 

positive move in the .rlght direction. Some still expressed dissatisfaction in trying 

to contact case aides and administrative staff on referrals. 

Several of the ~eople we saw made observations on the improvement that 

had taken·~.lace in staff supervision of the case aide volunteers. Generally, remarks 

indicated that with the addition of the knowledgeable social service supervisor In 

the Bureau, case aide practices had greatly improved. All of the ~gencies still 

thought of the Bureau as a supplemental community resource rather than a coordinator 

of the community's soctal service resources. 

In_the course of talking to agency personnel many indicated they had 

recently been asked many of the same questions we were asking in response to an 
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internal i:.\valuation of the project requested by the County Executive Office, when 

the .c;unt)~.\."as· determining whether or not to appropriate funds for the Bureau., In 
\ 0 

reviewing t~at evaluation It wai evident most of ou~ impressions and observations', 
\ ' 

concernln~ i~teragency relationships and the coordination of community resources 
\. " 

between the p\:-oJect and eXlstin'g public service agencies had been corroborated. 
\ . 
\ 

\\ 

!~Jchmond Yo~.ervl ce Program 
() \\ 

\ 
I-

In Richnlond the coordination function was regarded by project staff as a 

ht-ghly notable ahd 'indispensable part of the overall .project. Increased cooperation, in 

fueform of program and ca~e coordination among referral agencles~ was $een as only 

part of the project's role In utilizing community resources in a more effective 

manner. Inc~reasing community awareness and responsibility through direct voluntary 

involvement with the program was regarded as just as necessary in stimulating and 

organizing community resources for d~veloping and implementing youth related services 

in the Richmond area. 

In the course of our evaluation, we had the opportunity to interview staff 

in almost eve~y local public service agencY serving the Richmond Mo~el Cltles Neigh­

borhood area. These included the probation department, police department, soclal 

services, menta'l health, model cities and parks and recreation.~ During the three 

years the project received funding from the Office of Criminal Justice Planning, 

every local agency had been involved with the program. Most agencies had established 

a regular ongoing line of·communication with the p'roJect. This was especially true 

with the local police departments. Many, in fact, had appointed one or two staff 

members to aci as liaison between the project and the agency. These cooperative 

interagency redationships were established early in the life of the project and 
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from our discussions with agency staff it is readily,~pparent th~t cooperation 

between the project and other local agencies has steadily increased over the last 

three ye;;lrs. 

In assessing the proJectls effectiveness In implementing its coordination 

function, it became evident to us that considerable thougiht and. cooperative plannIng 

had gone into organizing and meeting this objective. Building on the lessons of the 

prior Youth Service Bureau which had managed to alienate Itself completely from the 

cbmmunity and other public service agencies, the local Model Cities planning staff 

who helped'design the project had involved almost every local agency in the IliitJal 

formulation of the program • 

Several frank and candid discussions were held over a two-month period 

before the program was ever finalized. Included in these working sessions were 

several prominent community residents. Many of the people we talked to strongly 

indicated that this early initial groundwork was perhaps the most signific~nt and 

important thing that could have beert done to insure the success of the program. 

In order to carry out the coordination function, the Outreach component 

of the project was organized and specifically staffed so that a continual concen-

trated effort could be made to stimulate and utilize local resources. Outreach 

had the largest staff of any of the four components of the project, and it also 

served as the administrative arm of the overall program. All of the paraprofessional 

staff that were hired to serve as activity leaders or group counselors lived in 

the Richmond Model Cities Neighborhood. In some way or another, eachstaf~ member 

that was hired had gained som~ recognition for his prior work in the commul1ity. 

Many had been part-time employees of the former Youth Service Bureau which had 

failed a few years earlier. 
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Administrative staff for Outreach,as well as the other three compoMehts of 

the proJect, were either respected local residents or seasoned probatton staff whO 

had con$iderable prior training aTd experience in working in the community and with 
,J Q 

other public;agencies. Each staff member was known and recognized by almost' every 
). 

agency or commun i ty organ i zat ion serv i ng youtf{'j n the targ!?t a rea. , ',. 0 
Without e><:.ception, every agency we saw was eager to reaffirm its support 

of the projec~. The impression ",we received ina couple of intervIews' was that when­

ever anyone: ta.lked about or even cont~plated youth-related programs in the Richmond 

area, they automatically contacted and coordinated their efforts with the project. 

The, project was strongly viewed as a clearinghouse and focal p.oJnt in direc1dng 
<~) ( .. 

':]y:outh--r,:elated services(nr programs in the Richmond community~ Many expressed the 

belief that the p~ojecf had been highly instrumental in bringing together local 

agencies on an ongoing basis in an effort to better coordinate existing youth-related 

services: The project was also credited with pulling together many of the other 

semi-public community orgaWlzations into an effective ~etwork of services for local 

youth wh i ch augrnentBd~; the regu lar youth -!;erv ices program. 

In examining cpse coordinatIon between the project and referral agericies, 

each, agency we saw expressed general satisfaction with the flow of information on 

cases they had referred to the project. Each time a referra 1 was made, the project 

always notifiedt;,the referral agency on anY~disposit'ion they would make on .. the case. 
-. g 

In many instances the project made specific ,referrals back to an agencY(~heneve'r 
n 

st,-~ff realized they could not provide the service a youth or his family might require. 
r:;. 

This was especially true with both the social se~~ice section of the loca1 wetfare 

/~ • 0 
d.(::.)~}.r~meat and the 1 oca 1 pub 11 c hea I th 'agency. Soc i a I serv ices "and PURl i c hea 1 th " 

~ 

were two agencies where a strong mutual working rnteragenty relationship definiitt:jy 
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persisted. Close linkages with these agencies were deliberatefy~est~blished 

primarjJybecg;li./se or the low soclal economic~characteristics of the community and 

the related problems this presented for many of the referrals. 

Several agencies l~aned staff dUring different times to the projeCt. The 

Richmond Police Departmen1;..dcinated a poliG'ia: co'mmunity,relations aid~. Social services 

loaned a community service"aide and probation offered a veteran probation officer who 

had considerable experience in working with local street gangs. Through a Model Cities 

Health Care Dutreach project, trained staff were donated whenever the need arose.. In 

addition} many volunteers from the community ~onated their time to the program. Most 

of their services were directed to the Youth House where local youth were temporarily 

housed when they had no alternatIve housing. The project received some staff assistance 
, \\ 

from the local junior col1eg~b for their tutoring program. Some of these volunteers 

received college credits, but many simply donated their time to the project.; , " 

Some;.'f themos,t val\Jable staff assistance the project received has been 

in the last few month~ when mental health offered free staff c.onsultation on family 

cases who participated in a series of new family communication workshops Outreach' 

began holding. This prq.~.ram has been so well received that tI,e workshops are b!3ing 

expanded outside the target area upon the insistence qf other agencies. 

Most of the people we interviewed attributed the positive affirmation of 

public agencies and the local community toward the project toth~~';::,~tremelY high 
• 1:1 . ',), 

vi~ibility~nd interagency exchanges with the prgject since the beginning of the 

program. Cooperation and especially p~ogram cQordination were constant1y mentioned 

ens contributing to the, positiVeness expressed about the project. 
~. 

In discussions with agency personnel, the vehicles that w~r~ men~ioned 

(,.. as being used by the project to facilitate coordination were two workin~ committees~::.' 
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.:,:. the project "specifically set'up' for the,purpose of bringing people together to com-" 
(":Y/'; 

municate and" discuss yoUtll services issues in the community. These two committees 
i' 
i' 
!I were the Interagency Coordination Committee and a local Citizen Advisory Committee. 

The Interagency CoordinatiCi~ Committee coordinated the efforts of a]"l;' 
/' 

local agencies In carrying out youth-related services. I~cluded.on the committee 

Were ~~presentatives of all public and semi-public community agencies who provide 

services in the target area. Through this group,~agency personnel generally fe,el 

the project had the most success in bringing together,;a variety of fragmented 

programs that existed in the target area into a more effectively lntegrated ne~-

work of youth-oriented programs. 

More iimportantly, the project is given credit for bringing every comp-

Orient of the local juvenile justice system together. In addition to police and 

probation, repr~sentatives, the committee fncluded as an active member the local 
, , 

'JJuv~riile Cou.rt referee. Not only was the project able to identify gaps in com-
'-' 

munity services~ it could bring a considerable amount of pressure to bear when-
,I 

ever a program ~hange was seen as being needed among the various agencies. 

Contributing just as importantly to the c6qrdination function was the YSP 
':\ 

Citizen Advisory Committee. Included ,on the committee were reprtlsentatives from 

localcftizen neighborhood counc'ils and local youth voluntary organizations and 

members of the loc~l busin~ss community. 

pu 1 se, of the CCllmmun i ty for the 'project. 

This group of residents functioned as the 

Throqgh committee efforts, the project received/imany of its local 
d 

volUl1tary workers for ,the prog'rams YSP inl!,iated. In working wi,th these groups,. the 
" ..ri,,~" '1;"'" 

prOject from t'imetotilme \liQu1d even loan staff to other organizations to help 
f! ... 

initiate'an~:lcarry out their own program goa1s~ Staff members of Outreach served as 
" 
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policy representatives to almost every major community-based organization in the 
c;. 

Richmond area. Three of the most prominent organizations the project worked closely 

With were the Greater Richmond Youth Advisory Board, Discovery Center (a drug 
c- /f 

edtjcation center) and All ied Services, a special federally-funded task f9tce which 
//' 

.;::::=:::::::,/ 

worked in the schools. By working with these groups, several donated money to the 

project which helped finance many of the youth activities that Outreach conducted. 

Each of these committees would meet once a month, with the citizens' 
q 

committee meeting exactly one week before the Interagency Committee. With this 

arrangement, project stqff could always communicate definite views and problems to 

public agencies who generally had responsibility in the area. 

In 1972, when the Richmond Police Department initiated its own diversion 

project, it was through the Interagency Coordination' Committee that the program was 

first presented. Police referrals to both Outreach and the Intervention Unit did 

.decline, but the police continually worked with the project on a formal basis. 

Referrals to the project were evert used by the department as one of·several ~ontrol 

groups in its own evaluation. 

In all of our discussions with agency staff, the only friction that 

seemed to ever develop between the project and any agency was with the city 

recreation department in the early years of the program. Initially~the recreation 

department saw Outreach recreation activities as a dup.lication of their own program. 

In time, the recreation department came to support ,the project just as enthusi-

astlcally as any other group. While many of the team recreational activities Out-

reach conducted were clearly duplications of the recreation department program, . 

Outreach did undertake some .activities which the recreation department was not able 

,". to provJde. For example, free karate classes were conducted by Outreach staff. 
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During the summer when schools were out, Outreach staff worked directly 

out of the recreation department's sport facilities around the city. The recreation 

department was never able to provide the structured supervision that was needed in 

many parts of the city. By working alongside paid recreation staff a cooperative and 

mutually supportive recreation program was worked out between Outreach and the recre-

at10n department. 

In contrast to Yolo, which failed to receive any solid agency cooperation 

or support for the first two years of its existence, the Richmond program was able 

to effectively mesh its program into the overall network of other public agency 

services. Through its efforts the project was clearly able to position itself so as 

to exert a policy impact on youth-related services in the Richmond community. 

From our interviews with local agencies, it was readily apparent that the 

project has been able to implement to a remarkable degree its coordination objective. 

While some of their service programs may be a duplication of services provided by 

other agencies, the degree of success in facilitating agency cooperation and the 

comprehensive coordination activities the project has been able to organize in the 

communit~ faf outweigh any problems in service duplication that may exist. 
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SECTION VI 

ASSESSMENT OF PROJECT EVALUATION COMPONENTS 

EVALUATIONS AND THE.CLUSTER 

In the course of this study we reached several conclusions about the 

way the evaluation requirements in these grants are regarded and the significance 

and utility the existing evaluation process seems to have to'OCJP and the projects 

~ for purposes of policy development~ program plannrng~ funding decisions and even 

admlnistrative guidance over the demonstration projects. 

In a final. sense, the ultimate purpose, it seems to us, of the evaluation 

process In an agency like OCJP is to give the criminal justIce planner ~ surer 

sense of direction in dealing with the complex funding and planning issues that are 

involved in trying to affect change and improvement in Californfa's criminal justice 

system. Securing reliabl~ and high quality evaluation feedback from the hundreds of 

experimental and demonstration projects that have been funded, would seem to us to 

be a critical element in strengthening the planning and leadership role of OCJP as 

well a.s the regional planning agencies. 

In summary form, the folloWing points constitiJte some of the general 

weaknesses we observed in the way the evaluations are presently being utilized. We 

offer them as constructive findings, recognizing that t~ comments are based solely 

on our exposure to only these five projects. We did notice; however, that contractors 

for some of the other cluster evaluations mentioned similar problems with functional 

funding categories they ev~luated. 

I. Although the goa1:.s in this cluster of projects are much the same, 

it is qu i te" ev i dent tha t the qua 1 ity of eva 1 uat ions perrormed by!? the pro J ec ts va r i ed 
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" considerably. Evaluations vary from being l1ttle more than descriptive statements 

of activities to rigidly controlled experiments. The projects also differ with 

respect to the s<?Phistication and level of evaluation involved, as well as the costs 

that have been expended to secure them. 

II. In considering the cluster as a whole~ the eva,luations which were 

performed are neither comprehensive nor conclusive enough to' provide either OCJP or 

the counties with solid evidence on whether these types of programs should be con-
'" r:> 

tinued asrCi1ey are' or in what manner they should be changed to make 

exp~rimen~\s more successful. 

these diversion 

~, 

I 1 I • Without exception, all the projects failed to collect and bring into 

their evaluation much data that we consider relevant and which is also readily and 

economically available about tl)e control and project cases. In addition, we have 

serious reservations about the integrity and reliability of much of the data which 

was used in some of the evaluations because of poor procedural con{rol ~ver the data 

collection process. 

IV. It is our impression that the fulfi llmen't of the evaluative 'responsi-

bit it i es that are ca 11 ed for in all of these projects is genera Ity a very neglected, 

incidentally emphasized part of the overa 11 project responsibility. This is parti c-

ularty true In those cases where the evaluation responsibility cis carried out by 
" 

project personnel. Eve:n in those-cases where the evaluations are conducted under a 

sub-contracted arrangement we see very little invglvement on the part of the project 
() 

with ,either the probJems or theapplTedresults of the evaluations. There,?isgooc;! 

,vidence that the 1atyre and extent of the evaluations which~are ~~ing performed 
. w' ";.' . 

by outside consultant~ does not correspond to project expectations and ~as little 
';. , 0 

practical use to' the project wJth fespect to directing the over~~l experiment. 
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V. One of the effects from having the evaluations handled as such an 

incidenta.l part of the project respon~ibility is that it has relegated the evaluations 
r ij 

"into the hanas of clerks, part-time aides, or to outside organizations with limited 

quaiTftcations and certainly very little accountable concern or interest in the overall 

project. When evai,luatlort is relegated to 'a place of this importance in the organi­

zation it is not surprising to find a strong tendency on the part of proJe~t manage­

ment to !discount the use of the evaluations in spite of what the results may show. 

VI. Those parts of the original grant application which outline the 

character and the methodology of the evaluative components are not specified in enough 

detail to allow for;, later monitoring of conformance to the grant requirem:mts or to 

allow for a conclusive assessment about the quality of the evaluation upon expiration 

of the funding. 

VI I. The general outline of the methodology in the evaluative component 

approved by OCJP in the original grant application varies so greatly between the 

projects, that it practically precludes the possibility of making later 20mparisons 
, j,' ~ 

of success between projects lhat appear to us to be very much the same regard I ess of ./";,_ 
\\ .' ,/-' 

how they have been described. Consequently, to the extent that much of this research 

and evaluation which has been done on these projects is supposed to have value for 

planning purposes and directing constructlve innovation in the treatment and pre-

ventlon of JUvenile delinquenc~ it has been lost. 

VI I I. One reason for the ongoing evaluation of these proJects is to 

assist OCJP with decisions related to the continuation of funding. We see little 

evidence that the timing and the submission of the reports have occurred at times 

which would have helped with this problem. We also see very little ev.idence that the 

ibnterim research and evaluation which was pro_~1tp;ild from these projects was ever 
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_utilized, or dlstussed with th~ project for purposes of red~rectin~~pr improVing 

project performance. 

I X. I fc::alleexam i nes the cos t of even the bes t of the eva 1 uat ions wh i ch 

have been performed on this cluster 1n relation to the amount of Information which 
~ ~ 

was collected; the time It took to collect It, and the kind of relevant data which 

could have 'been~ollectedat ~h increasl~ in cost it is our opinion that the'research 
., ""~~\., 

ha s been i nord i na te 1 y; l!n",eces sa r l'h~~ expens I ve. 

"if'''', 
CRITIQUE OF INDIVIDUAL PROJECT EVALUATION~~ 

, 

In selecting the specific criteria we u'sed in critiquing the evaluchions 
\. ' 

that were done on each project, we relied heavily on §~veral accepted methodological 
~, 

requirements that are recognized in the field of evalui?)tive research as being minimal 
-~/ 

in any ideal study of program effectiveness. These criteria are hot~meant to be 
'." 

taken as an exhaustive-list of the methodological conditions that an ideal evaluation 

should mee,;; rather, our approach has been to hav~,;them serve as a' maip,outline of 

wha,:j: vie consider appropriate" given the level of research we believe canpe conducted 

on th~~ projects. 

