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HIGHLIGHTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

In 1973 the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration directed all 

state planning agencies to evaluate the effectiveness of "at least one 

significant program areal! supported by Fiscal 1974 funds. The California 

Office of Criminal Justice Planning (OCJP) responded by focusing on diver­

sion. It contracted with the California Youth Authority (CVA) for a 

study of juvenile diversion and with the Department of Corrections for 

a study of adult diversion. The present report deals with the former 

study. 

In July, 1974, the CVA initiated the present project: the Evalua­

tion of Juvenile Diversion Programs (EJDP). This was designed as a three­

year study of OCJP-funded diversion programs that operated throughout the 

state. This study, conducted in two phases, involved an extensive survey 

of 74 diversion projects (Phase 1) and a more detailed evaluation of 15 

projects that were chosen to represent the 74 (Phase 2). The present 

report focuses on the Phase 2 evaluation. 

Phase 2 of EJDP was designed to answer three questions: 

How many youths (Clients) are diverted from the traditional 
justice system? 

Is recidivism reduced by diversion? 

How much do diversion projects cost? 

The main findings were as follows. 
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Amount of diversion 

Of all Clients who were served by the Phase 2 projects, 51% were 

diverted from initial or further processing within the traditional jus­

tice system. Specifically, if these diversion projects had not existed, 

the individuals who were served by them would instead have been either 

(1) sent to Probation by the Police, (2) placed on informal probation, 

or (3) petitioned to Court. Of these three groups, the largest (31% of 

all Clients served) was comprised of youths who would have been sent to 

Probation intake by the Police. The second largest group (13% of all 

Clients) consisted of individuals who would have been petitioned to Court. 

The third and final group (7%) were those who would have been placed on 

informal Probation. All three groups were comprised of justice system 

referrals alone. 

Of all Clients served by Phase 2 projects, the remaining 49% would 

not have been processed within the traditional justice system. That is, 

because of the Phase 2 projects these youths received services and/or 

controls which they would not have received if the diversion projects 

had not existed. Of these individuals, the largest group (28% of all 

Clients served) was comprised of non justice system referrals, i.e., 

youths who came to the diversion project via a school-, parent-, or self­

referral. The second largest group (14%) consisted of justice system 

referrals who would have been counseled and released by the Police if 

the diversion projects had not existed. The third and final group (7%) 

were justice system referrals who would have been dismissed at Probation 

intake if the diversion projects had not existed. 
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Reduction of recidivism 

Recidivism was studied by means of quasi~experimental designs and 
1 

individual record searches on 1,345 Clients and 1,192 Comparisons. On 

6-months followup from point of instant arrest, 25.4% of the Clients and 

30.7% of their matched Comparisons were arrested. This difference was 

statistically reliable and represented a 17.3% reduction in recidivism. 

In practical terms it meant, for example, that rather than 1,000 tradit­

ional justice system youths being arrested, approximately 827 (1,000 -

173) would be arrested instead--if they were similar to the present 

Clients and were served by the Phase 2 projects. 

Recidivism was not reduced equally for all types of youth: For 

all projects combined, it was not significantly reduced for Clients who 

had no arrests prior to their project involvement; nor was it reduced 

for those who had two (and more than two) prior arrests. However, among 

youths who had one prior arrest, Clients did perform significantly better 

than Comparisons; here, the reduction in recidivism was 26.8% .. 

Finally, in the three particular projects that reduced recidivism 

by more than 30%, the possibility of successful intervention with indi­

viduals who were relatively poor risks (two or more prior arrests) was 

demonstt'ated. However, in the majority of projects it was not. 

1 
These Clients and Comparisons were justice system referrals only. 

Self-, parent-, and school-referrals could not be included in the recid­
ivism analysis. 
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Cost of diversion 

The average yearly expenditure for Phase 2 diversion projects was 

$101,957 and the average number of Clients served was 408. The average 

cost per case for all Clients was therefore $250. Based on Bureau of 

Criminal Statistics data it was estimated that the average cost per Law 

Enforcement arrest was $511 and the cost for Probation processing $477. 

Because of reduced recidivism and resulting costs of justice system 

processing, an average savings of $31.95 occurred for each diversion Client 

who was referred from a justice system source, i.e., Law Enforcement or 

Probation. Non justice system youths--e.g., se1f-, parent-, and school­

referra1s--who (a) would not have been processed by the traditional system 

but who (b) were served by justice-system operated diversion projects rep-

resented an additional cost to the justice system, at least in the short­

run. Non justice system youths who were served by non justice system (e.g., 

private-agency operated) projects represented a cost to society, but--·at 

least in the short-run--not to the justice system. 

Selected findings 

1. Family counseling was the program element to which most youths 

(72%) were exposed. Individual counseling (52%) was next and group coun­

sel ing (9%) was a distant third. No moY'e than 5% of all youths were expos­

ed to such program elements as academic tutoring, employment counseling, 

recreation, social/cultural enrichment~ and referral to outside resources. 

Many Clients received more than one type of service. 
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2. Most youths maintained contact with their program for approximat­

ely six weeks. During this time the typical youth received about 2 hours 

of individual counseling, 2 hours of family counseling, and half-an-hour 

of group counseling. As to each remaining program element, e.g., academic 

tutoring, little service was received. In projects that dealt largely with 

poor risk offenders, total program exposure was much longer than six weeks. 

3. Youths who received individual counseling performed better, on 

6-months followup, than those who did not. This also applied, though not 

as strongly, to the relatively few individuals who participated in group 

counsel ing. Youths who parti cipated in family counsel ing performed worse 

than those who did not. Clients exposed to the remaining program elements, 

e.g., employment counseling or recreation, performed neither better nor 

worse than those not exposed. Individuals who made more visits to their 

diversion project outperformed those who made relatively few. 

Recommendations 

EJDP's findings suggest that, if no violent offenses have been invol­

ved, initial intervention (programmed diversion) might optimally take place 

on the occasion of most youths I second offense, certainly no later than 

their third. However, no single type of program was found that would be 

best for most youths, independent of one's primary objectives for diversion, 

the specific program-options available, and the point of initial intervention. 
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Thus, a series of recommendations were developed for specified youths. 

These were designed to strike a balance between the valid claims, but often 

conflicting requirements, of five common goals of diversion: (1) avoidance 

of negative labelling and stigmatization; (2) reduction of unnecessary soc­

ial control and coercion; (3) reduction of recidivism; (4) provision-of­

service (assistance); and (5) reduction of justice system costs. Relative 

to these goals--and given society's need to maintain at least some control 

over certain offenders--the following options were considered for each group 

of youths: 

A. Outright release (diversion without programming); 

B. Non justice system (e.g., private-agency operated) program, 

on a voluntary basis;2 

C. Non justice system program, on a nonvoluntary basis; 

D. Justice system (e.g., Police- or Probation-operated) program, 

on a voluntary basis; 

E. Justice system program, on a nonvoluntary basis. 

Of these options, the following were recommended for the respective youth­

groups described below: 

211Vol untary" and "nonvol untary" refer to the basis on whi ch youths may 
participate in the given type of program. 
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Group 1. Non justice system, self-referred youths who seek assistance: 

First choice: Non justice system program on a voluntary basis. 

Second choice: Justice system program on a voluntary basis . 

Diversion without programming--in this case, refusal of service-­

would not be appropriate for these youths. 

Group 2. Non justice system, parent- and school-referrals who are 

sent for service (aSSistance) and/or control: 

First choice: Non justice system program on a voluntary basis. 

Second choice: Justice system program on a voluntary basis. 

Diversion without programming may be appropriate if a need for ser­

vice and/or control is not apparent to intake staff or diversion 

coordinators . 

Group 3. Justice system referrals with no prior arrests: 

Any of the following options might be appropriate: outright release; 

non justice system program on a voluntary basis; non justice system 

program on a nonvoluntary basis. First choice among these options 

would depend on (a) whether there is an apparent need for service and/ 

or control (if not: recommend outright release) and, if there is such 

a need, (b) the extent to which either service or control appears to 

be the principal concern (if control is primary: recommend nonvoluntary 
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program). In lieu of the latter options, justiae system programs that 

operate on a voluntary basis might be utilized; however, non justice 

system programs would be preferred. 

Group 4. Justice system referrals with one prior arrest: 

First choice: Non justice system program on a voluntary basis. 

Second choice: Justice system program on a voluntary basis. 

Third choice: Non justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis. 

Fourth choice: Justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis. 

Here, voluntary programs would be preferred over nonvoluntary programs. 

Group 5. Justice system referrals with two or more prior arrests: 

First choice: Non justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis. 

Second choice: Justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis. 

Third choice: Non justice system program on a voluntary basis. 

Fourth choice: Justice system program on a voluntary basis. 

Here, nonvoluntary programs would be preferred, given the delinquent 

involvement of these youths. 

For all five youth-gl"oups, these recommendations woul d only be used 

with individuals considered acceptable for diversion. That is, factors 

such as IInature of instant offense ll and "offense history" could not have 
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ruled out diversion. (Two additional sets of recommendations were presen­

ted, based on different ways of classifyir.g youths.) 

Scope and relevance of findings 

EJDP's findings and recommendations relate to a sample of projects 

which, in most cases, were operated by justice system agencies. However, 

since about one-fourth of this sample consisted of non justice system 

projects, the validity of these findings and recommendations is not limited 

to justice system programs alone. This is true of non justice system pe­

ferTaZs as well: Since these individuals were quite common among the pro­

jects studied, EJDP's results and guidelines are n6t restricted to justice 

system youths alone. 

The types of diversion project that were studied by EJDP continue to 

exist. In fact, approximately half of the projects surveyed in Phase.1 (1974) 

are still in operation, and most such projects handle the same kinds of 

youth. This suggests that EJDP's findings and recommendations are of re1e-
3 

vance today. 

3 
The present report is supplemented by an Executive Summary which can 

be obtained through: Ted Palmer, Division of Research, California Youth 
Authority. 4241 Williamsbourgh Drive, Sacramento, California. 95823. 
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Chapter 1 

BACKGROUND 

In 1973 the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) decided 

to study the effectiveness of demonstration programs funded under its 

auspices. To implement this policy it directed all state planning agen­

cies to evaluate the effectiveness of "at least one significant, program 

area" supported by Fiscal 1974 expenditures. (12) 

The California Office of Criminal Justice Planning (OCJP)--operating 

in conjunction with LEAA--responded to this directive by focusing on 

diversion. This program area was receiving considerable emphasis at the 

time, not only in California, but in all states, within as well as outside 

the justice system. To focus on this area, OCJP contracted with the 

California Yout,h Authority (CYA) for a study of juvenile diversion, and 

with the California Department of Corrections for a study of adult diver­

sion. The present report deals with the former study only. 

In July, 1974, the CYA established the present project: the 

Evaluation of Juvenile Diversion Programs (EJDP). This was designed as 

a three-year study of diversion programs which operated throughout the 

state. As described in its first year proposal. the objectives of EJDP 
were as follows: 

1. To develop a strategy for the evaluation of juvenile diversion 

at the individual project level. 

2. To develop a capability for evaluating juvenile diversion at 

the state program level. 
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3. To develop model juvenile diversion programs, based on the 

evaluation of program strategies and program impact. 

Shortly after the study got underway, EJDP also agreed to provide the 

following: 

4. A large-scale survey of diversion projects that were funded with 

Fiscal Year 1974 OCJP monies. 

5. Periodic progress reports on, plus an overall evaluation of, 15 

to 20 of these projects. 