The list of crite~ia we used along with a summary assessment of the four 

project evaluatLons is presented in table 66. I 

Many of the criteria'we selected came d-irectly from an article in the 

;Journal of Crimin~l Law,. Criminology and Po.1ice Science, by Charles H. Logan entitled 
"~( 

"'Evaluation Research' in Crime and Delinquen,:y: A Reappraisa1." The criteria 
~.\ 1\ 

Prbfessor Logan disc:;'ussed in his article wer,e finalized after an intensive and 
\\ \ Jt 

exhaostive analy Ical review ofover130 program evaluations from allover, the 
. .:1\ 

countr~\~ many ~fwhic,h were conducteCi in California. 
\. 
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AlI of our comments about the project evaluations are based '::9'1 our exposure 

to the projects over the past ten months and a .close examination of arJ the evaluat)on 

reports prepared on the five projects by either the project staff or outside 

consultants. 
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TABLE 66 

SUMMARY ASSESSMENT OF' EVALUATION REPORTS 

CRITERIA 

EXPLANATION OF PROJECT 

A. Adequate Oefi/lltion df Program 
\) 

B. Hypotheses and Assumptions ~tated 

C. SignIficant Terms Deffned 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

A. Project Objectives 'Clearly LI{;~d 
B. Objectives Capable of Being Evaluated 

C. Impact Oriented ObjectIves Used 

D. PrpJect ObjectIves QuantIfIable 

SUCCESS CRITERIA 

A. SpecifIc CrIteria for Measuring Impact 

B. CrIteria Realistic 

c. Criteria Valid IndIcators of Project Success 

D. Success Crlte~"a Capable of Being Transferred to Other Projects 

,EVALUATI ON METHODOLOGY 

A. Research Des'lgn Thoroughly ExplaIned 

B. Evaluation Relative to ObJectives 

C. Population and Sample DescrIbed 

D. Random SamplIng Used 

E. Provlslon for Control Group 

F. Control Group Selected on Random Basis 

G. Control Groop Selected by Matching 

H. Before and After Comparison Made 

I. Research DesIgn Free of SpecifIc Weaknesses 

J. Results of AnalysIs Clearly Presented 

K. ApproprIate StatIstical Test Used 

L. Cost Analysis Used 

" ._, 

INS1'RUMENTS ~ID DATA SOURCES 
:::." 

A. Adequate Baseline Data,;Ulled 

B. Da.ta Collection Procedur\~ and Methods Described 
\ 

Data Collection Inst;umerl~s Included In. Evaluation 
(,~:, \' 

D. Data Collected! Valid Ind!cator of ' Achievement 

EVALUATION cnNCLU~ ., 

A; ConclusIons Clearly Den'neated\ 

Sacto. 
601 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
f, 

• 
• 
• 

• 1-----• • 
• 
• 
• 

Vola 
VSB 

• 
• 
• . ' 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 

• 
• 

• 

Richmond 
VSP 

• 
• 
• 

" . 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 

• • • 

• 

.'-

Alameda 

• 
I: 
I! 

• 

• 

• 

• 

" . 

• -,~------~-------+----------~------; • 
• • · .: . 

B. Conclusion Reas'unable and Substantlated by Project Data • . ' 

C. Conclusions Related to .ProJect Objectives t-"';--=--...,....jf----+-_,..:.=-__ +-_...;i;:T~r­
t--• .,...-.-I-__ -J~~..::.-.--I_--!i~ 

D~I ConclusIons Ref I ec,ted. ObJectIve Approach to 't},terpretatlon of Data. 9. • 1/' 
. "", .' if 

q") 

~ •. Conclu~lon Focused on ,An~lysls of Data 

I 

'.l.' I , . , 
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SACRAMENTO 601 ~IV~RSION PROJECT 

1972 EVALUATION 

The Sacramento 601 proj,ect was fl,fst evaluated" in May, 1372, by Mr. Rpger 

Baron and Mr. Floyd Feeney, staff consultants for the Ce,nter on Administration of 

Crlmlnal Justice, UnIversity of California at Davis. The Center Is a research group 

lstablished and organized under a qrant from the Ford Foundation. 
;{ -.. 

Both consultant~ partIcipated extensively in the development and planning 
Q 

of the project. The original grant proposal submitted to the Office of Criminal 
'C 

Justice Planning was,in fact, a joint application on the part or both the Sacramento 

County Probat~on Department and the Center. In addition to serving as the project's 
, 

i ( 

principal evaluator,Mr. Baran also'acted as Project Coordinator, with direct 

resp0Q,Siibilityfor the coordination of staff training, much of, which was provided 

through the C~nter. 

The total cost of the 'proJect's fl rst year evaluation was approximately 

$35',000. More th~n $15,000 of this amount was spent by the Center in the collection 

of baseline data and other research related to the proj~ct prior t~'th~ start of the 

program. This was the largest amount of money allocated for an individual project 

evaluation In this cluster. 

Project ObJectIve! 

Be~innlng~ith the orlglnal grant application and in all subsequent docu­

ments, the project has consistently listed' the fol1owifi~ as its objectives: 

~\ 

1. To demonstrate that run~way, beyond control and oth~r 
types of 1160111 cas.es::carl be success fu lty d I Vel-ted from 
the juvenile Justice system through a program of family 
c:r lsi s collnse 1 i n9 and cr i sis i ntervent Ion counsel i n9. 
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2. 

3. 

(j 

To decrease detention of /1601" ~ype caSes. 

To decrease recidivism "i'3niong }'60l"., cases (fewer future 
contacts with juv~nile Just'ice sy~tem) for theexperl-
men till ,group. 

4. 'to accomplish diversion within' the existing resources 
'available for "6'Dl'i cases. 

SUccess,Criteria .-
The project's evaluation relied on the following outcome criteria: 

l:~j l. Evidence of diversion by demonstrating a sm~11er number 
of petition filings for project cases (coun~el~d) than 
f0r a control group (noncounseled). 

2. Lcrwer rearres,t rates for experimental 'relerrals than 
for control group. 

3. Reduction in the severity of subsequent offenses 
committed by experimental cases over control cases. 

4. Lower instances of detention for exp~rrmental cases 
than for the contro 1 group. 

5. Evidence that the project w,as no more tostlY than 
, trad it i ona 1 proba t ion handl i ng of ' '601 H cases. 

The major o'utcome criterion emphasized in the evaluation was.=t}e differ.ence ;;/ '\ 
If \ 

control case~~ )h~}j were in recidivism (or arrest) rates between project and 

determined solely from probation;;d~partment files. 
" \fL,,;?' 

N'o attempt ",wa:5.}nlade to check 

p'&'·lice records in the juven-ile's jurisdiction for any police contact,tgat may not 

have been reported to the probat i o'n depa rtF/i(~n''t. Depend i ng on the referra 1 policy 

of the local pol ice departments-, 04tcome statistics which count only rebookings to 

prob~fio~ could be significantly altered when police contact that is unknown ,to 

probation is co~sidered. In"our,~tudy we found that a'pproximately 30% \.')fbothproject 
. " <~I, 

and control arrests were handled at the pol~ce level withd~t everYcnotif~in9 the 
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Evaluation Methodologi 

Since the project was concerned with short-term family crisis counseling 
:::-.; 

services as an alternative ~o the traditional probation handling of 601 cases, the 

project's research des)gn focused upon an examination of the outcome resulting from 

differential handling of an experimental group of 601 cases and a contr.ol g,roup of 

referra is handled through the regular procedures of the probat i on department's intake 

unit. 
e) 

'I 
Experimenta 1 consisted of all 601 referred to the project 

]'1 
cases cases fior 

" 

~~-

four days of eaCfl""'We~k. The control group consisted of all 601 cases referred t~~ 
", :i 

the probation dep~rtme~:t),s intake unit during the remaining three days of the week. 

Intake days were rotated monthly, so that each day of th~week would be included 

approximately the same number of timE';~ for both the project and the control group. 
t~,::-/ 

The project's first year evaluation report examined the first nine months 

of the program's oPeration. During this time~ 803 cases were assigned to the 

e>,<pertmenta 1 "group and SS8 cases were ass i gned to the control group. 

I n rev i ewi ng the r~sear..C:h de"s i gn it was po i nted out to us by the eva 1 uat I on , , 

staff that there was a great deal of difficulty in maintafning the purity ~f the 

experi~~ntal and ~ontrol groups. In tbe early months of the program, project staff 

used certa1n case assignment procedures which led to some contamination of project 

data. For example, regular intake officers unoffi~lally referred cases to the 

diversion unit rather than handling the caseS themselves. This put cases In the 

experimental group that should have been in the c;:ontrol group. Thus, in some 

Instances, control cases were given short-term famIly crisl~ counselin~, even though 

the outcome data on these cases was 'reflected 'in statIstdcs oh the control group. 
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Unlike the others in the cluster, the evaluation in Sacramento contained 

a det.ailed cost-effectiveness study of the project. The cost benefit analysis looked 

at the difference in manpower savings between diversion services and regular handlIng 

by the pr~batron departme'1t • Manpower savings were calcul.ated by estimating the 

extent to wh1ch diversion displ~ces work at Intakeoand at each of the stages of 

regular service beyohdi (aake. 
, '-' 

Instruments and Data Sources 

;Data collection for the evaluatfon focused exclusively on the number of 

caSes d I vej-l.ted, the number of pet t t i o'1s f i led, number of new offenses comm I tted wh I ch ,,1,-, 

resulted In referr&l to the probation department, number ofntghts In detention, and 

after referrcil workload and cost statistics for handling cases. Age, sex and racial 

characteristics on both experimental and control cases were also recorded. Baseline 

d~ta consisted of recidivism and cost data collected on a group of pre-project 

probation referrals three months before the project started. 

The eva}uatlon study did not Include any of the data collection Instruments 
= 

that Were used to record project data, and data collection procedures and methods 

were not described. 

Evaluation Conclusions 

'Coflclus.lons in the evaluation were formed from an analysl$ of outco~'ej,Jata. ________ J 

Results for the first nine months of the project tndicatedthatof the 5S8 cases In 

the control group ahd 803 cases"!n the proJect group, only 18 experimenta,1 refeftals 
.1'.~~·-

had petitions filed, compared to ll~ In control. As a reSUlt, "court processing wa$ 
~ 

necessary in only 2.2% of the experimental cases, as opposed to 30~4% in a three 
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month pre-project period and 21.3% of .1=he referrars handled in the normal manner in 

control. Informal probation under Section 654 of the. Welfare and Institutions Code ° 

was provided for 16% of the control case~ and 0.7% for the project grOup. Thus, 

when the criteria for diversion is the combination of petitions filed and cases given 

informal probation, project data clearly indicated that the experimental group 

demonstrated significantly greater diversion from the Juvenile Justice system. 

Data analysis concerniCtg repeat bookings for 601 cases indicated that only 

35% of the project group recidivated, whereas 45.5% of the control group recidivated. 

This represented a rate of improvement of over 23% for project referrals. 

Data on the seriousness of subsequent offenses committed by project and 

control referrals indicated that 15.3% of the project referrals rearrested for a 

repeat offense, were arrested for a "602" violation in comparison to 23.4 for 

contro 1 .. 

Project data also indicated that 60% of the control youth spent at least 

one night in Juvenile hall, whereas only 9% of the experimental cases were detained 

for one night. Contrbl cases spent considerably more subsequent time in detention 

due to recidivism. The average number of nights detained for experimental cases 

was 4.4 nights per case, as compared with 13 • .3 nights per control case. 

Results of the cost benefit analysis indicated that the div~rsion services 

created a net displacement of seven-tenths of a position within the probation 

department which represented a 12% savings based o~-a departmental investment of six 

probation officers. fh addition, handling of 601 cases through fam[ly counseling 
. 

techniques resulted in an overall 42% reduction in time in comparison to time 

estimates for regular handling by the intake unit: 
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1973 EVALUATION 
o 

T~e second year evil~~tion was again performed by the Center on the Admini­

stration of Criminal Justice. The total tost of tbe evaluation was approximately 

'$20,000. 1/ 
I, 

Bas i ca 11 y, 'c ~he eva 1 ua t i on was a repet i ti on of the pr;~v I ous yea r I s effort. 

In order to provide both a larger number of c~ses and a.lonQ-l:lr follow-up, all project 
! " ,~ : 

'" . 
and-control cases handledd~ring the first yeaP of the project were tracked for a 

period of 12 mohths from the date of initial referral. 

Outcome data"n the first year report indicated that 601 cases could be 

successfully diverted from juvenile court using project techniques. The second yearls 

evaluation examined the question of whether the resu1ts concerning improved recidivism 

were a permanent improvement or simply the delaying of trouble that would ultimately 

occur. 

The proJectls objectives and success criteria remained the same in the 

second report. The overall evaluation design remained unchanged except for the 
, 

addition of some descriptive characteristics on the .project referrals which were 

simply listed in the back of the evaluation report. 

Evaluation Conclusions 

, ."', 

Outcome results in"the second ~~aluatioh indicated that while rearrest 

rates for both control and project casls remained hi~h, the project group still had 

rewer referrals .coming back to the attenti,on 9ft.he p,"obation department. 
i'~;; ,:.~ 

At the ehd of the l~":'tYnonth folloW,-up period~,,,~4.2% of the control group 
,., 

\\ (j 

had been rearres't:ed, in c~~;parison to 46.3% for the proJect group. Data on the 
<r ~~:J..:~, 
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severity of offenses committed after referral indicated that 29.8% of the control 

I tc(J group Who were rearrested commi.tted a 602 offense, whi le only 22.4% of the experi-

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

mental group had committed a 6'02 offense. 

If consideration is limited to felony and dangerous drug off~nses, generally 

regarded as ,the more serious offenses, project youth did considerably better than 

control. The percentage of project youth rebooked for these offenses was 13.1% as 

compared with 22.1'% for control. This is a difference of over 40%. Prqject data also 

indicated that substantially fewer project youth committed more than t\~ooffenses one 

year after referral than control youth. 

Comments 

At the time We completed our study, the project had received full county 

funding but the evaluation consultants had not produced a third and final evaluation 

report on the pr:ojectOs ,effectiveness. Re!sults on the second year1s evaluation were, 

In fact p released several months after the project received Its third year funding 

from OCJP. As a result p every major funding and policy decision concerning the 

project was based on on ly the fl rst year's resu 1 ts of thep'rogram. 

While data from both evaluations demonstrated that the provision of family 

crisis counseling in 601 ~ases effectively reduces the probability of further pene­

tration into the juvenile justice system, it does appear from the data that family 

crisis counseling techniques may not produce long-lasting effects.' No provision was 

ever made t n the eva 1 uat i on des t gn,c' to track second and th i rd ref'erra 1 s, and since 

first year referrals were only tracked for one year, conclusive data was never avail­

able to s.upport or reject this observati'i,n. Project staff had hoped that, the 

'evaluators would track first year referrals for two years and second year referrals 
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for one year; however, the evaluation staff later indicated the evaluation design 

never incorporated any provision for tracking the referr.als for tl)is length qf time. 
'~ '. 

As part of the orlgin~lresearch design, the evaluation ~taffdid develop 

elaborateciient profile coding sheets which were to be used in corre.lating project 

results with several client variables. This data was faithfully recorded on all the 
'::J ,~:...(i , 

h. 
project cases. Some "0," the data corre lati ons that were poss i b I e were made" but they 

Were never published in the evaluations. If this type of analysis had be'en done, 

considerable data on bo~h the short-term and long-term effectiVeness of immediate 
o 

crisis counseling tech~iques for different t~pes of referrals could have been added 

o to the report. Considering the amount of money that was budgeted for the evaluation 

and since the data was readi ly and economically avai lable, we feel that a great deal 

of additional relevant data could have bee~t included In the evaluations. 

Finally, the evaluation design mad¢~no provision to evaluate the~nature of 

the counselrng~rovided experimental cases. Statistical analysis was limited to 

interptetation o~~he percent differences in oti~come for experlmental and control 

c;ases. Data on duration and intensity of counseling was never correlated 'with, out- ,,::) 

come results. The evaluation simply described the general approach taken ,in the 
" 

counseling sessions. 
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YOLO YOUTH ~;,ERV I CES BUREAU 

1973' EVALUAT ION 

The Yolo Youth Services Bureau was evaluated by the Research and Development 

Divisio71 of the California Youth Authority as pat.t of a three-year ongoing cluster 

evaluation of all eight original Youth Service Bureaus in the state. The first two 

years of th~ evaluation were funded from a $25,000 a year OCJP grant. The third year 
ft 

evaluation was funded by LEAA's National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 

Justice. The project's budget ~ade no provision for outside evaluation consultants. 

Because the first tWo reports released by the Youth Authority were primarily 

"progress report~" describing the organization and administration of each bureau, as 

well as the research methodology that would be used to evaluate the projects, we 

decided to focus most of our analysis on the third and final evaluation which covered 

the first two years of each bureau's operation. 