Concepts of Diversion 

Since its initial period of popularization in the middle 1960's, 

diversion has been thought of in several different ways. For instance, 

Cressey and McDermott (1974) restricted their oft-quoted study of diver­

sion to programs that accepted Clients subsequent to initial Court contact 

but prior to adjudication. Other investigators have used a much broader 

definition. They have, for example, focused on diversion as practiced by 

(a) Police, as an alternative to Probation referral; (b) Probation, as an 

alternative to Court processing; and (c) the Courts, subsequent to 

adjudication, and as an alternative to incarceration. 

The present study deals with Police and Probation diversion. As it 

turned out, these were the forms of diversion most often observed in 

EJDP's survey of California diversion projects. 

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (Office of Youth 

Development) conceptualized diversion according to a "labeling/opportunity 

theory," as described by Elliott, Blanchard, and Dunford in 1975. This 

approach was largely adopted by LEAA itself. In this view, diversion 

-2-

t 

~ 
\ 

.o-

} 

. 
, 
I 

1 
" 

;; 
J 

:I 
II 
II 

~f' 
~-;j 
J. 

r 

J 
1J 

1 
" 

;1 

\1 
~ 

I 
I 
~ 

" I. 
! 

I 

~ 
" -
,'"I ~ 

i ~ , 

J 
\ .. ~ 
1 

<\ 

...s.. 

programs should deal with delinquency and criminal behavior by reducing 

negative labeling, providing increased access to conventional social 

roles, reducing feelings of alienation, and increasing the individual's 

self-esteem. Elliott et ale (1975) believe that diversion should include 

the following features: 

Clients ar~ referred to an existing agency which offers 
formal ?r lnfo~m~l .youth development service or delinquency 
preventlon actlvltles. 

The receiving agency is not part of the formal justice 
system. 

Re~er~al ~s a substitute for further official processing and 
adJudlcatlon. 

Referral takes place between the point of apprehension and that 
of adjudication. 

The decision to divert is not coercive. 

Projects that were included in the present study often did not fit 

this concept of diversion. For example, many projects were part of the 

formal justice system. Many Clients of these projects were not referred 

as a SUbstitute for further proceSSing and adjudication. Finally, the 

decision to divert was often somewhat coercive. Despite this, the pro­

jects included in the present study did appear to offer--to a greater 

or lesser extent--alternatives to initial or subsequent processing within 

the traditional justice system. -(EJDP's specific definition of diversion 

is presented in Chapter 2.) 

Other Views of Diversion 

The October 1976 issue of crime and De~~nquen~y f d vv ~ ocuse exclusively 

on juvenile diversion. Collectively, its articles reviewed numerous pros 

and cons of diversion. S 1 th . evera au ors pOlnted to particular issues 
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which the present study attempted to address. For instance, Gibbons and 

Blake reported: 

This review has considered nine evaluation studies of diversion 
projects, ... these are among the more adequately evaluated.endeavors. 
We have seen that these evaluation studies were plagued wlth ~mall 
numbers, ambiguity about process ~lements, and oth~r shortcomlngs. 
On balance, these evaluation studles stand as testlmony to the need 
for large-scale, sophisticated evaluati~n of ne~ progra~s. Clearly, 
there is insufficient evidence in the nlne studles examlned here 
for one to have much confidence in diversion arguments and conten­
tions. (10) 

Lundman, on the other hand, stated that diversion programs: 

. . . promise to temper harshness and be mor~ effective. As a . 
consequence, those charged with decision-maklng maY.be less ~etlcent 
to take formal action. . . The result could be an lncrease 1n the 
number of juveniles under the control of the state. . . . (17) 

Lundman concluded Ilit is unlikely that diversion units will reduce 

recidivism or correct existing abuses." Along the same line, Thomas 

found little evidence to support the contention that legal--that is, 

non-diversion--processing was associated with subsequent involvement in 

mope serious delinquency. By implication, then, diversion itself might 

not reduce more serious subsequent delinquency. (25) 

Also in this 1976 review, Nejelski indicated that such programs 

"should be distinguished from preventive efforts which contain no possi­

bility that the juvenile's behavior would result in a court hearing." 

The present study has proceeded along this very line; in fact, it has 

distinguished diversion efforts from preventive efforts which involve no 

possibility that the individual's behavior would result in any further 

action--court hearing included. (19) 

The design of the present project made it possible to address some 

of the issues raised by these authors. 
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The Development of EJDP 

Prior to 1975, most evaluations of juvenile diversion took place at 

the level of individual projects. Although many projects may have 

involved similar types of Clients, may have had similar objectives, and 

may have utilized similar program components, they were seldom assessed on 

an across-projects basis, using similar measures of impact. The latter 

type of evaluation was an underlying objective of EJDP. 

Phase 1: the Survey 

EJDP had two major phases. Phase 1 centered around the large-scale 

survey of California diversion projects. The purpose of this survey was to 

obtain basic descriptive information as to how such programs were operated, 

who they generally served, and what types of service they usually offered. 

Such information had never before been obtained for a large sampie of 

diversion projects. 

The main steps in the selection of these projects were as follows: 

EJDP staff first identified all projects that were funded, or likely to be 

funded, by 1974 OCJP monies. l Through an extensive review of individual 

project ~roposals staff then identified 109 projects that appeared to 

involve diversion. (For the purpose of this survey EJDP defined a diver­

sion project as a program for individual juveniles "in lieu of initial or 

subsequent processing within the traditional justice system.") Research 

staff then contacted each of 21 OCJP regional offices in order to: (a) 

verify that the projects within their jurisdiction did in fact meet specifi­

cations for inclusion in the survey, (b) add other pY'ojects that met 

lIn 1974, OCJP allocated $5 million to more than 70 juvenile diversion 
projects. 
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these specifications, (c) acquaint the regional planners with EJDP, and 

(d) obtain specific information that might be used at later points in the 

present study. As a result of this process 35 projects were eliminated-­

usually because they dealt with adults (predominantly) or did not meet the 

definition of diversion. 

The next task ~yas to decide how to survey the remaining 74 projects. 

To do this, staff examined each project proposal and established major 

analytic data-categories (e.g., organization, funding, and staffing) that 

appeared common to all projects. Staff then delineated such issues as: 

What does diversion mean? Who is divertable? When does diversion take 

place? Other issues related to labeling, confidentiality, and the like. 

Based on these analytic- and issue-categories, EJDP next developed 

four survey instruments: (a) Project Director's Form, (b) Staff Form 

(a variation of the Director's Form), (c) OCJP Regional Office Form, and 

(d) Collateral Agency Form (for use by primary referral source). A Self­

Administered Questionnaire was also developed for use by each Project 

Director. Whenever possible, two Youth Authority staff members conducted 

the survey of each project;' this was done during October/November of 1974. 

The findings of this survey are described in a separate EJDP document 

(Bohnstedt et al., 1975). Highlights of this description are shown in 

Appendix A of the present report. As described in Chapter 2, findings from 

this survey were used as a basis for deciding which issues to focus on in 

Phase 2. 

Phase 2: An Evaluation of Selected projects 

During the visits to OCJP Regional Offices, EJDP asked each regional 

director to recommend one or more projects for inclusion in a more detailed 
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study of selected projects. EJDP then reviewed the resulting list of 

projects in light of the following criteria for inclusion in this more 

detailed study: 

1. Each project must be receiving, or planning to receive, 1974 

OCJP funds. 

2. Each project must have been recommended by its respective Regional 

Planning Board and must be willing to cooperate with the EJDP 

efforts. 

3. Each project must be offering direct services to Clients. 2 

4. Clients within each project must be ethnically representative of 

youths within the target area served. 

In addition, projects as a gPOUp had to represent: 

5.' California as a whole, in tE~rms of geographic location and size 

of area. 

6~ Larger as well as smaller OCJP budgets. 

7. A range of proponents~ e.g., Law Enforcement, Probation, and 

public as well as private agencies. 

Based on these requirements, EJDP recommended 19 of the 74 projects 

to the OCJP Steering Committee, for more detailed evaluation. Most projects 

were in their first or second year of OCJP funding, with yearly grants that 

ranged from $20,000 to $250,000. In 11 projects more than 50% of the 

clients were Anglo; three projects had at least 50% Blacks; two had between 

40 and 90% Mexican-Americans; and, in two projects, 20% were Native-

2 
~s seen later, this requi~ement did not.exclude projects that provided 

s~rvlces.on ~ contrac~u~l basls. It was malnly designed to exclude activi­
tles ordlnarlly classlfled as delinquency prevention. 
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American. In all projects, most Clients were between 13 and 17 years of 

age. In 10 projects at least 50% were male. In 12 projects at least 50% 

of staff time was SPe~t in providing direct services to Clients. 

When this and related information was presented to the OCJP Steering 

Committee, approval was received for the Phase 2 study of all 19 projects. 

The specific projects were as follows: 

Project 

Compton Area Juvenile Diversion Project ...•... 

Imperial County Delinquency Intervention/Diversion 

Fremont youth Serv i ce Center . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Fresno County Probation Department Diversion Project 

Pre-Trial Intervention and Diversion Project 

La Colonia youth Services Project . 

Mendocino Lake Youth Project . . . 

Project Interface 

New Directions 

Vacaville Youth Service Diversion Unit 

. . . . 

o • • • • 

• • • • • • • II' 

Vallejo Youth Service Bureau ........ . 

Mid-Valley Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Project 

Pomona Valley Juvenile Diversion Project ...•.•... 

. . . . . Curbstone Youth Service Center . . • . . 

Siskiyou County Juvenile Diversion Project . . . . . 
Sheriff's Juvenile Diversion Program .... . . . . . . . 
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Compton 

El Centro 

Fremont 

Fresno 

Irvine 

La Colonia 

Mendocino/ 
Lake Counties 

Simi Valley 

Stockton 

Vacaville 

Vallejo 

Duarte 

Pomona 

Sacramento 

Yreka 

San Diego 

) .... 
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_.rr Project 

Southeast Involvement Project 

Streetwork for Girls 

West San Gabriel Valley Juvenile Diversion Project 

Location 

San Diego 

San Francisco 

Temple City 

As seen in the following chapter, 15 of these projects were eventually used 

in the Evaluation Phase. Each project is briefly reviewed in Chapter 3. 3 

The remainder of this report will focus on Phase 2: the evaluation of 

projects selected subsequent to the Phase 1 survey. First, we will review 

the basic objectives, methods, and implementation of Phase 2. 

3 
A deta 1-1 ed revi ew of these proj ects can be found in: Lewi s, R., 

A desc~ipti~!1 of.Jiftee.n ju·veniJe .d.iv.er.si.on projects. California Youth 
Authority and Office of Criminal Justice Planning. Sacramento. 1978. 
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Chapter 2 

GOALS AND METHODS OF PHASE 2 

Objectives and Focus 

Phase 2 was designed to achieve the first and especially the third 

objectives of EJDP: lito develop a strategy for the evaluation of juvenile 

diversion at the individual project level ll , and lito develop model juvenile 

diversion programs, based on the evaluation of program strategies and 

program impact". 

Specifically, it was believed that the study of individual projects 

would be the best way to obtain clues that might lead to the development 

of model programs. Related to this, it was assumed that such a study 

would be necessary in order to overcome the masking of results that might 

be produced if all projects were simply "lumped together" as one undiffer­

entiated group. Finally, at a more concrete level, the study of individual 

projects was in line with EJDpls commitment to provide OCJP with progress 

reports plus an overall assessment of at least 15 projects. 

As a first step in the development of Phase 2, EJDP asked several 

basic questions about diversion: "What is it?" "Why do it?" "Does it 

work--and, if so, how well?" To begin answering such questions staff 

first examined the diversion program objectives as stated in the OCJP 

1974 Comprehensive Plan: 

1. To reduce youthful delinquent and criminal activity as measured 
by juvenile arrest rates, 601 or 602 petitions filed, 601 or 
602 petitions sustained, wardships declared, school drop-out 
rates, etc., by 3-5 percent per year by preventing its occurr­
ence, by ameliorating the negative social forces which contribute 
to crime and delinquency, and by finding alternatives to the 
justice system for dealing with varieties of problem behavior. 