Project Objectives 

During the th~ee years the project received OCJP funding we found the 

prtmary objectives of the program had a tendency to shift and change in ways that 

corresponded with subsequent ~hanges In program emphasis, changes- in administrative 

staffing and leadership, and changes in the character of training and professional 
(I 

Interests of the voluntary staff who were available to the bureau at anyone time. 

In spite of these changes the project has continually listed the following 

as its primary objectives: 

1. To divert a significant number of youths from the 
Juvenile justice system. 

2. To reduce the incidence of deJtnquency In th~ target 
area. 
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3. To coordinate local delinquency prevention resoUrces 
in a more effectiV,e manner. 

Success Criteria 

" 

'ro de't~rmrne how effectively the objectives were met, the evaluation re,ffed 
6 D 

on~p.cI'f leer j ter I a in the form Of a series of quest Ions to ana Iyze pro) ec t Impact. 

1. Has,tNe Bureau sUccessfully diverted youth in",the 
tc¥-;ilge,t.; area from the juveni Ie justice system as 
measured by; 

A. Number of local police referrals to the 
Bu reau. 

B. Fewer juveni Ie referrals from the pol ice 
to probation. J-'~ 

'( 'j 
. .-, .... ~,_J 

C. An increase in cases closed by the probation 
department at intak~.and subsequently 
referrals to the prciject. 

O. A decrease in referrals to probation from lall 
sources during the project year in comparison 
to the year preceding project implementation. 

E. Reduction in juvenile arrests in the target area. 

F. Fewer arrests and less seVere offenses after 
referral among project cases. 

G. Probation dispoSition of referrals six months 
after referra I to the, project. 

2. Has the Bureau reduced delinquency in the target area, as 
measured by fewer arrests during the project year than 
durfng the year precedin, project implementation? 

3. Has the Bureau successfullY coordinated local delinquency 
prevention agencies in the commUnity? 

4. Did the Bureau systemat!c~lly attempt to fi1 I gaps in 
delinquency prevention iervices and resources in the communi ty'l, 
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Evaluation Methodology 

All eight bureaus were evaluated as a cluster with common objectives and 

similar activities. The evaluation did not take into account the possibility that 

program emphasis or objectives may have changed or shIfted as we found they did In 

Yolo. 

'. Analysis of project implementation was accomplished by collecting data on 

the development of Bureau services through narrative reports, observing Bureau 

activities, Interviewing project directors and staff, and interviewing agency personnel 

In the target ar~a. An Information system was developed by the evaluator to record 

the characteristics and case dispositions on each referral t·o the project. In addition, 

the information system was used to record police and probation 0 dispositions on referrals 

to the~roJ~ct during the ·flrst 24 months of the program. 

Areawide delinqueno:y statistics were collected for the year precedIng 

project Implementation and during the project years to determine whether the Bureau 

was reducing Juvenile arrests and dl~erting youth from the Juvenile Justice system. 

The evaluation design did not incorporate prov~sions for establishing 

IIcomparlsonll or control groups In assessing project outcome. 

Instruments and Data Sourcl~ 

8 The evaluation contained examples of all the data collection forms that 

were developed for use In the information system, along with a thorough explanation 
,:,. 
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o~~e p~()>=ediih$ls and methods that wereuned in recor,ding the data. 

,i Data .~ollected at, "proJect intake included: referral characteristics 
, ~ . 

(age, s~x, race,grade in schoo)), reason' for ref~rr'al, and',theJnitialservicpe 

provided by Bureau staff., Follow-up elata. \'/as .. ·collected six months after"referraf to 
,to;,-

the project ~« any referr~lcmade by the project to another agency. 

o • 
Fr.:om police records, Bureau stC\ff obtained knformationona sample of 179 

!i 
. referra Is served 'by the .Bureau - the :1uml:er of arres ts, reasons for arrests, and the 

disP9sitiohsq:>f each arrest, six months before referral and six months after. referral 
",\, ~. ,::.~-

-\ ~ 

(, 

)) 

From county',p.l~obation records, Bureau staff recorded the numbef~ of times 

each referra'/ was referred to probation j':n the six month 'p~_eand post period;; Bureau 
'" 

staff~ai~o recorded each youth's probation status at the time of referral to the 

Bureau and six months later • 

• ,Ar~[awide del in'quencyarfests and dispos:itians were suppl fed by the Bureau 
--;) 

of Criminal Statistics. All. of this data was reported to BCS from Yolo tounty 

Sheriff1s Offise. 
/[ l/ 

In reporting ,this data tq BCS; it should be pointed out that the 

sheriff's department did not separate arrests in'the target area from Juvenile arrests 

whlch occurred in the rest of the' county. Asa result, the areawide arrest data. 

refl~cted ch~'~ges for the :county .:it large and not:;1 just the target area. fl· 
" 

Eva I u'C·t i on Cone I us ions 

:?' ........ , -r _,I ".-

,.Analysis of project recoras' andr'iHterviews with staff indicated that ,I,ofhne 
" ........ ' 

b,locaJ agencies sel'ected members'o! their staff for representation on the Bureau's') 
~ -, . 

,; man~gingll,:ba.rd, ~hey did not cOlltribute stafr to the project unti I the seco~d year 
'0 

,9f the Bureau's oper;:ltion. This }naqequate commitment of staff from other agencies 
o 

(J 
.~ ~~.' \\ 

===U:::z::t:: 

'I 

f 
I; 
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was the primary reason why nearly six months efapsed before the Bureau ,received 

any referrals. In addition, the project developed a case conference method for 

screening cases before. acceptance by the Bureau. The Cq5e c6nference process was 

rather lengthy and it made the referral p,"oces.srdfherinvolved for referral sources. 
,,---::.~.~ 

// 
Furthermore, it handicapped the Bureau's abi1I~Y to respond rapidly to youth in need 

of service. This case conference sy.s,tem was 14ter modified in favor of a unified 
\, .. ~~\ ~\ ,~ 

intake process for the entire target area. 

Fifty percent of the referrals the project received': in the first 24 months 

came from both the sheriff's department and probation. The remaining referrals were 
'>"-j! 

mainly voluntary or school referrals who were referred for nondelinquent reascns. 

Fol10ww up data on project referrals between January, 1970 and Jun~, 1971 showed a 

reduction in the number of referrals arrested six months after referral. Nearly 

half of these referrals had been arrested six months before referral to the project, 

while only 3% had been arrested six m~nths after referral. 
'; I 

Analysis of areawide Juveni Ie arrest d.ta indicated that j~~enile arre.ts 

were 100JIIer the first full year the Bureau was operating, than one year prior to the 

start of .ttle .proJect. S ta tis tical da ta, however, i.n the report i nd I ca ted tha t by 
:\ .', 

the end of the second year, juvenile arrests had increased 25% over t~~ first year 

of the program. The report did point out that while arre':;'ts in the second year 
(\ 

Increased, they were still 7.8% below the number reported before the Bureau became 

fully operational. 
(, 

Analysis of data concerning initial referrals tC) probation Indicated a 

large decrease in the number of target area youth referred to probation, and even 
., 

a larger decrease in the number of petitions filed. What the eva 1 uat i on'f~,t led 
"''''''''-

d 1 
.\\. .• 

to 'recognize was that the number of referrals to probation has a irect re at,a~rship 

-(,00-
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to the referra 1, pol i.cy local pol ice agencies may have in regard to making juvenile 
" 

referrals. Iii Yolo, there was an unwritte,npol'icy in the, 10caJ sheriff·!;; depart-

ment to always try and h~~dle a J~v~nile case within thi youth div1sfon of the 

department. They would ohly refer a case to probation whenever they felt they could 

not effe'tfively hancfle the situation themselves. 
\) 

Comments 

While,!'lnalysis of project documents and interviews with st~.f,f revealed 
" "\, 

that fhe initijl f~lationship between the Bureau and other public service agencies 
). "~ 

~ignifican'tt"y ,influenced the Bureau·s achievement of its diversion objective, the 

evaluation did not completely indrcate why the Bureau failed to achieve a consistent 
'.:' 

1,: ,'';1 ",,":-, 

1- 0_ 

pattern of cooperation from local agencies in the target community. If tne evaluation 

had included referral data for the third year of the program it would shaw that the 
" 

,"" project had virtually stopped receiving!llaw enforcement and probation referrals. Y,.et, 

the ~valuation contained no documentation on what .!Jli'ght have accounted for this 

reduction. 

Analysis of areawide juvenile arrests and disposjtionsdid ,~t always 
.:;::/ (J i> 

result in completely valid indicators of the Bureau·s achievement of~impact. The 
;" 

main reservation We have a(Bout thes~ measures, in addition,to the"fact that they I' 

il 
did no~.,accurately reflect delinquent arrests in' tpe target area, was that the numbe\~ 

'\ ,,' k 
19f ~,eferra 1 s ,d i rect 1 y from the sheri ff· s department'\\to thel~project was such a sma 1 J ,; 

• J' :\\ pe!;'centage of the tota 1 de Ii nquent arrests in q.ny on~ year" that the number woul d ,\ 
. '" \\ " , ~ 

,.~>, '\\ 
seem to have liJ;tleor no ,stati~1tical significa\"iCe on ~~~neraldelinqUenCy rates. ,I \, 

c The evaluation did recognizethaf'the bestcapJroaC!;l';to ~\;esSing project results II II 
, \ "~'" 1\ i) \ \, I,: 

would be to assess the affects the Bureau}s progroams had dq the Inc,ide ce of if \' 
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of del inquency among only the YO'Jth who had been served by the project. 

From sheriff's depart~ent records, project staff did attempt to obtain 

recidivism data on a group of 170 referrals. Based on discussions with project staff 

and officers in the sheriff's department We have serious reservations about the 

re1iabi1 ity of much of the data that was reported to the Youth Authority on these 
,; 

referrals. Proj~ct staff readily admit that there was absolutely no procedural 
" 

co~trol over the data collection process, and that the stgff who recorded the data 

was not entirely familiar with the s~eriff's record system. The juvenile officer$ 

in the department have .a1so indicated that they gave little direction or assistance 

to Bureau staff as they recorded the arrest data. 

Setting aside the fact that there was poor control over the data collection 

process, the conclusions that could have been made about project impact would have 
r' ,I 

been more conclusive if the~re and post changes in delinquent behavior had been 

limited to Just police and probatio~ referrals. Over 50% of the 170 referrals who 

were tracked thrOLlgh'the sher i ff I S department were referred to the Bureau for non-

delinquent reason!, many simply came to the Bureau for recreation and tutoring 

services. By including these referrals in the outcome data, outcome results on the 

incidence and severity of subsequent del inquent behavior were greatly distorted. 

Since: inferences from areawide delinquency statisti~s have not led to 

conclusive. indicatol"s of project impact, we would suggest that,. the use of a care­

fully matchE;ld or randomly assigned control or comparison group would have greatly 
c\ 

enhanced t.he,validi'ty of the evaluation findings. 
}-> • t> 1 

'.\ 
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The Richmond project was first evaluated in June, 1972 by the Research and 

Evaluation Unit of the local Richmond, Model Cities Agency, at no cost to the project. 

The project1s budget contained no funds to hire outside evaluation ,consultants. 

In addition to evaluating the project; Model Cities, through a supplemental 

grant helped fund part of the program. They sp~cifical1y helped pay part of;the salary 

of the full~time casework supervisor who dire6ted the intake and case assignment 

process for the entire project. 

Since the first evaluation was completed only five months afte~ the P~oJ~ct~ 

started and ata tim(~ when projett staff was sti 11 being hired, we focllsed our 
~I 

discussion on the project1s second evaluation which was released in May, 1973. The 
" 

second evaluation exam~ned the impact of the project1s first full year of 6peration. 

Program Object ~ () 

The Richmond project as we have indicated in Section I I (page 33), is 

compos\~d of four distinct components with each stressing one or more of the following 

" 
overa 1 ]"'prograllJ ,object ives: 

1. To divert youth from the juvenile justice system by 
providing alternative resources to police, probation, 
schools, and other in~titutions. 

• y 

2. To ihcrease commuhity responsibility through direct 
community involvement'in program implementation. 

l'-

3. To increase coordination and cooperation among 
existing youth service programs and to provide 
follow-through to determine impact of services 
provided: 
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4. To identify and document gap~ i~ existing (community) 
,servi ces for y'out:h.; ," 

.-~ 

5. fo ~iimulate and orgartize resources for jhe develop­
ment of services to meet identified gaps. 

~ach co~ponent has iti'own specific goals and methods of 
\ 

ope rat I orr for 

achieving the program's overall objectives. For example~ the Interventibn Unit 
,:;:;;C' 

whkh handles the formal law enforcement and probation referrals has three main 

obJect i ves: (.1) to d iveda sf gnficant number of' 601 and minor 602 referra 1 s "from 
',I .~:,:r:-/-:~' ,-. "" '., ri 

the Juvenile justice~~yst~JlH (Z) t9 reduce by a significant percen~age 'tihe number of, 

subsequent pol,ice cOfi~tacts rer¢'r~als have af~er receiving services; (3) to reduG~ 

,the number of days referrals spent in Juvenile Hall. 
e, 

Outreach""on ,~he other hand, which handled the voluntary and non""law 

enforcement ~eferrals concentrated most of its resources on devel~plng cooperative 

interagency and community relationship's which were used to stimL\'~ate and organlz,~ 

local ,resources for the development of youth-related services in the target area. 
\ 

Because our evaluation was limited to only the Intervention and Outreach 

components of the program, we have, not examined the research methodology that was 

used to assess the Youth Hous~>,or the Drug,Educat i on component. 

Success Criteria 

< 

The project's eval.uation relied on a combination o{qualifiab]e outcome 
(j ~~ 

)<.~r'iterla and subjective impressions in assessing the effectiveness of the program. 
'. ' ~I 

The following .criteria were used ,to assess the outcOnle on" the formal lawenfofce-

mentand 

II, 

probation referra,ls: o 
',,' f il ;, ' 

v~ .• ,:. EVidEi7,I1C~;Of diversion by dem~nstrating a 'smaller number 
), ofopetition fi 1 iogs for Intervention cases· than for a ~ 

group of pre-proje~t probat ion re~erra 15. " 

I 
• t 

I , t 

--• I, 

" -\ '. 

:J 
, \ 

~ 

r 
I" I' 

'I' 
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I 
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I 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
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_~. , r • 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

, , 

Pre and po~'t,changE!s in the sever i ty of offenses among 
sample of project cases. ~ 

Pre and post changesOin the Incid~nce and frequency of 
del inquent arrest among 11 sample ofp'roject cases. 

Lower instances of detention among a sample of project 
cases than for a group of pre-project probation 
referra 1 s. ') 

In order to assess the program's effectiveness in implement)ng its coordi­

nation function which was the primary responsibIlity of Outrea6h~ the evaluation 

relied on the perceptions of projett referrals who had participated in the program 
'-) 

and several outside agency personnel in the targ~t ar~a. 

Evalu~on Metho~olo~, 

Like Sacramento, the Intervention component in Richmond was concerned with: 

provi~ing short-term family crisis counselIng as an alternative to traditional 

probation handling or 601 and minor 602 cases. Since the original res~arch design 

In the grant application did nqt contain a provision for a control group, Model Citles ~ 

examined pre and post changes in outcome for a sample of project referrals. Each 

referral in essence was used as his own control. The samp'le cons'isted of 74 of the. 

134 1 aw enforcement and probat i on Ca3es th~:Unr t: re~e i ved. 

(~achreferral in the sample was tracked throu~h th~ probation department 

and(,gevera 1·'1 oca 1po 11 ce departments for the number and seved ty of offenses c~mm i tted 
, I'," \,~\, .:' 

'" (l ''', 
six ilri~on:ths before referrctl and six months after referra( to lithe UnIt. ,,, 

\' 

:; 
In order to d'~i:ermine (f th~re· had been lower inst:ances of detention for 

I, 

project cases, the evaluation examined Juveni Ie Hall record~: of 39 youth who hact been 
I) 
'I 

~erved by the Unit durlqg the firs~ four ~onth~.of the prog~am. Detention data on " l'; r'_~ 
h ' '" d wi th a sarnpl e of 36 ·'pre.JproJ'ett youtH,! referred to the p' rO,h, ~ti on t e group wa~ compa,·e . ' , I 
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department three month~ before the start of the~proJect. 
f.\c': 

The pre-project group 

was also examined to determine how many had petitions filed on them by the probation 

department. This data was then compared with the sample of project., cases in order 

to determine the extent to whlch dIversion ha~ been accomplished among project cases. 

In asses,singthe'effectiveness of Outreach, the evaluation described the 

various ,recreation and educational' servfc~~s that were offered. In addition,several 
\\ 

·" "'<l 

outside agen6ies were Gontacted for thei,r perceptions of the program, along with ,three 
, 0 

fam i 1 i es who had received· co~n~e 1 j ngservices. 

, Most of the eva luation of Outreach concentrated on a determinat~on of how 

effective the component had bee,n in implementing its coordination fUnction, especially 
'!', 

in outside agencies. 

Instruments and Data Sources 

Thb evaluation dId not include any of the data collection instruments that 

were used to record project data and data col~ectionprocedures were not described. 