-10-



2. (a) to increase the number of diversion projects within the 
State by an average of 25 each year, with a yearly average 
number of 100 persons served by each existing project; 
(b) within the two-year period following completion of a diver­
sion project, to prevent 15% of the completees from additional 
criminal convictions, and to prevent 95% of the completees from 
either additional convictions or from convictions of a more 
serious offense than that which resulted in his participation in 
the diversion project. (20) 

In themselves, these broadly stated objectives did not adequately 

reflect the specific objectives and activities of the 19 projects that 

were selected for further study. To reflect these objectives and activi­

ties, EJDP first examined a random sample of 32 projects from the October 

1974 survey. Here, the immediate goal was to identify the major objectives 

that were shared by these projects. This, it was hoped, would lead to a 

more meaningful evaluation of the 19 projects, individually as well as 

collectively. 

EJDP began the search for "shared outcome objectives" by examining 

the goals that were described in each of the most recently available 

project proposals. Staff listed each objective on a separate card, with­

out identifying which objectives came from which proposal. They also 

reviewed the responses to two questions from the Phase 1 survey: 

What specific changes does this project hope to make? 
That is, what do you expect to happen as a result of the 
project that would not have happened in the absence of 
the project? 

What about the project might be expected to produce 
these results? 

Responses to these questions were then added to the information extracted 

from the project proposals. Staff then sorted the objectives-statements 

(approximately 175 in all) in order to derive a number of common categories 
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or factors that were shared by many if not most projects. l This procedure 

resulted in nine major categories, each of which appeared consistent 

with the broad objectives of OCJP. These categories were as follows: 

1. Divert youths from, or provide alternatives to, criminal 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

justice processing. 

Reduce costs within criminal justice system. 

Reduce crime, delinquency, arrests, and recidivism. 

Improve, integrate, and coordinate eXisting services to youth. 

Develop new services and expand existing services within the 

community. 

Change Clients' behavior and/or attitude. 

Improve Clients' family functioning. 

Involve the community in the areas of delinquency prevention 

and child service. 

Other (investigate, identify, propose, evaluate, etc.). 

Categories 1-3 led to the following questions: 

1. To what extent does the project di vert its Cl i ents. from the 

traditional justice system? 

2. To what extent does the project reduce subsequent delinquency on 

the part of its Clients? 

3. What does the project cost? 

It was the consensus of EJDP staff that these questions should be-­

and, in a practical sense, could be--focused on in Phase 2. Several of the 

remaining categories or objectives appeared to partly represent means-to-

ISorting was first done by each staff member; after that, it was done by 
staff as a group. 
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ends with respect to these objectives. In addition, oV.erall EJDP and 

diversion project resources did not make it feasible to study all nine 

areas. For these and related reasons, staff decided to focus on the first 

three questions alone. 

Methods 

Definition of diversion 

As in the Phase 1 survey, EJDP defined diversion as a program for 

individuals in lieu of initial or subsequent processing within the tradi­

tional justice system. Included were the following types of juvenile 

Clients: 

1. Youths who would be referred to Law Enforcement (Police, Sheriff) 

or Probation if given diversion projects were nonexistent or 

unavailable. Such referrals would be made by self, parents, or 

school officials. 

2. Youths who would be referred to Probation by Law Enforcement, if 

given diversion projects were nonexistent or unavailable. 

3. Youths already r-eferred to probation who would continue to be 

processed traditionally if the diversion projects were nonexis-

tent or unavailable. ___ . - ; 

Many Clients who are served by diversion projects did not fit the above 

definition (nevertheless, they were included in the Phase 2 evaluation): 

1. Youths who would not have been referred to Law Enforcement or 

Probation despite the availability of given diversion projects. 

Again, these referrals would involve self, parents, or school. 
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2. Youths who would have been either counseled and released or 

referred to a non-justice system agency by Law Enforcement or 

?robation, despite the availability of diversion projects. 

Diversion and non-diversion Clients may also be distinguished in 

terms of financial savings to the traditional justice system: Individuals 

who are diverted instead of being further processed by the traditional 

system represent an immediate savings in amount of work, for that: system. 

Conversely, those who would not have been further processed do not 

represent a direct and immediate savings. It is true that diversion 

and non-diversion Clients may both represent a savings in terms of future 

effort if the services which they receive are effective in preventing or 

reducing subsequent delinquency. However, only diversion Client£ repre­

sent an irrunediate savings. (Further details regarding this definition 

can be found in Chapter 4.) 

Instruments 

The instruments used in Phase 2 were designed to focus on individual 

Clients and overall project operations. Their specific purpose was to 

elicit information that wou1d help answer the main questions of Phase 2 in 

a meaningful, differentiated way. 

Instruments that related to individual Clients included the following: 

(a) Intake Data Form (age, sex, referral source, etc.); (b) Project Ser­

vices Form (status of case, type and amount of service provided, etc.); 

(c) Justice System Contact Form (date and type of Law Enforcement contact, 

disposition of contact, etc.). The latter form included contacts that 

occurred prior as well as subsequent to the individual1s instant arrest 

and resulting entry into the project. 

-14-
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The Intake Data Form was completed by members of each diversion pro­

ject. EJDP provided standardized definitions of the terms and response­

categories that were used. This form was completed on a one-time basis 

for each youth. The Project Services Form, also filled out by staff of 

each project, was completed for each Client who received services during 

any given month. The Justice System Contact Form was usually completed 

by EJDP staff; however, in a few jurisdictions, local justice system 

agencies preferred to complete the forms. In all cases, data for these 

forms came from Law Enforcement and Probation Department records. 2 

In all cases, justice system contact data were collected after the 

completion of each project's 1974 Fiscal Year. This'allowed for a longer 

followup of all youths. In each of 11 projects, identical information was 

collected on a group of comparison youths (described below). 

The Intake Data Form, Project Services Form, and Justice System 

Contact Form are referred to as the "YDF's (Youth Data Form's) 1, 2, 

and 3," respectively. They are shown in Appendix B. 

Instruments that related to overall diversion project operations 

included the following: (a) Interim Report Format (funding~ type and 

amount of staff, program activities, etc.); (b) Project and Collateral 

Agencies Questionnaire (eligibility criteria, services provided, etc.). 

Information concerning costs was usually obtained from these instruments 

together with the project's official progress or yearly reports to OCJP. 

The Interim Report Format was used after the given diversion project 

had been in operation for a minimum of six months. The information on 

2Bureau of Criminal Statistics information was used for the Vacaville 
project. 
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these forms was verified by means of one-to-one discussions between EJDP 

staff and diversion project personnel. Where possible, the Project and 

Collateral Agencies Questionnaire was administered to each of the follow­

ing: (a) most or all diversion project staff, (b) one individual from 

each of the principal referral agencies, and (c) one or more ind-ividLials 

from each justice system agency in the area served by the diversion 

project. Information from these questionnaires was routinely incorporated 

into EJDP's progress reports and overall assessment of individual projects. 

Implementation 

In February, 1975, EJDP staff visited each of the 19 projects in 

order to acquaint their directors with (a) EJDP's plans for Phase 2, 

(b) a preliminary Intake Data Form, and (c) plans for the collection of 

justice system contact data. At the same time, EJDP contacted various 

judges, chief probation officers, and Police and Sheriff's departments 

regarding justice system data. During these trips, staff obtained several 

suggestions regarding possible improvements in the data collection 

instruments. Staff also found that several projects and agencies were 

extremely concerned about the confidentiality of Client information. 

Because of these concerns EJDP designated each Client by a code number. 

Diversion projects kept the keys to the identity codes, thereby guarantee­

ing Client anonymity. 

Based on discussions with project directors, EJDP decided to request 

a minimum of information. As indicated, the YDF #1 and #2 were the only 

instruments that had to be completed by diversion staff on an ongoing 

basis. Nevertheless, several projects felt unable to complete the YDF 

#2 due to insufficient staff or staff time. 
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By May of 1975, the YDF #1 was being used in most projects. By 

October, 1975, the YDF #2 was implemented in most projects. 

Four projects had to be dropped from the original sample of 19: 

Despite their original agreement~ the Streetwork for Girls (San Francisco) 

and Southeast Involvement (San Diego) projects refused to participate in 

EJDP's data collection effort. Regional and central OCJP staff were 

unable to alter their position. The West San Gabriel Valley Project 

(Temple City) was dropped because it lacked the resources needed to help 

EJDP. Finally, the Sheriff's Juvenile Diversion Project in San Diego was 

never implemented. 

Loss of these projects, while unfortunate; did not represent a major 

handicap. Nevertheless, it is true that Streetwork for Girls was the only 

residential project. Similarly, the Sheriff's project in San Diego 

would have been uniquely comprehensive in scope, since every arrested 

individual would have been screened for diversion. On the other hand, the 

West San Gabriel Valley Project was fairly similar to other "service 

brokerage" operations that were included in the EJDP sample.3 

Design and analysis 

The specific methods that were used to address the three basic 

questions of Phase 2 are described in the chapters that deal with each 

such question. However, a few general observations may be made at this 

point. 

,3Basically, ~ervice ~r?kerage i~volved the following: (a) directing 
Clleryts to servlce-provldlng agencles; (b) paying those agencies for 
serVlces that were provided:-

-17-
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The information that was used to answer the questions on extent of 

diversion, amount of recidivism, and cost, were largely gathered during' an 

IS-month period beginning in mid-1975. This information was gathered 

separately for each of the 15 projects--almost always by means of on-site 

visits and detailed record searches on individual youths. Wherever 

possible, EJDP identified a group of non-diversion youthi ("Comparisons") 

for each separate diversion project. These groups of youth made it 

possible to compare diversion Clients with individuals--namely, 

"Comparisons"--who were handled by more traditional means. Only rarely 

was it possible for EJDP to establish a strict "control" group in the 

classic--that is, random assignment--sense of the term. 

At any rate, each diversion project was studied, described, and 

evaluated individually~~not in comparison to any of the 14 remaining 

projects. It was not until early 1977, when preparations began on the 

present report, that the information from each individual project was 

combined into a single data pool which included all usable projects. 4 

This was done on the assumption that the pooled, i.e., composite, findings 

from a sizable group of projects would be more reliable, and of broader 

significance, than the findings from anyone project alone. The "pooling" 

approach was considered relevant to the task of model building as well. 

As will be seen, results that were obtained from individual projects 

nevertheless were used to help focus on specific issues. Furthermore, 

during 1977 additional information was sometimes gathered on particular 

projects in order to clarify given questions or test particular hypotheses 

4The meaning of "usable" will become clear in later chapters, on a 
context-by-context basis. 
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that had not previously emerged. These and related points are reviewed at 

the end of Chapter 3. 

We will now briefly describe the 15 projects that comprised the Phase 2 

sample, together with the Clients whom they served. 
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Chapter 3 

OVERVIEW OF PROJECTS AND CLIENTS 

Before presenting the 15 projects that were evaluated in Phase 2, the 

follm-Jing question should be addressed: to what extent did these projects 
1 represent all 74 programs that were surveyed by EJDP in Phase 1? That is, 

to what degree did Phase 2 projects typify the full range of OCJP-funded, 
2 juvenile diversion programs that were operated in California during 1974? 

Basically, the answer is "pretty much--but with notable exceptionsll. 

For instance: 

The 15 projects were representative of the 74 in terms of (a) target­

area size and (b) proportion of projects that served youths primarily in 

large-sized c·/ties, small-sized cities, and rural areas, respectively. 