Data collection was llmi·ted to a small sample of project cases and pre-
': /~'t" 

project probation r~~e)~rals. Police, probation, offense and disposition data was 

recorded on eac:h referral in the sample. Age, sex .and racial characteristics were 

also recorded. The evaluation did not record.recidivismdata on the pre-project 
(. \::-. ~ 

probatio,~ r~ferrals, Instead only detention andprq,bafi911 disp,o~itions were reco~ded. 

If the baseline data had lncluded recidivism d~ta on the pre-project probation group 

addltionalsuppor:ct for tbe evaluation findin~s would have been possible. 
() -:;: 

Evaluation ConclusiohS 

'ij Ou tcome rer,su 1 ts j n the eV~llua t ion ind i ca ted tha t among the samp 1 e of 1 BvJ 
~ ') 

o ' 

" ,) 

(,,': 
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enforcement and probatJon referrals 72% had no police cohtact six months after 

referr~l to the project. Data on the ~everity of post-proJect offenses indicated 

that the percentage of all police contacts that were for 602 misdemeanors fell from 
I' 

39% to 28% while the percentage of felonypffenses felJ from 25% to 19%. This meant 

that 53% of the post-project police contact was for 601 offenses and not the more 

serious 602 offenses. Referrals who were rearrested after referral had an average of 

4.5 arrests prior ,t6 referral, while those who were not rearrested had an ave~age of 

3.0 pre-arrests. From project data it appears the greater the prior offense record 

of a youth, the less likely the project was to succeed In reducing post-project 

po lice contact:. 

Detention data indicated that project youth spent considerably less time 

In Juvenile H~lll, In comparison to a group of pre-project probation referrals. Among 

the sample of project cases, the average time spent In Juvenile Hall was 15.1 days 

six months after referral, in comparison to 19.1 days for the pre-project probation 

group. The m.an n~mber of days spent in detention had been reduced 21% for project 

cases. 

t, As_<~vldence of diversion, data on a sample of project cases indicated that 

petitions werc~'~JJ~d ,on only 13% ·of the referrals, while 46% of the pre-project 

probatiol1 ref<rrrals had petltions,flied." 

While the evaluation never specifically mentioned the publlc.service 

agencies that,were conta~ted in an effort t9 a.sseSs the proje(:tls effectivenss In 

implementing 1ts coordinatiori ~unction) fhe report did conclude that t~: Out~each 
componen t seems to have been we 11 rece I ved by the commun I ty a tl arge and oth~~rpUb 1 j c 

As supporting data~ i!,he 
\1 '. " 
,\ '.' 

I 

agencies who ,150 provide services in the tcirget area. 

evaluation pointed up t~e fact t~at .,over 92% of the referra.ls to Outreach werfi,\self 
\ ' 

Of voluniar~ ~eferrals. 

W" q 
"r \. " 

,I,! 
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Whi Ie many of the self-ref~.rral~ came., to the project for the recreational 

,'.\ 

~Ftjvities that were cOhduct~d by Outreach, about 200 referrals participated in the 

tutoring program. In evaluating the.;c6mponent, no attempt was made to aS~,\es$' any 

scholasHcimprovement the project migh;t have made"with these referrals. 

Comments 
.", ........ -----

In spite of the fact that no funds were ever al10cated for evaluation 
() 

purposes, Model Cities neverthele~sdjd try and Incorpqrate many of the outcome 

criteria We considered appropriate in assessing project i..mpact'. The evalui3tion 

design even stressed the need to track project cases through local polic, departments 

for police contact that may have been unknown to the probation department. Thi:; 

was the only evaluation in the cluster that recognized the importance of tracking 
I~} 

referrals t'hrough 106"a1 pollee departments. 

The only criticism We have of)the evaluation design was the fact that the 

evaluatlon tracked o~ly a small sample of project cases for pre aryd post-changes In' 
,; 

delinquent behavior. The evaluation findings would be far more conclusive if all 

law enforcement and probation referrals to the project could have been included in 
~ .. , 

the sample. This same critIcism is true for the small sample of pre-project 
.. 

probatlon cases wh~ wer~tracked for detention and petition filings. GeneralizatIons 

based on a small saMple of only 39 cases can never be as conclusiVe as generalizations 

based on a sampl~~f 134 Cases. 

The ~valuati~ri design cpuld have been strengthened even more, if recidivism 

data had bee.~l=l'ected for the pre-project group ofi)probat i on referrals whose , 
, t 

probation dispositions were 
<} 

used as baseline data. If this data had been 6allected, 

comparisons between ptoject, outcome and traditional probation handn~g of 601 and 

602 cases could have been'made. Q 
, -208-
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ALAMEDA DELINQUENCY PREVENTION PROGRAM 

-0 

il 
The Alameda project was originally set up to be evaluated ply the Research 

Onit of the Alameda Probation Department. 

mately~18,000 for evaluati~n purposes. 

i' 
II, 

The original budget contai~ed approxi-

Most of this amount was ~_et aside to cover 

the salary of a full-time clinical psychologist who was given the responsibility 

for evaluating "the project. Shortly after the project received its firstOCJP 

funding, the consultant left th~ probation department and the position was never 

filled.-As a result, the project has never been evaluated In thsl true sense of the 

word. 

In late 1973, a two-year summary "statusB report on RroJect activities 

was submitted to OCJP. This report was prepared by the project supervisor and a 
, . 
newly promot,edstaff analyst in the Research Unit. The report simply contained an 

" ' 

updated description of project activi~ies and some preliminary observations on 

project outcome • 

. ,ProJect Objectives 

The following statements were given as the program's goals and objectives 

in the "status'! report: 

1. Prevention of further disintegration of 25% more families 
than those families assigned to the control group during 
the project year. 

2. Successful treatment of emotional and behavioral problems 
of 25% more youth assiqned to the program (success being 
defined as no .wardshlp before 18th birthday). 

3. Early detection of delinquent tendencies of siblings of 
thirty (30) referred minors and correction as measured by 
the lack of wardship of 25% more siblings than siblings of 
youth assIgned to the control group. 
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In reviewing the original grant c:ppl ication we' found th'i3"t the obJectives0 

of the project tended to change or at least were described differently than 0 

!', 

they were in the "status" report. Originally, disintegrati,on and disorganization 

was to be characterized by further:: delinquent behavior on the part of one or more 

of the fami Iy members. This impor~ant piece of specific clarification was dropped 
~\ 

from the statemen't of objectives that appeared in thtf"status" report. In spite of 

these changes the ultimate goal that has been stressed by project staff has been 

to keep project youth from becoming wards of the court. 

Suc~ess Criteria 

During the first year of the program the only outcome criteria that was 

used to assess project results was the difference In petition filings between project 

cases and a control~;g,r:{~UP of probat;?n referrals handled thr~t:Jgh normal pt:9bation 
','::=. 

intake processing. This definition of "failure,r was later modified to restrict a 

IIfailure" among project and control cases to only instances when a youth was declared 
W 

a ward of jl,Jveni Ie court. The project research d~sign never recognrzed chc:mges in' 

the frequency al')-:-d seved ty of offenses between the two groups as outcome measures. 

Evaluation Methodology 
r; 

The Alameda program is based on the ~siumption that long-term, intensive 

family-oriented counseUnginvolving every sibling member of the referral's family 

can lessen the I ikel ihood that a youngster wi I I become a ward of juveni Ie court'. 

,?,)nce the specific goal of,the program is to prevent the referral or any sibling 

member of his fami Iy from becoming award of juveni Ie couft, the project's research 
""f§' .<, .+", 

;~design only analyzed the probation status for 33 ~}oject cases' and 23 control cases 
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" 

" 

Control cases met the criteria for referral to the project, but were never counseled 

or otherwise treated beyond what would normally occur in regular probation processing. ~ 
" 

At the time the project issued its status rep6rt, all of the control cases 

handled through normal probation processing had been closed, while only II of the 

,experi'mental cases had been closed. 

Instruments and Data Sources 

Data collection focused exclusively on recording the probation status of 

the experimental and control cases completed at the end of the second year of the 

project. Because the majority of experiment~11 cases remained in "active status" at 
<'I 

. the time of the report, the evaluation recorded recidivism data on both control and 

experimental cases. No data was ever recor~e~ on~the severity of offenses committed 

between either group. 

Program Conclusions 

Outcome comparisons between project and control cases Inclicated that 7 of 

the 23 control cases had been declared wards of juveni le court, whi Ie only 3 of the 

3j experimental had been made wards. The report indicated t~at this was a 70% 
I' 

improvement over the control group. Based on these results the following ~onclusion 

was made in the report: "Preliminary results are very encouraging. It would appear 

from these prel im'inary results that the Delinquency Prevent ion'" Program fami ly I> 

oriented treatment is effective in preventing a chlld fr·om becoming identified ;,is 

delinquent and thus a ward of the Juvenile Court~11 

-211-

,Ii:::- \', 

.G 

I?f,. 

, ), 



---~:;y---

Comments 

As We stated earlier, the Alameda project was never really evaluated in the 

true sense of the word. After two years of OCJP funding the project has handled only 

33 faml lies. Outcome results on such a small number of referrals could never really 

be used as very conclusive findings on the success of the program. This Is perhaps 

one of the significant shortcomings in the project's "status" report. 

While the original research design made provisions for a control group so 

that differential handling outcomes could be compared between experiment~l and control 

cases, the impact criteria that was selected as success indicators were the most 

narrowly defined in the cluster. The evaluation design never really considered 

changes in the Incidence and severity of subsequent delinquent behavior, It only 

emphasized the differences In the number of wardships between project and contrpl 

cases. This alone may have been one valid indicator of project achievement, but 

the report failed to mention that regardless of how'many times a referral was referred 

back to probation on a new offense, he was automatically placed back into the project 

after the offense had been dropped or dismissed. In each Instance the decision to 

file a petition recommending wardship was left to the discretion of project staff. 

This was not true for control cases; each time a control case was referred back to 

probation no one intervened In behalf of the referral. He simply was subjected to 

normal probation processing. 

Outcome results on the number of wardships between the two groups is even 

more distorted, because many of the control cases at the time they were being con-

sidered as project cases already had petitions filed on them. When they were finally 

selected as a control case several were automatically declared wards of the court, 

and the outcome results counted as a "failure". 
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O'S'ECTI ON V I I 

A RECOMMENDE~ APPROACH FOR 
EVALUATING D.lVERSION PROJECTS 

(( 

""" 

One' of the exp 11 cit 'fequl rements in the RFP ·for the ev:~11 uat i on of th i s 

clus,ter of projects was ,that the cont~'actor make recommendations leading to a general 

research approac:i for the development of an evaluative model that would incorporate 

common data elements, common objectives and ccihmon measures 
'/ 

of impact so far as these 

loCOUld be identified In theevaluattve phase 
/1 
fif the study. 

I 
I 
I 

This requirement was Included in recognition of the Office of Criminal 

Justice Planning's ne~d for establishing"some uniform evaluation guidelines for the 
" 

funding categories that would provide a means of making mor'e objective assessments 

of simi lcfr action programs. As the major statewide source of funds for Improving the 

crlmiria~ justice system~ OCJP bears the burden of responsibility for rational, 

effective allocatlo~ of Its limited financial resourc~s admldst an overabundancec~f 

re~uests for funds on the part of local units of government. 

Since the,desired goal of crl~lnal justice planning is del,iberate, con~ 
I 

structlve social change,OCJP must assess the nature and quality of the achievements 

of the local act.ion proj~cts It has funded. This must be accomplished through 
., 

analysis of data and establishment of criteria for measurement of each project's 
!' 

"achievement of Impact,:,crlent~d,:6hJec;tives. 
/I . '. " ~ ,> 

As Jt has expres~ed 

guidel1n~s it has tssu~d with 

itself In policy statements, and In the evaluation 
J';<!:-: 

r.espect to,Q~t~j¢'ct ,eVa I uatl on, OCJP has ~tressed the 
" ~,,-

use of IIlmpact" oriented outcome criteria in tQ.~ assessment of project achievement. 
[", 

As it was stated in the originalRFp, "impact", was defined as follows: 
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"Impact" is here defined as new or changed qondi dons 
which peopLe knowledgeable in,oriminaljustice accept as 
end results rather than means to arl end, including human 
benavior, attitudesio;,and knowledge. Impact always refers 
to condit"ions outs£dethe project statf or other administering 
agents. It e~presses th~ir,esul ts a staff achieves, . not the 
activities they perform to achieve those results. . . c·· f 

As·~· a consequence the e~ia 1 uat ive approach and methodo fogy presented here 

relies heavily on outcome criteria as the primary means of assessing goal attainment. 

. "" It Is readily acknowledged that the methodological apj:.\roach outlined here for-
\ ~4 \ 

eva.Juatlng projects of this ,,:type has not develop~a crlt~ria appropriate for, assessing 
". '. .~~. 

the "effect of outside "Infl~~~s . tha.r"couId also have .. had" significant effect on the .. 

outcome data. Perhaps the be't exam~le of thIs is thi~ the evaluation coult not factor I 

the results in the Yolo project for the effect of the very active Juvenile unit that 

" 
was added to the .1Qcal ·!fh~rfff.'s office after the Yolo Youth., Services Bureau was opened. 

We c;lo know the police jU~enile u\.it' had apronoynced effect on"the number of pOli'ce 

referrals to the 'project after~t \'I'as cre~ted, but'we "do not know what effect the police 

. may have had on reducing the incidence of delinquency that was credited to the project. 

Another admitted sq~rtcomlng of the evaluation approach outlined here that 
o ~c./ 

,eft \~.'~\ /~ 
will be of concern to many practifioners is the fa.21;t that this 'model is heavily 

oriented towards statistical outcome criteria as measures of impact and deals very 
o 

superficially with the effect of any process variables. The most notable, of coUrse, 

would be the effect that diffe.rent treatment modal H:i)~S may have had on" the outcome 

statistics. 
" 

We gave an extensive·amount of thought andJeffort to ·;the problem of 

identifying differential treatment patterns ~?~<~~Yhave been used In .treating 
Ir?~~\ . 

indlvtdu'~l referraJs and In tryiiig to deter~;'jne th~~i{stirJ",ctive characteristics 
~, (t'f'..0'~ ',~~. 

that were associateC:! with a spec'iflc m~de of :reatment\ We were entirely unsuccessful" 

In this effort. 0, \ 

'\ . 

\ o \ 
~ 

\ 1 
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A 1 though the terms uSt:~d to descr i be the bas i c tr.eatment approaches used In 

the various projects were different (con-Joint family coun'ifellng, crisis Intervention" 

nonauthorltarlan peer involv"ement; intensive long::-term therap~;~ we were unable to 
. i,J 

develop any clear-cut objective characteristics that clearly differentiated one 

couns,ellng method from another. v '. , 
There,. were some def I n I te differences in the parameters of Gounse II ng 

involved between the projects, but th~se related only to variatioris In theduratlon 

of service, frequency and timing of client contacts, and the level of staff experience. 

These variables, however, are common to any treatment approach, and do littl\~ more 

than Indicate something about the level 01 service. 

" 

We studied ~he documentation and written narrative in perhaps ~OO case files 

in attempting to Isolate some distinguishing characteristics about the casework 

practices that were carried out in the projects. Aside from those variations related 

to the level of service, we could find no objective differences In the nature of the 

counselt~g itself. 

To the extent We could, we examined the course content and type of special-

ized training that some of the projects received thinking that.it might ~elp In 

differentlatlniJ treatment modes. What We found was that incases wher.,e special 

training was prOvided that the substantive part of It was very similar, and that it 

was, ~. the most part, provided by the same oU,tsid.~ organizaelons. 
\:~ 

In trying to make recommendations f~r a general purpo~e evaluative model 
" \\ 

we have shown our stat,15t·~tat results andex~lalned the difference In project achleve-
~! \ 

ment to a ~\;/~ber of probation professionals. We tho~ght that the r_eactions,. to t;he 

study from working level probation staff;, would be of interest to OCJP and ,to others 

9 concerned with planning, funding, or approving research proposals In the area of 

,Juvenile intervention and preventIon. 
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As well as we-can state Tt, the general reaction to outcome or lIimpact tl 

oriented studies is that unless pre and post changes 
:r:'::/ 

in the Incidence and sever I ty 

of delinquency can be related to the type of treatment that accounted for the change, -i 
outcome statistics by themselves are of limited value/In making the kinds of manage-

r I a I dec I s Ions that probati on contends ~"I th on a da I ly bas Is., I tis acknowledged 

that arrest and offehse data are r nd I cat Ive of wha t the project SIS a whok accomp I I shed 
j 

In reducing delinquency, but outcome data, It is felt, by itself~ suggests practically 

nothing about why SUccess or faflure of a proJec:t occurs. Probai:lon staff maintain 
i' 

that overall project success Is only <% function iof how successfull staff are with 

individual cases. 

Most staff felt that successful case outcomes do not correlate strongly 
Ii 

with age, sex, nature, pattern of prior delinqu¢ncy, or the other variables that are 

ordinarily collected In Impact studies. If behj~vior Is changed iand a pattern of 
o I, ( 

delfnquency reversed, staff consider that It 1st usually the result of a ihree~part 
, if 

fortuitous combination of (1) selecting th~ appropr~~te treatment method; (2) ~rovlded 

by a caseworker proficient with the method; (3):' who Is involved with a cl lent where 
ii 

there Is a good deaLrof caseworker and client rapport. 