They were representative of the 74 as to the ratio of Law Enforcement­

operated to Probation-operated programs. 3 However, they were markedly 

under-representative of private agency-sponsored as well as nonjustice 

system, city/county-governed operations. Among the 15 projects, these two 

types of operation accounted for 27% of all projects; among the 74 programs 

they accounted for 53%. Thus, Phase 2 projects were somewhat heavily 

weighted in the direction of justice system operations, compared to the 

survey sample as a whole. 

IThe 15 projects had, of course, been included among the 74 that were 
surveyed. 

2 
Non-.OCJP.,.funded di·yersion projects were virtually nonexistent within 

California in 1974, and'we~e n(~ver studied by EJDP. 
3In the present report, Law Enforcement will refer to Police, Sheriff, 

and other criminal justice agencies (e.g., Cal ifornia Youth Authority). 
Approximately 99% of all Law Enforcement referrals were from Police and 
Sheriffs' Departments alone. 
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The 15 projects were also representative as to length of operation. 

That is, both they and the total survey sample were usually in their first 

or second year of OCJP funding while the survey itself was underway. 

Focusing on justice system projects alone (those operated by Law 

Enforcement or Probation), the Phase 2 sampie was likely to have a slightly 

larger paid staff and a substantially larger budget ($95,000 versus 

$64,000) than all remaining projects. This suggests that several projects 

may have been recommended for Phase 2 study partly because they appeared 

somewhat better endowed from a structural or material point of view. 

The 15 projects were quite representative of the 74 as to percent of 

staff-time used for direct services to Clients. They were only moderately 

representative as to the percentage of Clients who participated in each of 

the two most commonly used program elements: individual and family counse1-

ing. 4 However, they were quite unrepresentative--i.e., under-represented-­

with respect to such elements as recreation, arts and crafts, academic 

tutoring, vocational training, employment counseling, and group counseling. 

This may have related to their lack of representation in the area of 

nonjustice system projects. 

Focusing on Clients, Phase 2 projects were representative of the total 

survey sample in the areas of age, sex, and--except for a moderate under­

representation of B1acks--ethnicity.s As might be expected from the 

preceding findings, their Clients were more likely to have been referred 

from justice system than nonjustice system sources, when compared to the 

4More specifically, somewhat fewer of their C1~e~ts par~icipa~ed in 
individual counseling and substantially more partlclpated ln faml1y 
counseling. 

sHowever, Phase 2 Clients were an average of four months older than 
survey sample Clients. 
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survey sample as a whole. (In the survey sample, there was an almost 

even split between justice system and nonjustice system referral sources. 

For Phase 2 projects, the ratio was more than 2 to 1.) Along the same 

line, youths who comprised the survey projects were almost half as likely 

to have been referred for a law violation than a non-law violation. 

However, among Phase 2 Clients the chances were almost 50/50. 

Taken together, these findings suggest that the Phase 2 projects were 

comprised of Clients who may have been somewhat more involved in delinquency, 

or at least delinquently oriented, than those in the survey sample as a 

whole. 6 The implications of this and other known or probable differences 

will be reviewed in Chapters 12 and 13. 

The following should also be kept in mind. Clients who are described 

in relation to the Phase 2 projects are, literally, only those who "showed 

up": they include no individuals who were referred to a project but who, 

for whatever reason, did not show ~p.7 Unfortunately, EJDP collected no 

data that would indicate how many individuals were referred to diversion--

for example, by justicersystem agencies--but did not show up, as compal~ed 

to every individual who was referred and did show up. 

Nevertheless, the following may indirectly bear on this point. Three­

fourths of all projects were operated under the auspices of justice system 

agencies; and, the largest single referral source for these projects was 

6Duri'ng the survey, no i nforma t i on was co 11 ected as to number of pri or 
arrests. Thus, a direct comparison could not be made between Phase 2 
projects and survey projects with regard to delinquency involvement or 
orientation. 

7Nor do they include individuals who were not accepted by the project 
due to lack of caseload openings. EJDP believes there were few such 
individuals; however, it has no hard data to support this belief. 

-22-

--------'-----~----- --~---,~ ,-- ~~-------



the agency under whose auspices it operated. 8 Judging from evidence pre­

sented in Chapter 5, it is likely that many justice system agencies referred 

a sizable portion of their Clients on a basis that was less than completely 

voluntary, from the standpoint of those Clients. 9 Insofar as this was the 

case, the following may be other than coincidental. Whereas 73% of the 15 

projects were operated under the auspices of justice system agencies, 70% 

of the Clients in those projects--i.e., a very similar percentage--were in 

fact justice system referrals. This suggests that most individuals who were 

referred to diversion by these agencies may in fact have shown up. However, 

this evidence is indirect and somewhat tenuous. In sum, we are essentially 

in the dark as to the number and type of justice system referrals who did 

not show up, or could not be accepted by the diversion project. 

As to nonjustice system referrals, three main groups were involved: 

self referrals, parent referrals, and school referrals. Obviously, all 

self referrals showed up--by definition. However, no information is avail­

able on the total number of individuals who were referred by parents and 

schools, as compared with the number who actually showed up. 

Overview of Individual Projects 

Following is a brief account of the 15 projects evaluated by EJDP 

during Phase 2. Each description includes an overview of stated project 

8For example, projects that operated under the auspices of Probation 
were likely to obtain more Clients from Probation than from any other 
source. This also applied to projects that were operated by Police. 
(Relative to the justice system/nonjustice system dichotomy itself, the 
following might be noted at this point. Among justice system operated 
projects, 72% of all Clients were referred from justice system sources. 
Among nonjustice system operated projects, the figure for justice system 
referrals was 41%.) 

9This interpretation is supported by the Phase 1 survey. For instance, 
Directors of justice system operated projects indicated that two-thirds 
of all Clients who participated (Continued on next page) 
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objectives, project auspices, main source of Client referral, basic 

services provided, and selected Client characteristics. A more complete 

account of Client characteristics is presented on pp. 32-41. 

Compton (Compton Area Juvenile Diversion Project) 

This project was designed to assist Clients through a subcontracting 

procedure which involved six outside service-providers. It operated under 

the auspices of the Los Angeles County Probation Department, and most 

referrals to the project (54%) were from the Compton Unified School 

District. The project itself provided central intake, needs-classifica­

tion, and referral to outside service-providers. Activities that were 

provided by the outside agencies ranged from group counseling to recreation. 

Of the project Clients who were sampled by EJDP in Phase 2 (pp. 75-78), 

68% were between ages 14 and 16 and 89% had a prior arrest record. 

El Centro (Imperial County Delinquency Intervention/Diversion) 

This project was designed to provide diversion services to Clients 

within the target area, and to develop new alternatives to traditional 

justice system processing. It was operated by the Imperial County Proba­

tion Department and its largest single referral source (40%) was Probation. 

Project activities usually consisted of counseling and recreation. Of the 

Clients who were sampled by EJDP, 50% were between ages 14 and 16 and 9% 

had a prior arrest record. 

9(Continued from preceding page) in their project did so in response 
to "pressure"--usually from a non-parental source. It is, of course, 
possible that many individuals who did not show up had not been placed 
under similar pressure . 
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Fremont (Fremont Youth Service Center) 

This project was designed to provide multifaceted counseling and treat­

ment for youths who were exhibiting criminal or other delinquent behavior for 

perhaps the first time. It operated under the auspices of the Fremont Police 

Department and most referrals (84%) were from the local Police Departments. 

The following services were provided: family counseling, individual 

counseling, tutoring, and employment counseling. Of the Clients sampled, 

62% were between 14 and 16 and 26% had a prior arrest record. 

Fresno (Fresno County Probation Department Diversion Project) 

This project was designed to provide diversion services to Clients 

within the target area of Fresno County, primarily the urban areas. It was 

operated by the Fresno County Probation Department and most referrals (53%) 

were from Probation. Services were concentrated on individual and family 

problems that seemed related to family disorganization. Of the Clients 

sampled, 68% were between 14 and 16 and 41% had a prior arrest record. 

Irvine (Pre-Trial Intervention and Diversion Project) 

This project was designed to (a) provide access to a wide range of 

services for pre-delinquent youths, (b) assure continuity of treatment for 

individual youths and families, and (c) provide long-term followup on every 

case. It was sponsored by the city of Costa Me~a and administered by a 

management board which represented a number of local Police Departments. 

Most referrals (80%) were from the Police Department. PlOP used four main 

treatment modalities: contingency contracting, parent-child communication, 

coping skills, and community involvement. These were usually implemented 

by means of family counseling, individual counseling, and referral to 
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other resources. Of the Clients sampled by EJDP, 59% were between ages 

14 and 16 and 17% had a prior arrest record. 

La Colonia (La Colonia Youth Services Project) 

This project was designed to serve Clients by allowing local del in-

quency prevention services and resources to operate within a single 

facility. and organizational structure. It was sponsored by the County of 

Ventura and administered by the County Delinquency Prevention Commission. 

Its major source of referrals was Probation (50%). The basic program 

elements were individual, group, and family counseling; also included were 

employment counseling, academic tutoring, and recreation. Of the Clients 

sampled, 53% were between 14 and 16 and 67% had a prior arrest record. 

Mendocino/Lake Counties (Mendocino Lake Youth Project) 

This project was designed to serve pre-delinquent youths and those charged 

with "status" offenses (p. 36). It operated under the auspices of the 

Mendocino County Probation Department and its target population included 

all youths referred for services from either Mendocino or Lake County. 

Local schools were the major source of referral (54%). Services included 

the following: counseling (individual, group, or family), academic tutor-

ing, and referral to other services. Of the Clients sampled, 56% were 

between 14 and 16 and 31% had a prior arrest record. 

Simi Valley (Project Interface) 

Project Interface was designed as a community outreach counseling 

service for youths and families with drug-related problems. It was 

sponsored by the County of Ventura and administered by a management board 
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which represented various groups and agencies within the county. Target 

areas included the following communities: Simi Valley, Moorpark, Newbury 

Park, and Thousand Oaks. The largest single referral source (40%) was Law 

Enforcement. Principal services were family and group counseling. Of the 

Clients sampled by EJDP, 56% were between ages 14 and 16 and 20% had a 

prior arrest record. 

Stockton (New Directions) 

This project was designed to provide immediate, limited-term 

counseling and treatment to youths who exhibited pre-delinquent or minor­

level delinquent behavior. It operated under the auspices of the San 

Joaquin Probation Department and most referrals (90%) were from Probation. 

The major project activity was conjoint family therapy. Of the Clients 

sampled by EJDP, 69% were between 14 and 16 and 37% had a prior arrest 

record. 

Vacaville (Vacaville Youth Service Diversion Unit) 

This project was developed by the Vacavilie Police Department in 

response to three major concerns: a rise in youth arrests, a lack of 

Police Department counseling and referral skills, and a lack of coordina­

tion and cooperation among local youth-serving agencies. It was operated 

by the Vacaville Po"lice Department and most referrals (79%) were from 

Law Enforcement. Basic activities included: Individual and family 

counseling, academic tutoring, recreation, drug and other education, 
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referral to other service-agencies. Of the Clients sampled, 64% were 

between 14 and 16 and 16% had a prior arrest record. 

Vallejo (Vallejo Youth Service Bureau) 

This project was designed to coordinate and actively involve local 

cOl11l1unity resources with respect to youthful offenders. It was opeY'ated 

by the Vallejo Police Department and its primary source of referrals 

(70%) was Law Enforcement. Principal services offered were individual and 

family counseling. Of the Clients sampled, 39% were between ages 14 and 

16 and 29% had a prior arrest record. 