Several thought that research and-evaluation efforts would be far more 

productive if they fo~used on the problem of finding out what is explicitly InvoJved 

in putting this critical three-part combination of factors together on a more pre­

dictable basis. Some staff suggested that the ultf.mate value of rese(;t,rch on 

dlff~rentlal treatment would' be in helping to devise more rafional ways of making 

staff-client assignments. 
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PLANNING, FUNDING, POLICY IMPLICATIONS OF IMPACT-ORIENT£DoRESEARCH 

OCJP should recognize that there are some Inherent conflicts to be found irk 

pursuing an evaluation pol t'cy' ttfat emphasizes the use of quantifiable outcoml~ data In 

assess1ng'projects of this type where the treatment approaches~re not cl~arlY defined. 

The source of the problem, as we see It, results from s~me basic differences b~'tween, 

OCJP and the project's use of, and application of the research. 

As a statewide planning and funding agency, OCJP looks at evaluations from 

the standpoint of the val~e they have In making funding decisions about very broad 

functional groupings or types of programs. For OCJP's purposes outcome data which 

shows the overall success of a particular project may be entirely adequate. 

A project Is always pleased to find out that they are considered successful, 

but they also have a secondary Interest fn the research which Is even greater, and 

that Is to know what combination of treatment practices, mana.gement, supervision, 

st~ff training, etc., may account for the project's overall performance. For project 

administrators It Is, ,not nearly as useful to know that 'recidivism rates were reduced 

by some 75%, as it Is to find out why they weren't successful wltn the other 25%. We 

think that this accounts for much of the cynicism we detect on the p~rt otproject 

administrators about many evaluations. 

We are quite confident that using the evaluation methodology outlined h~re 

on other projects of this type will furnish OCJP with the basic information needed 

to make reliable, consistent Judgments about what a project has done to direct'ly 

reduce dellnquency,'which is the prImary goal of the agendy's present evaluation 

policy. At th~ same time, our work o~cr the past ten months has made us aware of 

; another research dimension which the project's think should be added to the present 

outcome evaluatIon strategy if; Itls to have practical value to the projects. 

o In consldering the reasons for enlarging these evaluations by extending 
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_them into the effect different i a I treatment approaches have'ion proj~ct outcomes") we 

feel it is important to po i nt out to OCJP that the resea~ch capab i 11 ty in these I, 

.. -;~' . .; 

-, projects seems to be very limited~ Ir:'! comparison to' the nature and c,oin!lJ,fixity of the 

research that would be involved in researchipg the effects ,of differe~l2ial trealment 
-' ,(~-\, 

that .. the, projectls seem t04'lant,' gathering and ana'lyzing ,straightforwai~d outco,?q:e data 
,{- > • • " ",~, ~ 

~s we have done, almost seems elementary. Reibognizing the minor emphasis that 

;, " 
proJects Seem to place on evaluations generally, and knowing the quality and character 

-----;'"' -

of the 'basic data that projects keep for evaluaqqn,purposes, we would predict that 

the typical project would h.§l_'le a great 'dedI' of difficl,Jlty in trying to res.earch the., 
_"; - I) 

effect-d'ifferent treatment approaches have on outcome. 

In spi~e of the way proj~ct staff stressed the need for more ~xplicit 

(', knowledge about treatment, our. review of thee literature has convinced LIS that research 

on the subject wi It be proceeding into a very unchartered and profes.§ional1y troubied 

field. dne evident response in trying to develop some research methodology on the " .... 

subject of differential treatment 'is manifested in the tendency to collect costly, 

and what seems like almost unmanageable amounts of data on not only the clients, but 

the i r fam i I J es- and. soc i o-econom i c t;ackg round. One of the.projects in this cluster 
• I~ -"",'.I 

and one probation depa:-'tment in another c'ounty where a p'roject Was located were 

collecting 200 items of information em the families of their juv~nile cases. 

Many o!/;::those dat,a elements 11J,~Y be significc'lnt, but ~s yeJ;: we see very 
/.---

~-::/ ¥ 

-: 'Httle indication of what they mean as predictors of del inquency or how the information' 

can be u!:;ed in. research i ng the effec,.s!,r·"eness of di fferent treCitment approaches. 
Ii"")) \r;-/ 

It seems to us that the propriety of funding an~ sanctioning massIve data 
..;::::"~::-..':.~," 

collection efforts can be questioned, .. unless it can be shown that the data 15 an 

integral part bf a larger and more sharply de1J.neated methodoEdgical and theoretical 
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reseaFell fiam8~1ork than presently exists. This is because the .. cost of research 
" 

is closely related to how manYe"data elements are incorporated Of' contfoiieti for'dn 

I) 

II 
Until there is a bettdr indication that the average project is able to 

// ." Ii' . 
perform more acceptably on outfoometype research, we would suggest being very cautious 

the methodology. 

about imposing more complex evaluation requirements on most projects. This is not· 
.. . 

to say that OCJP shBdld not fund some very thoughtful and highly controlled research 

on the effectivenel~ of different treatment approaches. In fact, we have come to 

think that thfs is one of the most critical, and potentially could become one of the 

most fruitful areas for research in perfecting more rational, economic approaches to 

the prevention of juvenile delinquency. 

.... ~':-f. 
., " 

I) 
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" Prlmaryor"'II1,termedlate Prf'sriIll1"Goai 

I, ",-l~'G, of DiversIon Project ~;;"":;i: d , 
, 1.I':'Reduce Incidence ,of dell~quer\c'y. 

I 
I, 

I 

( 

L 

i 
I, 

I 

Ji. 

III,. 

IV. 

V. 
o 

'J 
Reduce sever,lty of sl!bse9u~nt 
deJinquentoffellse. (', ," 

Prevent furtherp!lhetration lri'to" ',; 
Juvenile Justlce system for: 

A. COO1l1un t ty"based projects. ' 
B. Poll ce di\tersJorp'projects~" 
C. Probation dlyersl.on projects. 

f.r 

Faci litate greater coordination 
of Interagency Involvement with 
servl ce cases., 

Programming and ,creation of new 
convnunity resources. 

o 

0' 

Operational Hethodolo~y o~) Treatmen,t 
" M~a'ir ty , _ 

'0.'/1 

Describe treatme~tt th~ry. and type 'of 
cas'e:wOi"kpr:'actice to be ,employed':ln ' 
tr.sfrl,l1eQtof project referrals; 
I r\cfi'ide" any specl a I techniques used 
such ,as videotaping, ,team counseling, 
sPecla .1tralnlng provided project staff. 

II ::;<, 

Outcome or Im;~,~,ct 'Criteria, 

Number of pre a~d pest project arrests: 

Spec:! fl c vi c1a,tlons convnl tted pre and 
pqst ,project. ~,' 

G' 

I. 

,2. 

Number of referrals to the dlver~lon 
project. ' 

N~mber of project referrals that are 
subsequently diverted lntoother 
diVersion projects. 

,3. Time spent In detention. 

4. ,Number of proje,;t '~efl!rra I s that ai\'!' 
subsequent Iy c:! ted Or ,booked Into 
probation. ' 

5. Probation Dispositions 

A. Number :::ounseled a,nd released. 
B. Number dismissed. 
C. Number returned,,'toproject:. 

,D. Number placed on Informal supervision. 
'E. Number of p~tltlons fi led. 

6. Court Disposition 

I. 

2. 

3. 

A. Number of petitions dismissed. " 
B. Number placed on formal probation. 
C. Number of wardships sustained. 
D.Number placed Instate institutions.' 

, .:"".;:", 

Number of referr~ I s to and frmJ other 
agencies. 

SuccesS of system or methods used to 
provide feedback on case outc~es on 
b i -agency' case,s. ", ' 

I nteragency I t;liIn of techn I ca I staff. (, 

I, Actual ax.lstence of new; fUnctioning, 
and officially recognized corrrnunity 
action entities. 

2. Iden:lfJable new programs either brought 
Into existenC~ by or through the efforts' 
of the funded project. 

3. Volume of referrals handled In the , 

4. 

program$ the project is credited wIth 
creating. 

Expressed reactions to the programs 
,Sponsored by the project, by the. press, 
communIty' leadershIp, other officials, 
etC. ~ 

5. Time and dollar amount of budget 
devested to deVeloping .and coordinatIng 
new programs. 

6. fIscal ContriblJtlo'l1,s ma'de by other 
agenc I es or organ i zat Ions. 

~:. ~ 

:....1 
Terms of employment and number of 
)loluriteers .,'serylng In proj~ct~ 

:;/0 
Treatment Varl ab les, , , 

I. Diagnostl,'; evaluation of case problem 
and specifics of treatment plan tO"be 
followed. .'., 

2. Elapfled time betWe~e;'i referral and date 
,Clfflrs!;,rc;ontact., ' ,"';, 

3<I;iDuratlon Qf $ervlcE:. ~" 
,/j'N Number of p~rsonal treatment contacts. 
5Y Length of counsellngserlllte,s, 
6. PartIcipants Involved In t~etreatment 

program. , ' 
7. S I zeof cas~.1 oads. 

,'S. ' Sunvnary ofcasecutcooie. , 

:rABLE 67 

A RECOMMENDfO APPl\OAC~ FOR EVALUATI NG 0 IVE/lS I O~'fROJECTS 
'l, '~,' ,) .-

o 
i) 

() 

Source'6f Data. 

Pollee juverilTe records. 

pollee JUVenile recorgs. 

P roJ~c t in take reg Is te rS. 

Police juvenlle
Q 

records!_ \f' "-l~' 
~;) 

Juvenile Hall I rftakel 09. 

c'''-' Police juvenile records or 
probation records, 6CS Form #73/j. 

"f 

Probation reco'rds, BCS Form #734. 

/'? 

~/ 'i 

Probation records, BCS Form #734. 

I! 

" Agency ~~aff, case records; and 
project_staff. 

I.l 

Ageni:y staff a,nd project admInistrators. 

project staff. 
Outside agency interviews. 

Press accounts, fiscal 'records, staff 
01 nterv lews. 

" Project records. 

Project fJscal records; 

Project records and outsIde agency 
Interviews. 

SOUrce of Data 

I ncO v I dua I (;ase recoEds. 

':;:'. 
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Instruments 

,See Append I it A. 
o 

See Append I x A. 

See Appendix A. 

See Appendix A. 

See Append I x, .~. Ii' 
.'\, '\,., 

Ii," 

See Append Ix A. 

I nd I v i,cl ua I case "rec;ords. 

Instrumentswi~l} ~ar;depending' 
,:~: on ,system estab'li shed for each 

project and I tspartlc!pating 
agencies. ' ' 

.instruments wc\'uld be devised to 
fIt character of 'Individual 
pro;>jects., 

-.\\ 

,Instruments 

Would be deVeloped by project 
evalu.atoratlnceptloii,of project. 
We have found that a, cumuliftlve. ' 
chronolog'lcal record o;>f theda~a" , 
e I emen ts, to ,be used In 'J:he, eva I !la,tlon 
kept by the case worker greaJ:ly 

,", slmpllHesth,fdata colleetlontask, 
The form or 'design of the Instrument; 

, tsnot 'as Important: as cons I stEmcy: 
and, a-e-~ur"cy of the'Jnformatt~ 
r!lcorded. ' ',') , 

o 

Sugges ted Fo 11 oW-up Per i od 

1 year pre, 2 years pqst, at ~slx month Intervals 

";'1 year pre, 2 years post, at slxmonth intervals. 

I year 'pre, 2 Years post, at 6 month Intervals. 
Same time period for alJ measurement criteria 

" for objective III. 

" Often enough to. insUre that good case 
,c:oordinatlon Is occurring. 

Each quarter a'fter I nception of 
project. 

SUggested Follow-up Period 

o 

.,i Collect_and, tabulate data at discretion 
of proj~ctevaluator or administrator. 

u, 

o 

I;, 

QualIfying Comments 

Be sure torecordoOrily Incidents In, 
I~hlch a statutory vIolation h~s been 
cha rged. . ,'" 

Be sUre to record the specific statutory 
Viola.tlons committed, I.e., 602 H.I. 
15530 ~ 5.'" __ 

As long as r.eferrals on subsequent 
arrests are made back to the original 
diversion project further penetration 
'Into the juvenile systern Isa~sumed 
not to haVe occurre~. 

a In terl/I ews I'll tn thecorrrnun I ty ag,aney 
, Involved wll r give much useful . 

Insight: Into ti1;)se aspects ofthEi;i':::;;" 
d Iver.s Lon ,program. ':)~' i, "-

"I 

G3 . "" It Is critIcal to assess and.lnvento(;y 
-4 the type and nature~ of commun I ty . ~" 

reSOLJrce.s ext stl ngb~fore Inceptlon~'of 
projec:'t'as baseJine'liiTOrmatlon. 0 

Q, 

{.' 

" 

Qualify I n9' Comments 

, 'jtl:;(srltlc~,1 that.~he project 
)admlnht,r:;ator .establlsh.a case 
'wrlt'e-tYp~procedure\'lhlchwlll .Insure'" 
that the?t!ata elements specified are 
being acdkately and consistently 
recorded overtheentJre treatment 
perl od~ '" ' , ,0 

o 
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Ii 
In the previous table we have tried to synthesize an outline oJ a rnethod-

ology that We believe is suitable for'evaluating ,projects having .objectives s:imi lar 
",,:;: -

to those in. this cluster. We want to ernpn~Size again that this proposed approach 

Was constructed around the specific requitement that the research design provtde 

assessments of:proJect resul tsbased on outcome cr iter! a. The desi gh do~s·' not make 

provisions fo!~ dealing with. process variables or with the effect dlffere'nt modes of 

treatment mIght have had on o'verall outcome resul ts. 

The balance of the discussion amplifies the outline to some extent and 

considers some of the procedural problems t~at potential users may face in imple­

menting the methodology. In retrospect we see ,bur eval!Jat,ion of these proje~ts, 

proceeding through three phases and we have org~niz~d the balance of the discussion 

around them. 

I. Setting up the Project fQr Evaluation 

The importance of thorough plarmlng to su~cessful evaluations is mentioned 

so often in discussions of evaluation that it almost seems unnecessary to repeat It. 

Vet, from our experience, we are convinced that thi$ Is the ,most important and the 

most neglected phase of most project planning. Thorough planning ~ndtralning of the 
.' .1 

people who will be involved with the evaluation is the key f~ctor In ~nsuring a. 
'/ 

smo~th and meaningful evaluation. 'Proper planning wi llalso reduce!'I;,o'sts and st'a.ff 
! ·1 

frustration. Planning often proves fo'bEi 'the deciding he'tor in being Clble .to do an 

evaluation at :all. 

There are three 'absolutely ~ssential elements in the planning of any 

project. 
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.froJect Objectives 

f/' 

: '. 

~Establlsh clear, ,written, unequivocal definitions of the project's primary 
••.. , I':' 

obj~ctives. There can be both primary and secondary obj6c~Jves. but regardl~ss Q~ 

how they rank In importance, if they are to be evaluated, they must be made explicit. 

It Is easy to make the mistake, but the most serious an~ prevalent problem we en-

countered in evaluating these projects was the failure of the projects to distinguish 

between what was a goal <Dr end result from the means or activl!l, by which they would 
, 

accomplish the goal. 

~.lectlng Appropriate Criteria for Assessing Goals 

This is the second phase of evaluation planning and it must be done simul-

taneously with developing the project's goals. The whole process of purifying a goal 

and making sure It Is a usable one for evaluation purposes~ comes about usually In .. 
the course of trying to find objective, quantifiable and obtainable criteria to go 

(;. 

with it. 

Some of the considerations here are related to whether essential data 

elements wi 11 be avai lable on all cases. Sometimes data that is avai lable on project 

cases Is not available on control cases. If essential data is to be obtained from 

other,~ agenc i es, wi 11 It be available when and in the form i ti::s needed? 

Although it is no~ directly related to criteria selection, thoughF should 

be given to determining whether the treatment plan, the bqdget fOi"the project, and 

other factors that wt]J influence the number of cases In the treatment or control 

populationw.i 11 be gJ=?,u.fficlent size to make the whole project worthwhi Ie as a 
. . f' "'~., 

research experimf'lnt. / As fu~aamenta 1 as thi s sounds, there was a maJ"or overs i ght. on 

( 
\ 

-222-
a 

.... -

.= 

= 

<JW-

QI"' 

~---

f. 

t&·t~-; 

, 
,-

~ , 



I 
I 
I 
I, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I, 

,,( 

.. 