Duarte (Mid-Valley Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Project) 

This project was designed to provide diversion services for the 

communities of Baldwin Park, Bradbury, Duarte, El Monte, South El Monte, 

and West Covina. It was sponsored by the County of Los Angeles and 

administered by the Mid-Valley Community Mental Health Council. Most 

referrals (78%) were from Law Enforcement, and services were provided by 

a subcontracting procedure that involved eight outside service-providers. 

Basic services were individual, group, and family counseling. Of the 

Clients sampled by EJDP, 53% were between 14 and 16 and 42% had a prior 

arrest record. 

Pomona (Pomona Valley Juvenile Diversion Project) 

This project was designed to assist Clients in the communities of 

Claremont, San Dimas, La Verne, Walnut, Pomona, and Diamond Bar, through 

a referral procedure which involved 28 outside service-providing agencies. 

PVJDP was sponsored by the city of Pomona and was administered by a 
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Project Board with representatives from each participating community. 

Most referrals were made by schools and parents (54%), directly to the 

service-pro'.iding agencies. The Project provided detailed information to 

the referral sources regarding the nature of each service-providing agency; 

it also provided background and needs-assessment information regarding 

Clients, to the service-agencies themselves. It performed monitoring and 

feedback functions relative to Clients' treatment progress, as we1'1. 

Activities that were provided by the outside agencies ranged from indivi-

dual counseling to recreation; in fact, a very wide range of treatment 

approaches was represented. Of the project Clients who were sampled, 60% 

were between 14 and 16 and 35% had a prior arrest record. 

Sacramento (Curbstone Youth Service Center) 

This project was designed to provide in-depth counseling and treatment 

to selected youths. It was sponsored by the County of Sacramento and 

operated by the Stanford Settlement, a family service agency. Its largest 

single referral source (27%) was Probation. 10 There were two categories of 

Clients: Dayroom Clients ("Walk-Ins") and Treatment Clients ("Referra1s"). 

Basic program elements included individual counseling, dayroom counseling, 

family counseling, and group counseling; other services were tutoring 

and recreation. Of the C1fents sampled, 64% were in the Dayroom group and 

36% were in the Treatment group. Of the Dayroom group, 56% were between 

ages 14 and 17 and 23% had a prior arrest record. Of the Treatment group, 

76% were between 14 and 17 and 68% had a prior arrest record. (The 14 

through 16 age-range was not used in the present statistical breakdown.) 

lOThis refers to the Treatment group only (see text). For all Clients 
combined, the largest referral source (64%) was self (see "Walk-Ins"). 
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Yreka (Siskiyou County Juvenile Diversion Project) 

This project was designed to serve youths classified as 601 cases, 

especially runaways or minors beyond parental control. It operated under 

the Siskiyou County Probation Department and its largest single source of 

referrals (80%) was Law Enforcement. SCJDP's policy was to divert youths 

by providing intensive crisis counseling to minors and/or their parents, 

at the earliest point of contact. Other activities included individual, 

group, and family r.ounseling. Of the Clients sampled, 61% were between 

14 and 16 and 19% had a prior arrest record. 

Description of Clients 

Number of Clients served 

As shown in Table 1, the 15 diversion projects served 6,127 Clients 

during their 1974 or 1975 OCJP funding year. This was an average of 408 

Clients per project, per year. Five projects (33%) served fewer than 250 

Clients during their funding year, and four (27%) served more than 550. 

These figures include all youths who "showed up" at the project, whether 

referred from a justice system or nonjustice system source. 

Of the 6,128 Clients, 70% were referred by justice system sources~­

that is, Law Enforcement and Probation. The remaining 30% were mostly 

referred by schools, parents, or self. In 11 of the 15 projects, the 

percentage of justice sy~tem referrals was between 50 and 90; in only 

three projects was it 35% or 1ess. 11 

llIn Table 1, percentage of referrals relates to all individuals who were 
serviced by the diversion project during its (Continued on pg. 32). 
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TABLE 1: Number of Clients Served and Percentage of Justice System 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

~5. 

Referra 1 s.i n Phase 2 Projectsa 

No. of b % of Justice Project Clients Served System Referrals 

Compton 402 35 

El Centro 571 72 

Fremont 384 84 

Fresno 806 84 

Irvine 455 80 

La Colonia 196 51 

M~ndo/Lake 250 25 

Simi Valley 225 52 

Stockton 425 90 

Vacaville 225 79 

Vallejo 788 83 

Duarte 551 83 

Pomona 385 45 

Sacramento 224 14 

Yreka 240 80 

Total 6,127 Weighted Avg. 70 

aDuring 1974 or 1975 OCJP funding year. 

bFrom all referral sources. 
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There was a positive relationship between the number of Clients 

served by a project and the percentage of referrals who were sent to 

that project from justice system sources: In general, projects that 

served more Clients had a higher percentage of those individuals referred 

from justice system sources (rho = .56; P < .05). Similarly, projects 

that were operated by justice system agencies served an average of 463 

Clients during their particular funding year; those operated by nonjustice 

system agencies served an average of 256. 

Client characteristics 

Clients will now be described with respect to age, sex, ethnicity, 

number of prior arrests, type of instant arrest, and source of referral. 

This description pertains to 2,132 justice system Clients from the 15 

projects combined. This figure includes all individuals whom EJDP was 

able to follow up for at least six months, from point of instant arrest. 12 

Age. As shown in Table 2, the typical Client was 15 years old at 

point of referral; the majority (58%) were between 14 and 16" Nearly 

20% were under 14, and approximately lout of 4 was 17 or over. Looking 

at projects individually, youths under 14 or over 16 were by no means 

rare; however, youths under 14 seldom accounted for more than 30% of all 

lk(COntinued from previous page) 1974 or 1975 OCJP funding year. It 
does not refer to the smaller group of justice system Clients (from among 
the 6,128 justice plus nonjustice system Clients) whom EJDP researchers 
were able to follow up for six months. (See pp. 75-78 for further details.) 

12It represents approximately half of all justice system Clients who 
were serviced by these projects during their 1974 or 1975 OCJP funding 
year. See Chapter 6, pp. 75-78, and Chapter 8, n. 10, for related 
details. Also see p. 30 regarding "source of referral". 
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TABLE 2: A~Je and Sex of Clients in Phase 2 Sample, by Percent 

Age 
Project 

Under 14 14-16 17 & Up Male 

I. Compton 32 68 0 53 

2. E1 Centro 18 50 32 62 

3. Fremont 22 62 16 78 

4. Fresno 14 68 18 42 

5. Irvine 30 59 11 49 

6. La Co1rmia 18 53 30 68 

7. Mendo/Lake 11 56 33 61 

8. Simi Valley 10 56 34 49 

9. Stockton 4 69 27 39 

10. Vacaville 14 64 22 81 

II. Vallejo 35 39 25 73 

12. Duarte 22 53 24 66 

13. Pomona 15 60 25 66 

14. Sacramento 18 41 40 61 

15. Yreka 11 61 28 48 

Average 19 58 23 58 
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Female ~ 

47 

38 

22 

58 

51 

32 

39 
,j ~ 

51 
1 

61 

19 

27 

34 

34 

39 

52 

42 

{~ 

Clients o This was also true, but to a lesser extent, for individuals 
over 16. 

Sex. Approximately three-fifths (58%) of all Clients were males. 

However, most projects had a sizable representation of females; in fact, 

only three were comprised of fewer than 30% females. In five projects, 

females comprised the majority. 

Ethn1city. As shown in Table 3, more than half (57%) of all Clients 

were Anglo. About one-fourth were Mexican-American and one-tenth were 

Black. The remainder; (11%) were comprised of "Other" (Native-American, 

ASian, etc.) and "Unknown". Most "Unknowns" were accounted for by pro­

jects that chose not to report the ethnicity of their Clients. 

There was considerable variation across projects with respect to 

ethnic composition. For instance, four projects had more than 80% 

Anglos and three, possibly four, had 11% or less. Similarly, five pro­

jects had 30% or more Mexican-Americans whereas at least seven had 5% 

or less. Finally, one project had more than 80% Blacks and at least 

10 had 5% or less. Thus, in almost two-thirds of the projects, one 

particular ethnic group was predominant. Often, this predominance was 

rather striking--for example, 80% or more for the dominant group as 

compared to 20% or less for all remaining groups combined. In general, 

these percentages reflected the ethnic composition of communities in 

which the projects were located. 
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TABLE 3: Ethnicity of Clients in Phase 2 Sample, by Percent 

Project 
Ethnicity 

Anglo Mex-Amer. Black Other Unknown 

I. Compton 11 5 84 0 0 

2. El Centro 43 54 3 ly 1 

3. Fremont 0 0 0 0 100 

4. Fresno 65 26 6 3 0 

5. Irvine 89 6 0 1 5 

6. La Colonia 0 95 0 0 5 

7. Mendo/Lake 83 3 0 14 0 

8. Simi Valley 2 2 0 12 83 

9. Stockton 48 30 17 6 0 

10. Vacavi 11 e 91 5 3 2 0 

II. Vallejo 56 1 40 3 0 

12. Duarte 65 32 3 0 0 

13. Pomona 48 24 22 1 6 

14. Sacramento 41 51 2 6 0 

15. Yreka 85 2 0 11 1 

Average 57 23 9 2 9 
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Number of prior arrests. Before proceeding, two points might be 

noted. (l) "Prior arrests" refer to those whi ch occurred before an 

individual's referral to the diversion project. In the vast majority 

of cases, referral was based on a specific offense known as the "instant 

offense" or "instant arl"est". Prior arrests were those which preceded 

the instant arrest--or, in any event, the individual's referral or self 

referral to the project. (2) "Law arrests" refer to il1.egal behavior 

for which adu1ts and juveniles have been charged, and may have been 

detained. Included are theft, burglary, assault, use of narcotics, 

etc. "Status offenses" or "status arrests" refer to behavior for whi ch 

only juveniles can be charged and detained, e.g., runaway, incorrigibil­

ity, and truancy. "Dependency and neglect" contacts are excluded from 

our analyses. 

For all projects combined, the number of prior arrests was 0.62 

(0.40 law arrests; 0.22 status arrests). However, as seen in Table 4, 

a clear majority of youths (71%) had no prior arrests and a large 

majority (85%) had no more than one arrest. Relatively few individuals 

(15%) had two or more arrests. 

In five of the 15 projects at least 80% of all youths had no prior 

arrests. In all but two projects this applied to at least 50% of the. 

youths as well. In only two projects--La Colonia and Compton--did more 

than 30% have two or more "priors". Thus, generally speaking, .the 

present youths were not heavily involved in delinquency, at least by 

most standards. 
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TABLE 4: Prior Arrests of Clients in Phase 2 Sample, by Percent 

Project 

I. Compton 

2. El Centro 

3. Fremont 

4. Fresno 

5. Irvine 

6. La Colonia 

7. Mendo/Lake 

8. Simi Valley 

9. Stockton 

10. Vacaville 

II. Vallejo 

12. Duarte 

13. Pomona 

14. Sacramento 

15. Yreka 

Average 

Prior Arrests 

a Arrests 1 Arrest 

11 42 

91 7 

74 19 

59 24 

83 14 

33 10 

69 17 

80 15 

63 19 

84 8 

71 20 

57 14 

65 18 

62 15 

80 13 

71 14 
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Type of instant arrest. As shown in Table 5, for all projects 

combined, 50% of the arrests which immediately preceded referral--i.e., 

instant arrests~-involved "602" offenses (law arrests) and 49% involved 

"601" offenses (status arrests). However, there was considerable vari­

ation from one project to the next. For instance, in three projects 

at least 98% of the "instants" related to law arrests alone; yet in 

four others the figure was below 25%. Moreover, the percentage of 

instant law arrests fell between 40 and 60 in no more than three of 

the 15 projects. Thus, although law and status arrests were evenly 

divided for all projects combined, each individual project was likely 

to be characterized by a clear majority of either law or status arrests. 

Source of referral. As seen in Table 6, for all projects combined 

the largest single source of referral was Law Enforcement (49%). Pro­

bation was a not-too-distant second (34%). "Other" sources--self, 

parents, and school--accounted for the remaining 17%.13 

As with instant arrests, the variation among projects was great. 

For example, in six projects more than 90% of all referrals were from 

Law Enforcement. On the other hand, in four projects more than 90% were 

from Probation. Finally, in one project (Sacramento), 86% were nonjustice 

system referrals. Thus, in anyone project, a single referral source 

13This 17% was distributed as follows: self and parents ~ 8%, school _ 
6%; other (e.g., friends, phYSicians, public or private agency) ~ 3%. 
These "Other

ll 
sources related almost entirely to three of the four pro­

jects that were excluded from the 6-rnonths recidivism analYSis because 
no Comparison· cases (contl'ols) could be obtained for their Clients. 
(See Chapter 6.) 
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TABLE 5: Instant Arrest of Clients in Phase 2 Sample",by Percent 

Instant Arrest 

Project 
Status Arrests Unknown Law Arrests 

1. Compton 21 79 a 

2. El Centro 71 29 a 

3. Fremont 100 a a 

4. Fresno 3 97 a 

5. Irvine 54 45 1 

6. La Colonia 70 30 a 

7. Mendo/Lake 33 67 a 
;; 

8. Simi Valley 29 63 7 

9. Stockton 20 80 a 

10. Vacaville 98 2 a 

11. Vallejo 100 a a 

12. Duarte 70 28 2 

13. Pomona 50 49 1 

14. Sacramento 41 58 1 

15. Yreka 9 91 a 

- Average 50 49 1 

(( 
. 
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TABLE 6: Referral Source of Clients in Phase 2 Sample, by Percent 

Referral Source 

Project Law a Probation Otherb Unknown Enforcement 

1. Compton 100 a a a 

2. El Centro 1 96 3 a 

3 . Fremont 100 a a a 

4. Fresno a 100 a a 

5. Irvine 100 a a a 

6. La Colonia a 100 a a 

7. MendojLake a 81 19 a 

8. Simi Valley 100 a a a 

9. Stockton a 100 a a 

10. Vacavi lle 97 a a 3 

11. Vallejo 92 1 2 5 

12. Duarte 78 22 a a 

13. Pomona 31 16 54 a 

14. Sacramento 5 9 86 a 

15. Yreka 80 2 17 a 
Average 49 34 17 a 

aAlmost exclusively Police and Sheriff. (See n. 3. ) 

bSelf + Parent + School referrals. 
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was very likely to predominate. (See pp. 78-79 and Appendix I for 

related details.) 

Justice system versus nonjustice system referrals 

The preceding information focused essentially on justice system 

referrals (Clients). But, were these individuals comparable to those 

referred from nonjustice system sources?l~ Specifically, in what respects 

were justice system (JS) and nonjustice system Clients similar to, and 

different from, one another? To address this question EJDP compared a 

random sample of 379 JS clients with a random sclmp1e of 250 non JS 

Clients. lS Results were as follows. 

JS Clients were older than non JS Clients: 15.2 years versus 14.4. 

However, the two groups were quite similar on sex as well as ethnicity: 

58% versus 54% males, respectively, and 56% versus 61% Anglos. They 

were, perhaps predictably, markedly different with respect to instant 

offense. Among JS Clients 57% were referred in connection with a law 

arrest and 43% for a status offense; among non JS Clients the figures 

were 4% and 96%, respectively. No information was available regarding 

the number of prior arrests on the part of non JS Clients. 

14Nonjustice system CLients were- referred to diversion either by self, 
parents, school, or other sources. None were referred from Law Enforce­
ment or Probation. 

lsi-he former group is described on pp. 86-87. The latter consisted 
of 25 individuals from each of 10 projects--specifically, 10 of the 11 
that were analyzed in the 6~months recidivism f~llowup ~Chapter 6). The 
eleventh project (Irvine) was excluded because lt (Contlnued on next page) 
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In sum, two rather clear differences appeared between these groups 

relative to the four variables on which they were compared. Despite the 

limited scope of this analysis, these f1ndings alone suggest that one 

should be rather cautious about general'izing from justice system Clients 

to nonjustice system Clients. 

Focus and Scope of Subsequent Chapters 

The remainder of this report will focus on the three main questions 

of Phase 2: (1) To what extent does the project divert its Clients from 

the traditional justice system? (2) To what extent does the project 

reduce subsequent delinquency on the part of its Clients?' (3) What does 

the project cost? These questions will bE! addressed in Chapters 4, 6, 

and 10, respectively. Other chapters will involve elaborations and 

offshoots of the first two questions. For example: What types of youth 

were most and least likely to be diverted? What policies were followed 

regarding the coercion of youths, and regarding youth involvement in 

decision-making? Did certain types of youth perform better than others 

in terms of subsequent arrest? How often were various program elements 

used, and were some more successful than others? What approaches were 

used in projects that reduced recidivism? 

These "secondary" yet important questions were addressed by means 

of substudies and supplementary analyses only: given EJDP's basic mandate, 

15(Continued from preceding page) contained justice system referrals 
alone. For the present analysis, all information was derived from the 
YDF-1 . 
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overall design, and available resources, it was not possible to deal with 

them on a top priority basis. 16 Largely for these reasons, the substudies 

and analyses were generally restricted in scope and somewhat limited 

methodologically. Nevertheless, they provided at least the beginnings of 

answers to questions which would not otherwise have been addressed. 

1 6rvtoreover , in some cases these questions had not been completely formu­
lated prior to EJDP's gearing-up for the present report. 
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Chapter 4 

AMOUNT OF DIVERSION 

As indicated in Chapter 2, the goal of Phase 2 was to answer three 

questions regarding the 15 diversion projects: 

1. How many Clients were diverted? 

2. Was recidivism reduced? 

3. How much does the project cost? 

Question 1 will be taken up in the present chapter. Questions 2 and 3 

will be focused on in Chapters 6-8 and Chapter 10, respectively. 

Concepts 

For purposes of illustration, say that 100 youths are referred to a 

diversion project--50 by the Police, 30 by Probation intake, and 20 by 

lI~therll sources. 1 What would have happened to these youths if the diversion 

project had not existed? Would the 50 Police referrals have been sent to 

Probation, or would most of them have been counseled and released? Would 

the 30 Probation referrals have been petitioned to Court, or would most of 

them have been dismissed after intake? Would the 20 Other referrals have 

been sent to Probation intake or would they have been referred to a non­

justice system agency instead--for example, a mental health clinic? These 

questions suggest that youths referred to a diversion project would not 

necessarily have been processed within the justice system in connection 

with their arrest or behavior, if the diversion project had not existed. 

lflIn( this c)haPter, IIOtherll sources will mostly refer to the following: 
se . ~ouths , p~rents, or school. Also included will be: friends, 
physlclans, publlC or private agencies, etc. 
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To answer the question, IIHow many youths were diverted from initial 

or further processing within the justice system, given the fact that the 

project did exist?1I one must not only distinguish between diversion and 

non-diversion cases, one must make certain distinctions within each of 

these categories. 2 Before presenting these distinctions, three points 

should be kept in mind with regard to any arrest or alleged misbehavior 

for which a youth is referred to the traditional justice system: 

(1) Basically, a PoZice department may decide to either counsel 

and release a youth or send him to Probation intake. The former 

decision does not result in further processing within the justice system; 

however, the latter does. These alternatives are shown in Figure 1. 

Figure 1: Alternative Dispositions by Police 

~I Counsel and Rel ease I / ...... L~ _______ ~ 

1 Probation Intake 

(2) Basically, Probation intake may decide to (a) dismiss a youth, 

(b) place him on informal probation, or (c) petition him to Court. The 

first decision does not result in further processing within the justice 

system; the latter decisions do. These alternatives are shown in Figure 2. 

2The distinction between diversion and non-diversion cases centers 
around the concept of initial or further processing within the justice 
system. See pp. 13-14 regarding this definition. 
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Figure 2: Alternative Dispositions by Probation Intake 

Probation 
Intake 

Dismiss at Intake 

Place on Informal probation~ 

Petition to Court J 
(3) As indicated on pp. 13-14, and as implied above, all youths who 

were referred to a diversion project did not necessarily meet EJDP's 

definition of a diversion case. For example, youths referred to a diver­

sion project by the Police--who would have been counseZed and reZeased had 

the project not existed--were not considered diversion cases: they would 

not have received further processing within the justice system if the 

diversion project had not existed or was not available. In short, they 

would not have been sent to Probation. They would have been terminated-­

released from the system--instead. 

However, youths referred to a diversion project--also by Police--in 

lieu of being sent to Probation~ were considered diversion cases. This is 

because they were in fact diverted from further processing within the 

justice system: without the diversion project they would not have simply 

been counseled and released--that is, terminated from the system. The 

same principle applied to youths who were referred to a diversion 

project by Probation intake in lieu of being placed on informal Probation 

or petitioned to Court. 

At this point, we can more meaningfully specify the distinctions that 

were referred to above. Basically, these distinctions refer to certain 

commonly observed diversion and non-diversion situations: 
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Diversion situations. There were three main diversion situations 

(youths who fall within any of the following categories did satisfy EJDP's 

definition of diversion): 

(1) Police diversion, in lieu of Probation intake; 

(2) Probation diversion, in lieu of informal probation; 

(3) Probation diversion, in lieu of petitioning to Court. 

Cases that fall within any of these categories are diversion referrals 

from within the justice system. A fourth situation involves referrals 

from outside the justice system: 

(4) Other diversion (e.g., from school), in lieu of justice system 

processing. Here, individuals wouZd have been referred to the justice 

system if the diversion pI'oject had not existed. This situation was 

probably quite uncommon, at least when compared to those mentioned above. 

The four diversion situations are shown in Figure 3. 

Source o~ 
Referral J 

Place to 
which 

Referred 

Figure 3: Diversion Situations 

Diversion 
Project 

(in lieu of 
probation 
"intake) 

l Probation 

~t,-
Diversion 
Project 

(in lieu of 
informal 

probation) 

Intake I 
J." 

Diversion 
Project 

(in lieu of 
petitioning 
to court) 

Diversion 
Project 

(in lieu of 
referral 

to justice 
system) 

Non-Diversion situations. There were three main non-diversion situa-

tions (youths who fall within any of the following categories did not 

satisfy EJDP's definition of diversion): 
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(1) Police diversion, in lieu of counsel and release; 

(2) Probation diversion, in lieu of dismissal at intake; 

(3) Other diversion, not in lieu of justice system processing. 

Cases that comprised the third category were non-diversion referrals from 

outside the system. The three situations are shown in Figure 4. 

Figure 4: Non-Diversion Situations 

Source o~ 
Referral l Police I I Probation Intake J I Other J 

1 1 -~ 
Diversion 

Diversion Diversion Project 
Place t:} Project Project (in lieu of 
which (in lieu of (in lieu of non-justice 

Referred counsel and dismissal system referral, 
release) at intake) or no action) 

Methods 

The following is a detailed account of the rationale and procedures 

that were used to help answer the question, "How many youths were diverted 

from initial or further processing within the justice system? 'I ~ather than 

review these somewhat technical points, the reader may wish to skip 

directly to the main findings (p. 53). 