"' 
this pol n'tl n'the p I ari~ ing of the A lamecl.a proJect. We thi nka lmost anyone would. ~e 

dUbious about the results of a "demoi1Stration which had~' only 33;',rexperimental and 23 

cOhtrol caSes. ,~ 
/' /1 

\: 

Finally, In se 1 ectl ngc'rl ter i arecogn I ze that 'at, some pbrnr. :the data. wtJ 1 

have to be processed. One good test: of the criteria being con.slder,ed is whether or.. 

not each one'ls specific and objective enough to be coded. This 1'5 important becau:se 

any project with enoughcase5 and enough data elements to go with them to make the 

whole e><perlment worthwhile will make computer processl:ng of the data a practical 

necessity. Therefore, codln~of all the Input will have to be done. eventually. A 

variable or an oUtcome crite'rla that lends Itself easily to the test ofcodtng,is 

quite likely to be a good measure of outcome also. The main reason we found It 

Imposs'l b Ie to dea 1 wi th the 'effects of' d Hferent treatment approaches In th I s method­

ology Is 'because we were unable to find specific, codlflable criteri~ whlch'dis-

tlngulshed one treatment approach from another. -., 

Cod I ng sounds comp 1 ex but. I t I sn' t. The cod i ng gu I de we deve 1 9ped for 

handling 42 dt,fferent data elements Is shown In the appendlx.,,,,One,cqnsideration .,In 

developlrigco~lng formats Is that machine control becomes more difficult If more,di~a 

Is collected than can be coded and keypunched onto one 80 column IBM card. This 

certainly should not be an 'overridlngcons+deratlon In excluding a data element, 

but it Is Important to keep in mind that accuracy and control problems also Increase 

as the vo'lume of dat~ ha .. ndled Increases. 

Instruments 

\\ 

There seems to be a preoccupation with forms in research, but In executing 

this methodology they really aren't too Important. In designing a form there. are a 
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fewc.considerations to be."kept in mind, h0wever. Forms are nothing 

. efficient means <>:f reC9rding data elements that have been selected 

'/ ... 
I'nore than an 
it 
Ii' 
as measurement 

;; ~. 

() 

critetia for the project goals;: All the data transferred to forms wi 11 most 1 ikely 

come from some. other source record. If entry titles on the forms agree,wit.h source 

records it will help avoid confusign and some mistakes that are important in coding. 

Our data collection instruments were revised several times arouhd this problem. 

Before settling on the layout of p form the project should become thorough~y 

familiar With the terms and peculiarities of each data source. We found that police 

juvenile records 0ften inclu~e several types of inform~tton onithe same record. For 

ex~mple, be sure the staff who i~ collectl~g data from pqlice records recognlze the 

distinction between an actual arrest ahd a field Interrogation. Also, cases where 

tht~ referral lsa victim in a p01i~e incident as opposed to being the person arrested. 

Because police departments vary ,a great deal~in size and in the extent to which they 

have mechanized their juvenile record systems, police data on .Juveniles may-super-

flcially appear difficult to handle. From our experience in collecting police data 

In seventeen departments, however, we found that police information Is reliable; 

accurately and very.systematically recorded once one understands how their record 

systems work. 
'. 

in large projects, particularly, there are always problems with keeping 

all thi ~ata on~n fndtvPdua~, case together. These can be mlnlmized by using onJy 
,. 

one data collection instrument for recording all the data taken,··from the project, 
.c·· 

pr6batlon, po lJce , courts, etc. " 

I I. Some Reflections on,. Access and Data Collection. Problems;" 

i~) 

~eunderstand that in someDpf~these cluSter evaluations, contra~tors had 
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difficulty in,ebt~i,hlng'?eme.-,s\'f;,the eutcome data that was crucial to. thei.'rl.ie,searc\1 

desi.gns •. We can appreciate thes~rieusness ef this prob,,!J'~ because it is\;'0b~:~5'luS 
j~r~'":,~-.. 

that the researcher is very dependent en the ceep~-ratien and:'ii;ss"k~,t,~!lce et man}l~~ -- ~~. ,. , 

different agencl es fer the i nformat i on he needs. I t 'sa I so. true that iTIf);y"~c,;f th~ 
" 
Q,genc;ies en whem h~ i,s dep~ndent h,ave no. particular interest in either his reseflrch 

preble~s or the subject ef hifo study. We feund that many,pol}ce departments, fer 

instance, ha,d n~ver even heard efth,e preject we wereev~luatlng, much less abeut the 

evaluatien itself. 

Except fer seme resistance in the Yele Yeu,thServices Bureau, we enceunt~red 

no. access preblems at all in .any ef, the 30-edd agencies we werkedwith ever the past 

ten menths. In retrespect"we attribute our success largely to. the ceeperatien we 

enjoyed frem these ~gencies. As we reflect en eur werk with these agencies, we have 

a few suggestiens that may be helpful to. ethers trying to. use ,this method})legy. 

In the course of preparing our res pense to. the eriginal RFP we centacted 

many ef the pel ice and eutside agencies that we knew weuld be invelved in carrying 

out the data cellectien phase ef the study prepesal. Our needs, and the nature ef 

the data as we under:steed them at the time, were explained to. semeene in the agency 

befere the evaluatien ever began. 

The surest way of cultivating a good werking relatienship with an agency 

is to have{csomeone of experience and responsibility involved dl'rectly'in the data 

'.' collectJon process. Countless little decisiens have to be made abeut how to treat 
1_,-

,0 

, , , 

Information In the course of ~athering it. Unless these types of decisions can be 

made at the t1me,' and,eften they are,extremely Important decisiens , the data 
'j 

gathering process can go on an unreasonable length of time. Agencl~sdon't like 

th is. 
Ii 
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Secondly,urtles~'~he same person Is maklng the~e,decislons a lot 9f consls-
, d " -,' Ii ':, 

tency about the data ca,n be Jost. uUnless someone of authority In the researc~ prolect 

is Ihvolved in the dFlta gath~ring phase tf~ef'e0i's a tendency for inexperiencedl\staff to 
, " \ 

go to agency staff with questions tHat are bothersome and that they really can't help 

with a1nyway. This is another type of'-disruptionwhich agencies don't like. 

There is a pronounc,ed tendency"today iri'research to use cheap inexperienced 
,. 

help for data cti"llection. This makes it d0ubly importah;l to have someone of mOi~e 
-.C 

experience working with them. To do this undoubtedly a,~ds cost to a project, but we 
( , 

are convinced that it pays great dividends in getttng m~re rellablej consistent' 

information as well as in gaining the respect and cooperatiO,n of the outside agency. 

A big point of concern among police departments, perhaps more than some of 

the other outside agencies, was who, specifically from the contractor's organization, 

would actually come into the departments to gather the d~ta. On reflection It Is OU1\ 

impression that a police department th~t might be very wil11ng to coop~rate<with 

the pri~cipals in ~ study team might be very reluctant to extend the. same courtesies 

and privileges to incidental or part-time people that the contractor might choose to 

use. 

~ It is important, also, for contractors or outside0reSe~jchers to use the 

same pa~'t\\time staff as much as possible'" As part-tl'me staff acquire more experience, 

they not only become more efficient, but their judgments improve and their"~\nterpre-
':. 

tat ions 6f the data becpme muth more consistent. 

ArJother factor of great imRgrtance goes back to project planning and 

Instrument construction. Make sure the data collection instruments are appr,bpriate 

and consistent with the agendes' source data. We found it necessary !cn designing 
'(\ (, 

",6ur forms, to review them with records personnel in a few depa~tments.The main 
',; '.' 
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point here is to perfect:":"4;;abl~ instr:uments beforehand rather thCln try.lng to "de.bug" 
I 

them In actual use. , l ---.. -, ~'<. 
!/ 

Another closely re!~ted 
l~~"\'?' 

p·reca:!.i'f:~~;:ri\\,~\hou 1 d be to avoid discussing or working 
, J 

out methodological problems In- the presencoJ of the agency staff who are helping you. 

We found that while agency staff may be quite wi 11lng to answer ques~ions or help 

with problems of interpreting their own data, they can be very impatient about 

watching an investigator resolve design problems that should have been worked out 

beforehand. 

--:: 
It if is important, as We say, for data collectors not to discuss method-

,ology with outside agencies, it is even more important that they avoid discussing 

social philosophies or personal views on crime, po~tce practice, or social injustice. 
\ f .. ' 

!t is callous ,and disrespectful not to recognize that there are some sensitive 

differences between, 'jay, the police and treatment oriented professions. This is 
..., 

also a very sensitive period in pol ice community relations. Di.scussing views on 

many of th~ philosophical issues that are inherently Involved in the nature of 

research on delinquency, only leaves someone of a different.view wondering how much 

the philosophy Is going to bias his,data and contaminate conclusions. 

Insuring the confidentiality of data is also an important consideratlqn 

In securing act:es~ to juvenile records. Judges, proper,ly, often have to clear 

police file searches, but beyond~hat the contfactor ha, to give satisfactory ~ssur­

ance to the police that his methodology will allow for ~ieparating the. Juvenile's 

name fronl' his' record at some point. I We handled thisprc)blem by making arranglements 

with the last pol ice department to, separate the names oJ the .juvenl l~s from the 

data. In effect, Qne police depa'"tment guaranteed that!; the court directive Was 

everltually carried oLlt for all the cfepartments. 
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Data collector~ should also take steps to Insure a minimum of disruption 

to a department's normal wor'k routines. One way to do this Is use the files after 

the normal working hours of 8:00 - 5:00. About 80% of our data was gathered at 

night; working at these hours It was usually possible to hire someone fro~ the 
,-

agency to work after hours with us. This greatly expedJ,;ted the amount of time we 

had to spend in a particular place, and added, as well, to the reliability of the 

data. An outside agency does appreciate having you get In and get out as qulckly 

as possible. 

11 I~ Data Ana1ysis 

, Any project that decides to use and correlate as man~ outcome variables 

as we did in assessing these projects will almost be forced intq some type of 

computerized data analysis~ 

To a project that hasn't had some data processing experience, this aspect 

of our recommended methodology may seem very formidable. But it isn't. All the 

variables We have outlined in this model are capable of being easily 'coded, and any 

daia that is properly and accurately coded Is likewise capable of being processed by 

a computer. We feel conftdent about making thes~~ssurances because we are,atisfled 

that a project wishing to take advantage of a computer' need not worry about pro­

gramming which Is always the,difflcult .n~ expensive t~nsideration involved in 

utilizing computers. 

In the course of this project we focated several copyrfghteq, general 

purpose.~tatistlcal computer packages for analy~ing data for the social sciences. 
. " 

Furthermore, m9st of theseJ~r.agr.amsoarEf\."ritten for exactiy the type of customer 
---:.~--::,-.~",..., .. 

-rc 

th~t~~t"_pro-JectOOwou I d represent. 
-~:. --'-"-';-~'- . 
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The package of programs ItJ~ actually used was SPSS (Statistical Package 

0
for the Social Sciences) available through the Computa~lon Center at Stanfprd In 

Palo ,Alto, California. It is only one of several c.\Vail;~ble, but th~ s'ervices !i~·e 
\,1 

probably representative of what most ,-,enters l/i1ke thl's'offer. From our experience, 
\ 'I 

" 
we can say that the SPSS package is as' trouble fre\e ahd accessible to the custom~r 

<~ l" :'\ > ", 
as it Is represented to be in" th~"overvl~w of the system we included in the appendix. 

The cost is well within ari'Y pro1ject's eV,aluatlon budget and in relation to 

Its value in upgrading an evaluation 1 we lAJ'puldreglard the expenditure 'as the wisest 

any project could make. In fact, cert~ln\\tYj:lesof ~,;orfelations emd refinements, of 
\', 

the data are tmpl:>sstble any other way. Ev~\r,\ a proJe~';t the, size of,theone, in 
1\ 

, Alameda with 55 cases could have profltablY\Used SPSS~ 
,I. 

if projects are to ever elevate th't~ t'jualityof their Internal evaluations 

to anything abOVE~ simple head counts and subJl:ktive descriptions it seems absolutely 

necessary to us 1:0 anticipate col,lecting and prepadng data in a way that permits 

computer processing. One of the real advantages of the computer in evaluation, we 

have come to think, goes beyond its speed and analytical power. It relates, again, 

to the planning phase of a project. Having to prepare data so that it is suitable 

for machine processing forces a kind of discipline that pervades every phase of a 

project. 

If everyone associated with a project understands that coding values 

~yentually take em a kind of absolute meaning, it helps in their acquidng a respect 

for data and keeping the integrity of seemingly unimportant ~mall pieces of data 

which are really the heart of the whole research prtJCess. Ffec:lch sm~ll piece of 

dati;! is handled properly beforehand, coding and successful computer proce\~sing becomes 

almost a perfunctory operation and the project'will be assured a good, significant 

evaluation. -229-
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APPENDIX A 

DATA COl.tECTI ONI NSTRUMENT FQRLAW ENFORCEMENT 
;, AND PRQBAT I ON REF.ERRALS 
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LAW ENFORCEMENT AND PROBATION REFE~RALS 

Name 
--~L~a~s~t------=---~F~i~r-s-t--------~ 

Address 
----------------------------------------------

ParentIs Name 
--------------~------------------- .. ' 

-----------------------------~--------~~----------------------------------------

Sex Race 1 Whi te 3 Black 
2 Mexican-American 4 Asian 

Male 5 Other 
Female 

Age Date, of Birth 
Month Year 

Exper i menta 1 _________ _ 
Control 

Date of Referral to Project. __ ~ __ ~ ____ ~ __ __ 
Month Year 

Expe r i m-e-nt-a-'l~S":"'i:'""b ~1 i:'""n-g-----
Contro 1 S i b1 i ng, _______ _ Reason for Referral ------------------------
D fspos i t i on at Term ina t i on. __________________________________ _ 

Termination of Service 
·----~M~o-n-t":"'h--------~Y-e-a-r-,---

Da te (Mon t h/Y ear) 

LAW ENFORCEMENT CONTACTS 

Offense 

------~~~-----------------------

.-";:, 
~\', 

LAW ENFORCEMENT CONTACTS 

Dispositi2,!l 

" 
G· 



LAW ENFORCEMENT CONTACTS <) 

-------------------

LAW ENFORCEMENT CONTACTS :.:1 

------"'.----
,,-~ -, 

•.. ~I 

:.;1 

PROBATION CONTACTS 

Date (Month/Year) Offense Disposition 

Counselled & Released 
Dismissed Informa·~l----~P~e-t-.~F~i~l-e~d--~ 

Court Disposition J 
Dismissed----YormaI Prob. ___ Wardship ____ 

Counsel led & Released 
----~--~~~----Dismissed Informal Pet. Filed 

--COurt DispOSition -----
Dismissed Formal Prob. Wardship - --
Counselled & Released 
Dismissed Informal--~P~e-t~.~F~i~l-e~d----- J 

...•... 
, . 

--COurt Disposition 
Dismissed Formal Prob. Wardship - --
Counselled & Released ___ ~--~~~----
Dismissed Informal Pet. Fi led 

--COurt DispOSition -----
Dismissed Formal Prob. Wardship - --
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SCHOOL AND OTHER REFERRALS 

Name Age 
Last First Middle 

Sex: 
Address Male 

Female 

. Race: 
Date Of Referral Caucasian ( : 

Month Day Year Mex. -Am. 
Date of First Contact Negro 

Month Day Year Oriental 
Other: 
(Specify) 

Reason for Referral 

Schoo 1 _____ _ 

Service Provided (Brief Statement) 

Teacher ---_ ...... 
No. of Contacts 

Case Aide {Name) ________ ........ _________ _ 

Dispositlonof Case at Termination ____________ _ 

Date of Termination 
-----M~o-n-t~h-------~D~a-y---------~Y~e-a-r--

\-'.1 

_______ ::"'-====.======_oz=====================================--
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Name Ii schOOI _____ ~ _______ ~ 
II 

Age 1 
~,----------~------~I~I __________ _ Reason for Referra 1 _________ ........:_ 

1/ 
Sex~,~ ________________ +I! ________ _ Teacher _____ ~ _________ ..... , _ 

1. 
II 

Who 17eferred thesti~.Jdent to the YSB: teacher, counselor, principal. 
Ii 

2. Do you recall the name of the case aide ------
3. What was the reason for the referral: (1) attendance, ~2) behavior problems, 

.~. 

(3) learning problems, (4) need for group in~'olvement, (5) drugs, (6) other. 

4. Ncure of service provided: (1) individual 'tutoring on scholastic subjects, 
-.... ,"',. 

(2) group tytoring on scholastic subjects, (3) group craft classes, (4) individual 

counselling on personal problems, (5) indiv~dual counselling on behavior proble~s) 

(6) other; specify. 

5. Term of service: month statt , month end ------------- --------.---------
6. Estimated number of contacts per week. ----------------
7. Why did you, as the tea~her, refer this student to the YSB: (1) no school 

counselor avaIJ~ble, (zl no teacher aides avaflable, (3) directed by princtpal 

to do so, (4) in~ufficient ttme to devot~ to studehtlS special problem, 

(5) other. 

8. Did you as a teaC;,her feel that the abilities, experience, i3nd the professional 

training of the YSB case aide were adequate consideting the nature and difficulty 

of the student's problem. 

9. How would you rate on the simple sCene the improvement you feel was made with 

the student's problems which you could attribute to the VSB case aides assistants: 

"(1) no improvement, (2) slight improvement, (3) consider~ble fmprovement, 

(4) outstanding improvement. 