One approach to the question, "How many youths were diverted?" would 

be to ask each decision maker--e.g., police detective~-what he would have 

done with each "Client" if the diversion project had not existed. 3 Would 

3rt will be recalled that "Clients" are youths who (a) "showed Up" at, 
and were served by, a diversion project, after having been (b) referred 
from any source and for any reason. 
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he have counseled and released the Client, or would he have sent him to 

Probation? In effect, would he or wouldn1t he have released the Client 

from the justice system? 

This approach has the advantage of directness. However, the answers 

it would elicit might be of questionable validity--especially, but not 
. 

exclusively, if the respondent had already made his decision to send, or 

not send, the youth to diversion. In short, his answers mayor may not 

reflect the decision he would have made if (a) he had been asked that same 

question prior to making his decision, and (b) his answer--namely, IIcounsel 

and release ll or IIrefer to Probationll--represented a decision he would 

actually have to carry out if the diversion program did not exist, or was 

not available.1f. 

Rather than ask decision makers what they might have done with 

al ready-referred Clients, EJDP decided to find out what they did in fact. do 

with youths who were similar to those Clients. This decision was imple­

mented in two main steps. First, for each of nine diversion projects, 

EJDP identified a group of IIpre-projectll cases ("Comparisonsll ) who were 

matched with the Clients on such variables as age, sex, and ethnicity.s 

.If.For practical reasons, EJDP could not ask decision makers this question 
prlor to the latters l having made the above decision regarding individual 
cases. Even if EJDP had been able to do so, decision makers would have 
answered with the knowledge that the diversion project nevertheless did 
exist, and that it could be used regardless of their answer. 

sIn four of the 15 Phase 2 projects it was not possible to identify 
a group of matched Comparisons. The reason for this was different in each 
project: availability of relatively few justice system referrals; 
un~ertainty regarding the eligibility criteria that were used in selecting 
Cllents; difficulty in obtaining access to official records; etc. In two 
of the 11 remaining projects, it was not possible to obtain a clear picture 
of the dispositions in question. (See text, below, regarding these disposi­
tions.) This left EJDP with nine projects, relative to the present task. 
In most respects, these seemed reasonably representative of the 15 projects 
as a whole. 
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(Comparisons are discussed in Chapter 6.) With few exceptions, pre-project 

cases (a) had been arrested at some point during the year prior to 

implementation of the diversion project, and (b) would have satisfied the 

same eligibility criteria that were subsequently used by decision makers 

when referring actual Clients to the diversion project. 6 

Next, EJDP determin~d which disposition had in fact been made on each 

pre-project case. That is, research staff inspected actual Police, Proba­

tion, and/or central juvenile index records and determined if the pre­

project youth had been counseled and released, referred to Probation intake, 

dismissed at Probation intake, placed on informal probation, or petitioned 

to court following his or her first (or only) arrest during the year in 

question. 

Given the similarity between Clients and this pre-project baseline 

group with respect to the above-mentioned matching variables and eligibility 

criteria, EJDP then made the following assumption. Decision makers who were 

responsible for the above dispositions--relative to pre-project cases-­

would have made essentially the same dispositions in the case of Clients. 

Thus, if decision-makers had counseled and released 60% of the baseline 

group, and had referred the remaining 40% to Probation, EJDP assumed they 

would have made essentially the same 60/40 dispositions with respect to 

Clients themselves. 

Before proceeding, the following should be clarified. As mentioned 

above, all pre-project youths were justice system referrals who had been 

arrested at least once. However, not all CZients were justice system 

6Tw~ of t~e n~ne projects used random assignment to either diversion or 
tradltlonal Just~ce system processing. In these instances, IIComparisonsll 
were not pre-proJect cases, strictly speaking. 
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referrals; as a result, not all had been arrested. 7 Since EJDP was not 

able to locateS comparable cases for this particular group--that is, for 

Clients who were referred from non-justice system sources--EJDP made the 

following assumption. A large majority of these individuals would not have 

(a) been referred to the justice system if the diversion project had not 

existed, and would not have (b) ended up with an arrest disposition in 

connection with that referral. While this assumption may be questioned, 

EJDP regarded it as reasonable. 

In sum, EJDP decided to take a conservative approach and handle such 

individuals as non-diversion cases. Again, this was done not only because 

there was no way to clearly estimate how many of these youths would have 

been referred to, and processed by, the justice system, but because EJDP 

did not want to run the risk of substantially overestimating the percentage 

of youths who had been diverted. For these reasons, all such Clients were 

included under IIdisposition #0 11 Clno justice system disposition
ll

) in the 

steps and calculations described below. 

In order to determine h0W many youths were diverted from the justice 

system, EJDP first had to estimate the number of Clients who would have 

received each of the following dispositions .if the diversion project had 

not existed: 

#0 No justice system disposition (non-diversion case) 

#1 Counsel and release (non-diversion case) 

7As indicated, some Clients were self-referrals and others were referred 
by parents or schools. As seen in Chapter 3, 30% of all diversion Clients 
were non-justice system referrals. 

BWithin Police and Probation files, and among central juvenile index 
records. 
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#2 Refer to Probation intake (diversion case)9 

#3 Refer to Probation intake (non-diversion case)lO 

#4 Place on informal supervision (diversion case) 

#5 Petition to Court (diversion case) 

Using these dispositions, the specific estimate was derived as follows. 

First, EJDP assigned all non-justice system referrals to disposition #0. 

Next, separately for each project, we multiplied (a) the actual numbep of 

justice system referrals to the given proJ'ect by (b) the observed ppopoption 

of ppe-ppoject cases who were found to have dispositions #1 through #5. 

The numbers that resulted from this procedure represented--for each project-­

the number of C'tients: who, hypotheti ca lly, waul d have recei ved each of the 

five justice system dispositions. 

After deriving these estimated dispositions we summed the numbers of 

nine projects, for each of the above dispositions. Clients across all 

(See Appendix Co.) That' f' lS, we lrst added up all Clients who, hypothetically, 

would have received disposition #1, and then repeated the process for 

Clients with dispositions #2, 3 4 d 5 , ,an ,respectively. Based on the 

resulting totals, we computed the percentage of Clients who, hypothetically, 

would have received each disposition. Th ese numbers and percentages will 

now be reviewed. 
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Results 

As seen in Table 7, 3,870 Clients would have received dispositions 

#0 through #5, collectively.ll This includes all justice and non-justice 

system referrals from the nine diversion projects combined. Of these 

Clients, 2,791 (72%) were justice system referrals--youths who received 

dispositions #1 through #5. Of these referrals, 1,983 had been diverted 

from further processing within the justice system (dispositions #2, 4, or 

5). In short, of all justice system referrals, 71% (1,983/2,791) were 

IItrue ll diversion cases according to EJDP's definition.12 Youths who were 

diversion cases, by this definition, comprised 51% (1,983/3,870) of all 

CZients--that is, justice and non-justice system referrals combined. 

Thus, approximately half (51%) of all Clients who were served by the 

present projects can be presumed to have been d~~2rted from initial or 

further processing within the justice system. That is, if the diversion 

projects had not existed these individuals would have been sent to Probation 

by the Police, placed on informal probation, or petitioned to Court. Of 

these three groups--diverted individuals--the largest (60% of 1,983) was 

comprised of youths who would have been sent to Probation intake by the 

Police (disposition #2). Individuals who would have been placed on informal 

probation comprised 14% of all diverted cases; and, youths who would have 

been petitioned to Court comprised the remaining 26%. 

IlThis number corresponds to the total of all Clients shown in Table 7, 
for the nine projects listed in Appendix C. 

12The remaining 29% (808/2,791) received disposition #1 or #3. 
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TABLE 7: Estimated Number and Percent of Clients with 
Specified Dispositions 

Disposition 

#0 

#1 

#2 

#3 

#4 

#5 

Type of 
Dispositiona 

No justice system 
disposition 

Counsel & release 

Refer to probation 
intake 

Dismissed at 
probation 

Informal probation 

Petition to court 

No. of 
Clients 

1,079 

543 

1,193 

265 

279 

511 

Total 3,870 

% of 
Clients 

28 

14 

31 

7 

7 

13 

100 

aDiverted cases = disposition #2, 4, and 5. Non-diverted 
cases = disposition #0, 1, and 3. 

Looking at these figures lithe other "lay around ll
, almost half (49%) 

the Clients~3 who were handled by the present projects would not have been 

processed within the justice system. These youths--dispositions #0, 1, 

and 3--received services that they would not have received if the projects 

had not existed. Of these three groups, the largest (57% of 1,887) was 

comprised of non-justice system referraZs~ that is, youths who came to the 

project via a school-, parent-, or self-referral. The second largest 

(29% of 1,887) consisted of youths who would have been counseled 

13That is, 1,887 justice and non-justice system Clients combined. 
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and released by the Police. The remaining group (14% of 1,887) would 

have been dismissed at Probation intake if the diversion project had not 

existed. These two groups of justice system referraZs comprised 21% 

(808/3,870) of all Clients served. 

The implications of these findings will be discussed in Chapter 12. 
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Chapter 5 

DIVERSION POLICIES 

Before turning to the second major question of Phase 2 we will briefly 

address four issues that relate to diversion policies, coercion, and Client 

involvement in decision-making: 

1. Are certain kinds of youth likely to be diverted rather than 

counseled and released or petitioned? 

2. Is there a relation between instant arrest and disposition? 

3. Is there a relation between social-psychological adjustment and 

disposition? 

4. What are the policies of Law Enforcement, Probation, and diversion 

projects concerning coercion and Client involvement in decision-

making? 

Our findings must be considered tentative because of the' limited type and 

amount of information on which they were based. Nevertheless, since a 

number of clear trends were obtained, the findings are suggestive and 

worthy of further exploration. 

Methods 

Information used to address the above issues was gathered from Police, 

Sheriff, and Probation Departm~nts that worked with three of EJDp·s Phase 2 

projects: Compton Area Juvenile Diversion; Mid-Valley Juvenile Delinquency 

Prevention; Pomona Valley Juvenile Diversion. These were the only Phase 2 

projects that served Clients via a subcontracting arrangement with 

outside service-providers. In this respect, they were not representative 
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of Phase 2 projects as a whole. However, in other respects (Clients' age, 

sex, etc.), they were representative. 

Information used in this analysis was obtained through pretested 

instruments. These were developed in 1976 by Dr. James Bull, a consultant 

to EJDP. Two of the instruments--structured questionnaires--were designed 

to measure diversion policies and impact with respect to issues that have 

been described elsewhere. 1 They focused, for example, on "risks" that are 

taken by agency staff who must, or may, decide to either divert, petition, 

or counsel and release offenders. They also focused on lithe degree to which 

diverters delegate control of referred cases to service-providing agencies", 

and on coercion-of-Clients versus delegation-of-control to Clients. These 

instruments--the Detective Questionnaire and Diversion Coordinator Question-

naire--are presented in Appendices 0 and E. 

Both questionnaires were sent to the above-mentioned departments and 

to the three diversion projects. Each questionnaire was accompanied by a 

Case Summaries form that contained a brief description of 20 hypothetical 

juvenile offenders (Appendix F). Each potential responDent (e.g., 

detectives or diversion coordinators) was asked to indicate whether--based 

on the description--he or she would divert, petition, or counsel and 

release each offender. As seen in Appendix P, more than 75% of the 

hypothetical offenders had been arrested for offenses or alleged offenses 

such as shoplifting, smoking marijuana, drunkenness, possession of stolen 

property, or burglary. None were arrested for offenses that are ordinarily 

IBull, J. A conceptual model for juvenile diversion. 
California Youth Authority, Division of Research. 1977. 

-57-

Sacramento: 
(mimeographed) 

~ 
I 

• 

considered extremely serious or violent, for instance, robbery, rape, and 

assault with a deadly weapon. 