0\; 

i 

i, 
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10. Rate the YSB case aide program that \~S carried out in your school from the 

standpoint of the following chCli'"acteristics: r· 
0D 

c=J (1) regularity and frequency of contact between the student 

and the case aide, 

c=J (2) turnover and permanency of the case aide assignments to 

your school, 

c=J (3) certainty about the continuing relationship between case 

aide and the student, 

c=J (4) preparation of case aide, 

c=J (5) supervision over case aides by school or YSB, 

o (6) avai labi I ity of necessary suppl ies and other resources 

needed by the CBse aide, 

o (7) teacher's impresslion of how the student regarded the YSB 

case aide's assistance. 

i1. Do you, as the referring teacher, have the opportunity to oversee and direct 

the tutoring, classes or counsell ing conducted by the YSB. 
----------------~ 

12. As a teacher, would you refer sttnents to the VSB program again ___ yes nQ. 

13. We will only have the opportunity to interview teachers in your school who 

actually utilized the YSB case aides. From your knowledge of how other teachers 

felt about the YSB case aides can you offer any reasons why other teachers may 

not have taken advantage of ~he Y~5 caS0 ~ide program. 

How did you first hear about the services which the YSB offer schools. - ~ 
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Coding Guide 12/29/73 

Diversion Cluster Evaluation· 

Variable List!Var Labels 

Name 
ProjN,ame Name of .Project 

Cone}{~Experimental or Control) 

Value Labels 

0- ... .j). 

l=Sacramento 
2-Yolo 
l=Experimental 
2=Control 

*- Missing values 

3=Richmond 
4-Alameda 
3=Sibling control 
4=Sibling experi-

\~"i. s.;---;:-=-"77"::--_-::---:-_-:-::-"""'1;--_______ ...-:.-:-~-------__:~m~e!.!n.!-.!:!.\.I~al=-:_:__----
0-18 O-Missin * 

juvenile O-Missing* =12-1~ 
l=Under 5 5=14-15 
2=5-9 6=16-17 

9 Sex 
~=lO-ll 7=18 and over 
l=Male O=Missing-li-
2=Female 

10 Race l=\fuite 4=Asian 
2=Chicano 5=Other 

=Black O=Missing* 
11-12 Refmonth. Month of reference 1-12 OO=Missin.* 

...;1;:;;,3ot..-~1::..,4-:-. ~_. _. ·...;R;:,:.e.=,;fy=..L.;e:.;ar=· :.-:>..:;Yr:e;;;;;a:::.r~of;;....,;r:;.;e:;;:f:.;e:.:r:..;e:.::;n::.;;:c:.::e".J-. _____ ,--J7~0:...-...,;7;;;;;2:..;?",-.. _______ ...;O:..:;.O:=His s ing* ,. 
15-16 Elapdays Days elapsed from 0-98 99=Missing, not 

referral to contact referred to proj .'*' 

{/ 

OO=Miss.1.ng* 
Ol=Incorrigible 
02=Loitering curfew 
03=Truancy, school 

problem 
OI.~=Runmmy 
05=Othcr delinquent 

tendency' 
06=Petty theft 
07=Assault and 

·battery 
08=Resisting arrest 
09=Disturbing peace 

415 
lO=Mal. mischief 
11=Trespassing 
12=Weapon offense 
13=Vehicle Code-

. joy riding 
14=Alcohol vio­

lation 

o 

99=Sibling missing* 
15=Glue ,paint snif'" 

fir1g 
16=Marijuana rclated 
17=Dang. drugs 
18=Chcc}w, i'orgery 
19=Dul'glm'y 
20=Auto theft 
21=Grand theft 
22=Poss. stolen prop. 
23=Robbery 
24=Arso.n 
25=Rap. sex. offense 
26=Felonious assault 
27 =Hit and ,run ' 

II 

.. CI 



o 

\\;.cC?}..umn Variable Var Labels 'Value Labels *=Missing values 
J, • _,\:':':':::"'_~=='=':::'=::'::;-'::::::':=.:=.L...:...:::;:=--=:::.::.:::..=.::.~ ______ -;..;::~. :....::::. ~*~----::5-Al~';;;"";;;;'~~·!.-..:,.;=:::':::"'-
yRefcat, Offense category O=I"1lss~ng ~::, = c. mar~juana mis. 

l=Dellnq1,l.el1t 6=Dang. drug fel. 

22-.23 

2 

25-27 

28 

31 

32-33 

number of prior 

contacts 
Servplan, Primary ,service plan 

Duraserv (Date of referral to 
term'date 

(:Duradisc Duration of service 
"<I 

Dispoter Disposition at 
termination) 

!I 

, Sev6p~e - Severi tv of offenses 
b months prior tb reference) 

Off6pre of offenses 
months 
JJSprejuvenile 
justice to 
reference ,,: 

,-----.--;;;...:;:;.;: 

35 Sev~2pre ,Severity of offenses one 
year only prior to reference) 

terfB.ency '. 7=Felony vs prop", 
c 2=Petty theft 8=Felony vs person 

3=NaL mischief 9=Siblingmissing* 
4=Other Misde';;"" 

meo.nor .' 
99 =Unlmovm:l(- 0-98 

99=Contrpl missing* 0-97 
8=Unknovm* 

O=No record* 
l=Individual coun-

seling 
2=Frunily counseling 
3=Group involvement 
4=Referral other 

agency 

OOO=Missing* 
1- 8 
O=Nissing* 
1=1-7 days 
2=8-21 days 
3=22-60 days 
4=2- months 

5=No service indi­
cf,t·~d 
'0 6=Cilent refused 

service 
7=Family refused 

service 
8=Noxmal probation 

processing 
999=~~ssing control* 

5=3-6 months 
6=='6 months -one year 
7=over one year .. 
8=Mis$ing control* 

Ol=Client refused sex'vices 
02=No indication of service 
03=Case closed, into inter. 
04=Couns. and case closed 
05=.Lost contact 
06=Referred other agency 
07=Petition filed 
08=Fo.mily refused service 
09=Reached 18 
10=De clared,·mrd 
11=Control missin * 
O=No offenses 
l==Jelnqt. tend. 
2=602 Mis. 

=Dru Off. 
00-99 

'0-8 
9=Not arrested* 

=Fel. vs. prop. 
5=Fel. vs. person 

O=No offenses 3=Drug Off. 
l=Delnqt. tend. 4=Fel. vs Prop. 

______________ ~ __________ ~~--___ ----------------~2~=~6~0~2~N~i~s~,----------2~·=~F~e~·l~._v~~~$~p~' ~er~s~o~n __ --0 
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Column 
36-3'7 

38 

39 

I~O-I~l 

3-44 

46 

1~9 " 

" ~:J 

50 

51 
~ 

53 
21~ 
55 .~ ... ~ 

5 6 

Val:'iable 
Off12pre Number of Offenses one 
year prior to reference) . 

Se~?pos (Sever of offenses 6 
~onths post reference) 

Ii 

c, Value Lubels 
0-99 , 

0-8 
9 Not arrested* 
O=No offenses 
l=Delnqt. tend. 
2 G02 Mis. 
00-99 

._-----.;;: 

*Missiri "values <,,~~ 

3=Drug off. 
4=Fel. vs prop. 
2 Fel. va person 

t otf6pos (Number ofoffensG's 6 
months post refet~c~) 
Sev12pos(Severity b~f~""~o~f~f~e-n-s-e-s-----------O~=~N~o---o~f-f-e-n-s-e-s--------3~=~D~r-u-g--o~f~f-.-a-l~c-o~h~o~1--
.one yearpos t ) l=Delnqt . tend. 4=Fel. vs prop. 

0f'f12pos Number ofoffBnses one 
, ear ost reference 
ProbdIsi 'Dispos'itioh of first 
probation contact one year) 

Probdls,2 (Disposition of second 
probation contact one year) 

ProbdIs3 (Disposition of third 
probation contact one year) 

pro a lon con ac "'l In mon 
ProbdI62 'Same 
ProbdI63 Same 

.~ ""~irli!_~' , 
ProbdI64 Same 
ProbdI65 Same 
J?rolJiTOT (Total Probation 
Contacts 6 months) 

s 

FOLLTOT (Total time of fol19W-up) 

) 

2-602 Mis. ~Fel. vs erson 
0-99 

O=No prob.contact* 
I=Dismissal 
2=C & R 
3=Return to 

project 
4=Informal Prob. 
O=No prob.contact* 
I=Dismissal" 
2=C & R 
3=Return to 

project 
O=No prob.contact* 
l=Dismissul 
2=C & R 
3=Return to 

ro'ect 
Same as above 

5=Petition dismissed.' 
6=Formal probation 
7=Made ward 

4=Informal Frob. 
5=Petition dismissed 
6=Formal Probation 
7=Made '-lard 

4=Informal Prob. 
5=Petition dismissed 
6=Formul nrobation «1 

- I 7=Mude Hurd !, 

O=No robution contact* 
Same as above 
O=No Pl'ooation contact·x-
StUilC 

Same 
Same ' :::--.~ 

Same 
Same 
0-9 . 

1=1 year 4,..2 ... 2.5 year 
. 2=1-1. 5 year . 5 =over 2.:> ye,ar 

____ ~--~~~~~~~~---~~~~~~,;H-.---~3~=~1~.~5--~2~,y~e~ar~ ______ ~~ ____________________ _ 
57-58 TOTOFF (Total police contacts £',91' 0-99 

.tollm-ling period 

, . . c' 
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1 
THE SPSS SYSTEM: AN OVERVIEW 

I~ 

The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) is an integrated system of computer 
programs for the analysis of social science data. The system has been designed to provide the 
social scientist with a unified and comprehensive package enabling him to perform many 
'different types of data analysis in a simple and convenient manner. SPSS allows a great deal of 
fleXIbility m thtr1orma£ of data. It provIdes the user with a comprehensive set of procedures for 
data transformation and me manipulation, and it offers the researcher a large number 'bf 
statisticat l'outines commonly used in the social sciences." 

In addition to the usual descriptive statistics, s.imple, frequency distributions, and 
crosstabulatiOIls, SPSS contains procedures for simple correlation (for brithordinal and interval 
data), partial. correlation, :rn~l!!ple regression, factol' analysis, and Guttman scaling. The 
data·managem~nt facilities can, be used to' modify a me of dab~ permanently and can also be 
usedinconjQnction V{,ithany of the statistical procedures. These facilities enable the user to 
generate V'?,liable transformations, to recede variables, sample, select, or weight specifiegcases, 
and 1oa4{{ 'to olalter the data or the me·definingJ~formatien. SPSS enabiesthe sodai scientist 
to perform his analysis through,the use of n!ltural·language'control statements and requires no 
pl'ogranlllting experience on the part of the user.1This text is a complete instru~tional ~ide to 
SPSS and is, written in such a way as to make the system :ly accessible to users with no prior 

!. ~ 

compllterexperience., -
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STATISTICAL PACKAGE FOR THE SOCiAL SCIENCES 

In this introductory chapter We attempt to describe in broad terms the general 
capabilities of the SPSS system. S~6tion 1.1 presents a brief introduction to data analysis on .. 
electronic computers .. $~ctipn 1.2 and its subs.e.r;Jionsdescribe the various statistical procedures 
available in the SPSS system. An introduction iqthe general features and operation of the SPSS 
system is pr~sented along with several examples~in Section 1.3. The attention of the reader is 
drawn especially to Section 1.4 where suggestions for the use of this texi.are given'· for persons 
with greateror lesser experience with the use of computers for data ana!ysis. 

;;1.1 THE PURPOSES OF A STATISTICAL PACKAGE OF PROGRAMS 

Computers are extremely useful for the routine processing of large qUantities of data. Indeed, 
the need for large-scale processing Jed directly to. the development of the computer. Such 
processing inchides the classification, sorting, storing, and retrieval of data which have been 
presented to the computer in a suitable coded f6rm. These routine tasks, termed data 
processing constitute the most important use of computers at present. ~, 

1\ 
Of course, because of their capability for carrying out arithmetic opei'~tions at high 

speed, computers are also widely llsed to carry out lengthy mathematical calculations. When 
such calculations are performed upon data for the purpose of analysis, the term dLTta analysis is 
often used. Data analysis combines data processing with mathematical or statistical manipula~ 
tion. The results are numbers which summarize the information contained in the origJnal data. 

Data analysis constitutes an important part of the activity in any empirical science. In the 
social sciences in particular, where the amount of data required to describe a phenomenon 
adequately is very large, data analysis is a vitat.1Jleans of reducing problems to manageable size. 

A common distinction made in compti\~r jargon is between business-type applications 
and scientific-type applications. Business applications typically require large amounts of input 
and';output data and a small amount of c'f!culation, while scientific applications typically 
involve relatively small amoilnts of input andi\output data and large amounts of calculation. If 
one accepts tJUs distinction, then data analysis,particijl§!rly in the context of the social sciences, 
lies somewhere between these two extremes. \ 

Analysis of social science data often involves the repeated, routine application of a 
number of procedures. When a computer is used, it is necessary to detail for the computer the 
exact sequence of steps to be followed at each stage in the procedure. Sucl]. a sequence of steps 
is referred to as a program. Once a program is prepared, the program may be applied to many 
different sets of data with minor external adjustments which can be made by the user with 
program control cards. Computer centers maintain iibraries of prepared programs which one 
may use to carry out one or another standard pr9cedure. 
~f the user is seriously engaged in data analysIs,Jle will probably find that he has repeated 

recourse to a variety of procedures. Having subjected his data to processing with one program, 
he may .wish to use 0the output data from that programf()r input to another, A long chain of 
such tasks may be required. It then becomes important thit the oUipJIt data from on~ program 
be compatible_,.with the input data for another. If one is using variImsprograms) and if they 
operate in vastly"differetj.t ,ways, one must master _ the details of many programs, and the 
possibility of error and"confus10n· increases. . 

A system of programs isa set of programs which performs a relateU set of procedures and 
which shares a comm~?set of conventions regarding the way in which the set manipulates data. 
If well designe&the sy-stem permits theuseIJ to eXecute a sequence of tasks with a minimum of 
manual interverfti6n, datahandling",and so forth. The SPSS system is such a set of related 
programs for the manJpulation and statistical analysi'so~ many types"of data with a particular 
emphasis on the needs of the sociafsciences. Subsequ;~ntly, 'Ye will refer to thepmgrams of the 
system as subprograms. Once the user has, entered hiis raw data into the system; he can instruct 

, •• ' :::;; f I 

the computer to carry out a variety of related tasks jin arty sequence the circumstifhces dictate. 
It is not necessary for the user to ree.nter hL dataaf! any time,since the system will store and 
ret~eve t?e appropriate data wh(ln required;.o .I/i >: .. '. , 

"? .~. b. While an .a,ttempt has been made to mclude IJI. the SPSS sy~t.em a number ()f"the ~t 
connrtonly t:~ed procedures in"socialscience da!a analysis, it is possible to retrieve data from the 
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system so tl{at it can be used for sOme other program. Also, SPSS itseWcan be extendeci"to 
include procedures which have not already been provid'ed. . 

SPSSprovides a setof common conventions for using Its various subprograms. This set of 
conventions constitutes a simplified language corresponding closely toJhe natural language a 
social scientist might use to describe the procedures he wishes to perform on rus data. . ' 

1.2' STATISTICAL PROCEDURES IN SPSS ." 

The purpose of any process of data analysis is to condense infOrmati~ained in a body of 
data into a form which can be easily comprehended and interpreted~ Sotnetimes this process is 
simply used to describe a body of empirical data,/'but it is far more common for soci~l science 
data analysis to involve a ,search for meaningflJfpatterns of relationships among sets of vari­
.~s, that is, a m~lms to b~ild ~ @!t empirical SOCl~. 'fire Jlttilibets Whi~are 
coiTij?i:ifed from the data dunng the proc~re termed statistics, and there are a 
wide variety of statistical procedures available in the social sciences. 

SPSS contains many of the most common statistical procedures employed by social 
scientis~s, but it is by no means exhaustive of the many useful procedures which have bfi)el1 
jnvent7? for social research or which have come from other fields to the ,social sciences. The 
choic~lof statistical procedures in SPSS has been determined by our examination of the amount 

,', of use they receive in day-to-day statistical analysis and of course by the exigencies of time and 
resources. 

There is no unique method for classifying the different types nf statistical procedures 
included in SPSS. One distinction is betweeniparametric and nonparametric statistics. 
Nonparametric statistical procedures require few assumptions about the distribution Qr level of 
measurement of the variables and many of these techniques may be applied to noininal and 
ordinal data which do not have well established metrics. Tbe parametric procedures, on the' 
other hand, require more stringent ass).l11'lptions concerning the ;distdbution of the data (usually 
an assumption of normalit.y),\and they are designed by and. large for data with an interval 
metric. While the statistical procedures in SPSS can be cataloged according to this rubric (e.g., 
Spearman versus Pearson correlation; n-dimensional crosstabulatlon versus partial correlation 
and multiple regression; Guttman scaling versus factor analysis; etc.), these assumptions are so 
often violated (often with justifiable reasons) during the process of data analysB' as to make the 
distinction of questionable utility. , , " 

Perhaps the best means of cataloging the statistical procedures available in SPSScls 
according to the function they usually (but not always) perform in the process of data an~lysis." 
In presenting these statisticaJprocedures, we will start with these that the researcher often 
begins with and then proceed through the various types of procedures according toincreasing 
level of complexity and sophistication. No single research endeav~lr would normall~ employ all 
or even a large number of these procedures, but it will often tie the case tbatal least one 
procedure from each of the groups will be employed at soil'!,e poin~lduring tile ,rillalysis. 

1
1
2.1 ONE·WAY FREQUENCY, DISTRIBUTIONS, MEASURES OF CENTRAL TENDENCY 

AfIID DISPERSION 

In most types of social science resem;ch,the first task of data analysis is to e>;,amine the 
characteristics of the distribution of each of the independent and dependent variabl~s under 
investigation. SPSS contains three statistital procedures [o{this purpr)'se: CONDESCrun:lVE is 
designed for use with interva~5cale variables which ~ssume a larg~~umbe~ of~,-Ju~s, and t~e 
.two routines CODEBOOK and MARGINALS are deslgned for use wlth vanable,~ whlch assume 
only a limited number of values. An example of the type ofvariab,le for whic1yCONDESCRIP­
:rivE' would be appropriate would be income measured in dollars, which can ~ssume a 
continuum of values. CODEBOOI(and MARGINALS would be applicabh1 to a measBreof 
income wheri the information has been grouped (such tiS $O-$30db, $3001-$5000, 
$5001-$10,000, $10;001 +). The latt~,rtwo proclldures can alsoproduce descf,iptive'fi:;equeo,cy 
distributions for nominal variables, s~ch as religiousaff11iatfon, race, oI political-party afflliation. 

All three subprograms, CON]?iESCRIPTNE, CODEBOOK, MARGINALS, can produce 
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shltistics such as the mean, mode, minimum, maximum, stan pard deviati9n,"~~d"range, ~t the 
user's discretion. CQPEBOOK will, in addition, produce rath~r eiabQratetables with appropri­
ate labeling, showing the values of~'ihe variable which occurred in the data, the frequency with 
whicl]:,~ar.Jivahie()Ccurced, the relative frequency, and the relative frequency when adjusted for 
the occurrence of certain values which signify missing cases. CODEBOOK wilLalso optionally 
,produce a histogram plot of the frequency distributions for easy visualization gf the 
information just mention~d. In short, CODEBOOK provides the investigator with the inform a" 
tion he would normally compile initially to determine what sort of data he has. The 
information generated by CODEBOOKprovides a reference which the investigator wHl consult 
frequently as the study proceeds. ' 

,~ MARGINALS produc'essimilar information to CODEBOOK with the exception of histo­
grams, but in a more condensed and unlabeled format. The user may priler to use ,MARGIN­
ALS if the output from CODEBOOK proves to.o voluminous for his purposes. 

'1.2.2 TABLE DISPLAYS OF RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN TWO OR MORE VARIABLES 

After the r~~earcher understands the characteristics of each of his v&riables, he normally begins 
to investigate sets of relationships. One or more procedures for examining relationships will be 
selected depending upon the characteristics of the variables and the purposes of the researcher. 
He may choose correlation analysis or some form of table display such as those discussed in this 
section. I 

SPSS contains two procedures, CROSST ABS and F ASTABS, which permit the use. to 
compile two-way to noway cross tabulations of variables and to compute a variety of 
llQnparametr.ic statistics based on these tables. CROSSTABS produces a sequence of two-way 
tables showing along the vertical dimension the values of one variable and along the horizontal 
dimension the values of a second variable. In the body of the table occur" the frequency counts 
of the' number of occasiOnS in which the two variables took each possible combination of 
value~. These frequency counts can be expressed as a percentage of the row total, column total, 
the table total, or any combination thereof. The statistics available to measure the degree of 
assot;:iation of the two variables based on the distribution of frequency counts in the table 
include chi-square, Cramer's V, Kendall's tau Band C, the gamma statistic, and Somer's D. For 

. noway crosstabulations, a sequenct! of such two-way tables are produced, one for each 
two-dimensional subsection of the n-dimensional table. 

FASTABS produces similar output to the procedure CROSSTABS, but operates signifi­
cantly' faster on data which are numeric only, as opposed to data which contain nominal 
alphabetic categories. 1 

"Another teclmique for examining the relationship betweenG-two ortuore variables in a 
table fQnnat is provided by the BREAKDOWN procedure. This procedure, which requires that 
the dependent variable be at least o(dinal in scale, compiles the means, standard deviations, and 
variances of a criterion or dependent variable for each desired subgroup in a sample or 
population. In many respects this operation is analogous to crosstabulations of the type 
produced by CROSSTABS and FASTABS, only in this case, each mean and standard deviation 
summarizes the distribution of a complete row or column 'of a crosstabulation, table. Also in 
this case, the means, etc., of each group within groups are available on a single table, and the 
user may enter up to six variables into a,siQgle BREAKDOWN table. 

1.2.2. BIVARIATE CORRELATION ANALYSIS 

Corr~lation analysis provides the researcher witll a t~chnique for measuring the .linear 
reI~tion~hip.between two variables .and produces a singlesumlnary statistic descril}ing the 
strength of the association; this, statistic is known as the correlation coefficient. SPSS\~s two 
programs for co~pputing correlations .. PEARSON CORR produces zero-order or product­
moment c~rrelati~n coefficients which are best suited for normally distributed data with an 
interval s6ille. N()NP AR CORR' enables '. the user to compute either Spearman. or Keri\iall 
rank-order correlation coefficIents or both .. ,Both of; these procedures can produce correlations 

~Theuser should read Chap. 12 before deciding which procedure to use. 

"" ' 

,::, . 
0, 

"1 ' 
I 

=~'-'...L..':"":' 

~-

It ,..... 

.-...aIiII 1 



o 

I: 
I, 

o 

THi; SPSS SYSTEM: 'AN OVERVIEW 
, " 

for se1ected, pairs or lists of val'iables as weH as cOh1plet~ ~flatrices of coefficien{~. The output 
from P~ARSON ~ORR and NONPAR CORR is similar anq''provi1es thl": correlation coefficient, 
t~e ,number of observations upon which the correlatio~ ~Ias based, artd the l!rvel 'bf statistical 
slgmfic~nce ope, the co~fficient.v'Jn addition each pro~ledure pro~ides for' ~he output of 
correlatIon matnces for, mput into.,£urther statistical comp'utations." , 

1.2.4 MULTIVARIATE CORRELATION AND REGRESSION 

Partial co~relation and multiple regression permit the user to, accompHsh a wide variety of types 
of analYSIS to explain and predigt relationships ,among his variables when he feels that the 
y~rriables meet the minimum assumptions of distribution and scale requjred by these statistical 
techniques. . 

" Partial correlation provides 11' ;1~ngle measv,re of association (the partial-correlation 
coefficient) describing the linear relationship between' two variables while adjusting or 
controlling for the effects orone or more additional variables. In this respect, partial correlation 
is analogous to n-dimensional crosstabulation for cbrttinuous and interval variables. First- to 
nth-order ,partial-correlation coefficients can be or~tained for any se,t ofC.:;rariab~~~ with the 
PARTIAL COR~, procedure. TillS program can operate on raw data or from matri6M'of simple 
correlation coefficients produced by a previous run of PEARSON CORR or NONPAR CORR. 
The matrices can, of course, also be manually prepared or can be output from n, progr~~ not in 
the SPSS system. 

Up to five orders of partials can be simultaneously computed for any set of variables , and 
the user has total control over the orders and the partials to be computed. Output from this 
procedure includes the partial-correlation coefficient,S, their level of statistical signjficance, and 
the number of cases upon Which, each partial was based. The zero-order correlations and the 
means and standard deviations of the variables may also be obtained. The user may also 
optionally request the output of correlation matrices for further computation. 

Multiple regression is an extension of the bivariate correlation coefficient to multivariate 
analysis. Multiple regression allows the researcher to study the linear relationship between a set 
of inciependent variables and a dependent varia,ble while taking into account the interrelation­
ships among the independent yariabh;s. The b'iiW~ goal of multiple regression is to produce Ii 
linear combination of independent variables whicfi;~will correlate as highly as possible with the 
dependent variable. This linea,r combination can then be used to "predict" values of the 
dependent variable, and the importance of each of the independent variables in that prediction 
can be assessed. ' 

A viriety of multiple-regression calculations can be accomplished with the use of the 
procedure REGRESSION. This subprogram, like PARTIALCORR, can operate on raw data or 
a n:mtrix of correlation coefficients, either prepared by the user or obtained from a previous run 
of one of the correlation procedures. The juser can perform the regression upon a fIXed number 

,I 

of variables liar, using a stepwise techni~lue, allow the variables to be introduced into the 
computation sequentially, depending updh their explanatory power. REGRESSION allows the 
user to also perfolm a regression proced!lre midway between these two extremes; he can allow 
the program to choose the order of int~bduction of the variables from a certain set, then force " 
certain other variables into the calcula#ion, then proceed stepwise for a period, and so forth., 
Thil. flexibility, together with the ab~:lty of SPSS to transform variables, allows the user to 
handle most multiple-regression appHcations with relative ease. Output from the program 

, Includes a listing of the variables incl1ded in th:; regression at each stage, the coefficients in the 
regression equation, their standard error, and thesignificance level of the coefficients. Residuals 
and multiple R are also computed a~leach stage',Wheri the program operates upon raw data, the 
~lser can also obtain the correlation tatrix which is computed as the basis o~ the regression. 

1.2.5 GUTTMANSCAI.ING AND F!{CTOR ANALYSIS ",' 

All the statistical procedures preVIously discussed'.( with thee}{ception (Of those used to examine 
the characteristic of individual va,riables) repr.esent different methods for examining, explaining, 
and predicting the relationship/between one or more indep~ndegJ variables and a dependent 
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variable. In this section we discuss t\',/'o procedures contained in SPSS for locating underlying 
continuums or variable sets from a larger group of variables. ..' . 

Guttman scale analysis is a means of analyzing the underlying operatingehnracterisHcs of 
three or ITlore items in order to determine "if their interrelationships meet several special 
properties which define an acceptable Guttman scale. Guttman scales must first be unidimen­
sional; that is, the componenJ items must all measure movement toward or a,way from some 
sirigle underlying object. In addition, Guttman scales must be cumuIalive, and It is this property 
which difft:rentiates Guttman scales from most other unidimensional indexes. A cumulative 
scale requires that the component items be conceptually and operationally ordered by degree .of 
difficulty and that respondents who reply positively to a difficult item will therefore reply 
positively to' less difficulUtems and vice versa. \ 

The' SPSS GUTTMAN SCALE procedure provides the researcher with a method for 
determining the degree to which given sets of items conform to these two required properties. 
This procedure enables the researcher simultaneously to test up to 50 separate Guttman scales 
on a single task. The scales are computed by the Goodenough technique. Each item to be 
included in a scale may have up to three cutting points, and on an individual scale the item is 
computed for all possible combinations of cutting points specified. The order of the l,temsmay 
be automatically determined by the subprogram according to the proportion of the respondents 
who "fail" or "reject" the items. Alternatively the user may fix the order of the items himself. 

In addition to the basic table giving the frequencies, errors, and scale types, the user may 
request a number of statistics which will aid him 3n evaluating the scales. Included in the 
available statistics are: (1) the coefficient of reproducibility, (2) the minimum marginal 
reproducibility, (3) the percent .improvement, and (4) the coefficient of scalability. All these 
statistics help the user determine the .quality of the scale. Interitem correlations and part-whole 
correlations may dIso be requested. 

Factor analysi~ is a much more generalized procedure for locating and defining 
dimensional space among a relatively large group of vilriables. Because of the generality of 
factor analysis, it is difficult to present a capsule description of its functions and applications. 
The major use of factor analysis by social scientists is to locate a smaller number of valid 
dinlensions, clusters, or factors contained in a larger set of independent items or variables. And 
viewed from the other side, factor analysis can help determine the degree~cto whjch a given 
variable or several variables ,are part of a common underlying phenomena. A large nilmber of 
tests for manual dexterity, for example, might be given to a group of subjects, and their scores 
on all of these tests might then be entered into a factor analysis to attempt to determine if 
manual dexterity has more than one identifiable dimension, component, or factor. Perhaps one 
might then find that there were three factors (such as speed, accuracy, and endurance) which 
are differ¢ntially measllr~d by the various tests. This not only would provide a richer defi~ition 
of manu:l!1 dexterity, but would also enable one to know what lProportions of speed, accuracy, 
and endQrance are being rpeasured when on~ of these tests isiidm!l}istergd.~ ~ -,~"~-=.=~~=~.~~" 

Factor analysis is perfortnefrby the SPSS pfOcedur~ .. ~ACTOR. As with PARTIAL CORR 
and REGRESSION, the procedure cun begin with eithei raw data or with a correlation matrii 

~ . 
In this case the user may also input a factor mat~·ix. The methods of factoring whjch ar.e 
available are principal-component factoring with ol' without iteration, alpha factoring, Ra();'s 
canonical fa"toring, acd image factoring. The factoring procedure can .. be controlled by 
specU:ying the number of iterations to be performed, if applicable, the number of factors to he 
extracted, if applicable, or the minimum value of an eigenvalue for which a factor will .be 
extracted. Following the factor-extraction phase, rotations may be performed. The typef(jf 
rotations which may be used are 'varimax, equimax, quartimaX, and a few oblique rotatio)ls. 
FACTOR does not reqUire that the factoring phase always be performed; the user can start by , 
reading in a co!relation' matrix, communalities, a. factor matrix, and immediateiy proceecl to 
rotations. Similarly, the procedure can be terminatep after the factoring phase, thus omitting 
rotations, or it can be terminatedafte~_, some rotations have. been performed and restarted'ror 
further rotations at a later time. The necessary information will automatically be generate_dl1by 
FACTOR to implemen.t these restart procedures. '~.' . 

We have described the principal statistical procedures available within the SPSS system, It 
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is important to realize, however, that these procedures can be execmted in any sequence, or 
repetitively, in the course of a single run or session with the computer. Thus the user may elect 
to perform some crogstabulations, doa multiple regression, and then do some correlations upon 
the same file of' data in a single run. Also; the procedures described share the general capabilities, 
of SPSS for file handling, variabJe rnanipulati9n1 and so forth, so that they cons.titute a"'> 
sequence of steps available to th~--\lser in anydrder that makes sense in the contextof' l1is 

,problem"In the following seotion we discuss some of the general capabilit~~s of SPSS· whioh are 
available in conjunction with any statistical prooedure the user may specify. 

" 

1.3 FEATURES OF SPSS 

In 'this section we present a summary of the salient capabilities of SPSS, together with 
','0 examples. In subsequent chapters all these features and how to cause the",,S~SS system to 

execute them are discussed in greater detail. For the momen:t~)ur purpose is to give the user ~n 
overview of how the, system operates, and to inform him of what he can and cannot accomplish 
with it. ( ,~ " " 

1.3.1 SEQUENCING CALCULATIONS 

SPSS is driven through its various functions by a sequence of control cards! which the user 
must prepare. The process is pictured in Fig. 1.1. There is a control program in SPSS whos~sole 
function. is to read control cards, decode them, and cause the appropriate function called for by 
the control card to be executed. The control program causes the function to be perfonneg.:,\?y 
passing control to the appropriate subprogram which then performs the function and passes 
control back to the control program, which, then reads another control catd,and so forth. This 
caiculation sequence is carried out automatjcally by SPSS, and the details of how the control 
program and subprograms operate need be of no concern to the use!. The important thing for 
the user to realize is that he must arrange the control cards he prepares in the appropriate 
sequence to cause the system to perform actions in the order he intends. 

t 
Read Is this 

~ 
Perform a - a St control FINISH SPSS 

card card? function 

Yes 1 FIG.1.1 Progr,(lm sequencing in SPSS. 

The control cards themselves must be prepared in a parti9pla{format so that they are 
recognizable to the SYstem. There' are over 55 different typ~:;'6f control cards in all, and the 
rules for preparing the~e cards are discussed in detail ip-st;1bsequent chapters. An attempt has 
been made to define the format of the contrql cards so that they correspond closely to the way 
the user thinb about the problem at hand, and the information entered on these cards consists 
of a quasi-naturallanf;t/qge for the description of data-analysis procedures. In order to (lse SPSS, 

'it is 'lecessary for tit;; user to learn this language. TIllS is not as formidable a task as it may 
sound, sInce an attempt has been made to define the control cards in such a way that all control 
cards have similar formats and a minimum of rules is imposed on the user. The user is free to 
choose names and labels that are natural to the problem at hand. 

1.3.2 'ENTERING AND PROCESSI,NG DATA 

Data may be eJltered into SPSS in a variety of ways. The simplest and perhaps most common 
way is to punch the dat\ on cards and t!?-i~nter these cards along with the SPSS control ~ards 
Which instruct the system on the processing of the data. Some of the SPSS control cards define 
and describe the data while other types cause specific calculations to be executed. Data is 
organized within the SPSS syste~ in units called files. A file consists of the user's data along 

, I' 
IThroughout this text, the word card is taken to refer to an BO-charaeter record rec~~nil~,~ble by the 
computer. In a~dition to implying the usual meaning (BO-column IBM-card format) card may re(r;r !o 

,,:- card~image records entered via a remote terminal, etc. ' " 
~ "'.:';"~C :< . ':- ~r;'f ;"~ ':0 l',j '.' 
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