All information relating to the Case Summaries and Questionnaires was 

gathered and analyzed by EJDP. Because of limited resources it was 

necessary to mail these instruments to the above departments and diversion 

projects. All departments and projects received identical instruments. 2 

As seen in Table 8, the preponderance of respondents were from Law 

Enforcement agencies; relatively few were from Probation. Although 41 

summaries and 44 Questionnaires were returned, the percentage of Case 

Summaries, Detective Questionnaires, and Coordinator Questionnaires that 

In were returned was only moderate: 60%, 57%, and 44%, respectively. 

light of this, we might think of the response to these instruments as 

being, in general, moderately representative of that which would have 

been obtained if all potential respondents had completed and returned the 

instruments. This conservative approach to the interpretation of the 

available data is apropos even though the degree of representativeness is 

in fact unknown, and not necs:;sarily "moderate ll
• 3 

. 2These instruments were mailed to all individuals whose names were pro­
vl~ed b~ Dr. Bull, subsequent to his extensive contacts with the departments 
an p~oJects. All persons who carried out specified diversion functions 
were lncluded by Dr. Bull; no selection was involved. 
. 3The moderate return ~ate may have been due to the substantial time­
lnvestm~nt ~hat.was requlred to complete these instruments. In this 
connectlon lt mlght be noted that most instruments were returned approxi­
mately three or four months after they had originally been mailed. 
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TABLE 8: Case Summaries and Questionnaires Sent by and Returned to EJDP 

-----------------------N-u-m~b-e-r~S~'e-n~t-----:N~um~b~e~r~·~R=et:u:r=n:e~d-----;Percent Instrument R t d 
and Agency By EJDP to EJDP e urne 

Case Summaries 
Police 
Sheriff 
Probation 
Diversion 

Detective 
Questionnaires 

Police 
Sheriff 
Probation 
Diversion 

Coordinator 
Ques ti onna oj res 

Police 
Sheriff 
Probation 
Diversion 

Total 

Total 

Total 

aNot applicable. 

17 
36 
3 

12 
68 

17 
36 
3 

__ a 

56 

3 
12 
0 

12 
27 

Results 

13 76 
17 47 
3 100 
8 67 

41 60 

12 71 

17 47 
3 100 

.,_a __ a 

32 57 

3 100 
1 8 
0 
8 67 

12 44 

o 0 C'ur f1°rst question was as follows: Were potential Di spos 1 tlOn. ,j 

referral sources more 1 e y v v ~ ~ 1 0k 1 to pet;t;on. divert. or counseL and reLease 

°b d ° the Case Summaries? As seen in Table 9, youths who were descr1 e 1n 
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TABLE 9: Percent of Dispositions by Responding Agency or Project 

Agency or Project 

Disposition Police + 
Probationb 

Diversionc Tota 1 d Sheriffa 

% % % % 

Counsel & Release 21 27 22 20 
Divert 50 37 64 52 
Petition 30 36 12 27 
Other 0 0 2 1 

Total 101 100 100 100 

diversion was the most common choice. For example, Law Enforcement 

personnel (Police and Sheriff) indicated a preference for diverting 50% of 

these youths. They were willing to counsel and release approximately 20%, 

and preferred to petition the remaining 30%. Compared to Law Enforcement, 

Probation staff chose to divert a somewhat lower percentage of individuals--

37%--and to counsel and release, as well as petition, a slightly higher 

percentage--27% and 36%, respectively. Diversion project staff chose to 

divert the highest percentage of all--64%. Conversely, they chose to 

petition the lowest percentage--12%. In the case of all three agencies 

taken individually, diversion was thus the most cOlTlllonly selected 

di spos iti on. 

Combining all agencies, the percentage of youths who would have been 

diverted, counseled and released, and petitioned was 52%, 20%, and 27%, 

respectively. Clearly, diversion was considered a viable alternative 
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for these individuals. It was two-and-one-half times more common than 

counsel and release, and almost twice as common as petitioning. 

Instant arrest. Our next question was: Is there a relation between 

instant arrest and type of disposition? For example, are certain categories 

of arrest more likely to result in a petition, as compared to diversio~ or 

counsel and release? To answer this we focused on offense-severity. 

Specifically, we divided the 20 hypothetical cases into two categories: 

those with higher-severity arrests and those with lower-severity arrests. 

We then tabulated the dispositions that were associated with each of these 

categories. (See Appendix G for technical details regarding this and 

subsequent analyses.) As seen in Table 10, the results of this analysis 

are as fo 11 ows: 

For all agencies and projects combined,4 Lower-severity arrests were 

rarely petitioned (5%); they were far more likely to be diverted or 

counseled and released (49% and 46%, respectively). On the other hand, 

higher severity arrests were far more likely to be petitioned or diverted 

(42% and 54%), and only rarely counseled and released (4%). Essentially 

the same pattern was observed for Law Enforcement, Probation, and diversion, 

taken separately. In sum, there was a strong relationship between severity 

of instant arrest and type of disposition received. This relationship was 

in the direction one would expect. 

Adjustment. Next we asked if there was a relation between the youth's 

social-psychological adjustment and type of disposition? Again, we divided 

4 
Law Enforcement + Probation + diversion. 
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TABLE 10: Percent of Dispositions by Severity of Instant Arrest 

Severity of Instant Arrest 

Di spos iti on Police & 
Probation Diversion Total Sheriff 

Lower Higher Lower Higher Lower Higher Lower 

Counsel & 
Release 45 3 67 a 42 8 46 

Divert 51 50 21 49 53 71 49 
Petition 4 47 13 51 3 19 5 
Other a a a a 2 2 a 

Total 100 100 101 100 100 100 100 

TABLE 11: Percent of Dispositions by Social-Psychological Adjustment 
of Cl ient 

Level of Social-Psychological Adjustment 

Disposition Police & 
Probation Diversion Sheriff Total 

Better Poorer Better Poorer Better Poorer Better 

Counsel & 
Release 46 3 63 8 45 6 47 

Divert 46 53 25 42 50 73 45 
Petition 8 45 13 50 2 20 7 
Other a a a a 3 1 a 

Total 100 101 101 100 100 100 99 
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Higher 

4 

54 

42 

a 

100 

Poorer 

4 

56 

40 

a 

100 
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the 20 hypothetical cases into two categories: better adjustment and 

poorer adjustment. 

with each category. 

We then tabulated the dispositions that were associated 

Results are shown in Table 11 (p.62). 

For all agencies and projects combined, better adjusted youths were 

seldom petitioned (7%). They were far more likely to be diverted or 

counseled and released (45% and 47%). On the other hand, poorer adjusted 

youths were far more likely to be petitioned or diverted (40% and 56%); 

only rarely were they counseled and released (4%). Essentially the same 

pattern was observed for Law Enforcement, Probation, and diversion taken 

separately. Thus, there was a strong relationship between level of 

social-psychological adjustment and type of disposition received. In fact, 

the results were almost identical to those for severity of instant arrest. 

Arrest and adjustment combined. Finally, we combined severity-of­

instant-arrest and social-psychological adjustment to see if an even 

stronger relationship would be obtained with type of disposition received-­

that is, stronger than in the case of either factor alone. As seen in 

Table 12, our hypothesis that the relationship would be stronger was 

largely confirmed: 

For all agencies and projects combined, better adjusted youths who had 

a lower-severity instant arrest were rarely petitioned (3%). They were far 

more likely to be counseled and released (58%) or diverted (39%). On the 

other hand, poorer adjusted youths who had a higher-severity instant arrest 

were likely to be either petitioned or diverted (46% and 51%), and only 

rarely counseled and released (2%). Once again, an almost identical pattern 

was observed for Law Enforcement, Probation, and diversion, taken separately. 
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TABLE 12: Percent of Dispositions by Severity of Instant Arrest and Social-Psychological 
Adjustment Combined 

Instant Arrest and Social-Psychological 

Disposition Police + Sheriff 

+-
++ and --

-+ 

Counsel & Release 57 12 1 

Divert 40 74 47 

Petition 3 14 52 

Other 0 0 0 

Total 100 100 100 

++ = Lower Severity, Better Adjustment 

~~ = ~ixed Severity/Mixed Adjustment 

-- = Higher 'Severity, Poorer Adjustment 

Probation 

+-
++ and --

-+ 

83 8 10 

11 58 39 

6 33 52 

0 0 0 

100 99 101 

Adjustment 

Diversion 

+-
++ and --

-+ 

52 19 5 

44 75 71 

2 3 23 

2 3 1 

100 100 100 

++ 

58 

39 

3 

0 

100 

-~~~--~~-~-- ------ ----- ------ --- - -- -- -

• 

, 

Total 

+-
and --
-+ 

13 2 

73 51 

13 46 

1 0 

100 99 

----~ 



The findings which related to instant arrest received partial and 

indirect support from the Detective Questionnaire. There, the following 

question was asked: 

IIWhich of the following kinds of cases would normally be eligible 
for diversion from your unit? (Check one or more)1I 

Items which the detectives could have checked--i.e., selected--are shown 

in Table 13, together with the findings themselves. s These findings were 

as follows: 

The most commonly selected diversion case involved a misdemeanor 

arrest: 60% of all choices fell in this category. Within this category, 

individuals with a less extensive or less severe history (e.g., II no prior 

arrests ll ; 111 or 2 prior arrests, and released") were more likely to be 

selected than those with a more extensive or more severe history (e.g., 

113 or more priors, and released"; "prior misdemeanor conviction"). 

The next most commonly selected case involved a feZony arrest: 29% 

of all choices fell within this category. In short, youths with a felony 

instant arrest were selected for diversion half as often as those with a 

misdemeanor arrest. Within the felony category--as within the misdemeanor 

category--frequency of selection was directly related to the extent or 

severity of offense history. 

Cases least likely to be selected were those which had previously 

been in a diversion program: 11% of all choices belonged in this category. 

Thus, cases most ~ikely to be selected for diversion were those which 

involved misdemeanor arrests rather than felonies or prior experience with 

sThe support in question might have been more extensive and definitive 
if an identical inquiry had been made with respect to petitions as well as 
counsel and release. Similar consideration would apply to social-psycho­
logical adj~stment. 
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TABLE 13: Types of Cases Selected by Detectives for Diversion 

Instant Arrest and History 

Misdemeanor Arrest 

With no prior arrests 
With 1 or 2 prior arrests, 
and released 

With 3 or more priors, 
and released 

With prior misdemeanor 
conviction 

Felony Arrest 

With no priors 
Wi~h 1 or more prior 

ml sdemean'ors, and released 
With prior felony arrest 
With prior felony conviction 

Prier Diversion Cases 
, ~, 

Successfully complet~d 
Terminated due to lack 
of interest 
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Subtota 1 

Subtotal 

Subtotal 

Total 

Percent 
of Responses 

21 

21 

10 

8 

60 

15 

8 

4 

2 

29 

10 

1 

11 

100 
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diversion. Specifically, youths most often chosen by detectives were 

misdemeanants with no prior arrests and misdemeanants with one or two 

prior arrests for which they were released rather than convicted. Indivi­

duals least likely to be selected were those with a prior felony conviction 

and those who had previously terminated a diversion program, or had been 

terminated, due to lack of interest. 

It might be noted that the third most common selection related to 

youths who committed a feZony but who had no prior arrests. This choice 

was more common than that of (a) misdemeanor instant arrest with three or 

more priors, but no conviction, and (b) successful completion of a previous 

diversion program. Moreover, it was twice as common as that of (c) mis­

demeanor arrest with prior misdemeanor conviction. These findings 

suggest that--when it comes to ruling out the possibility of diversion--

the existence of a prior offense history, and a prior conviction, can 

sometimes be a more important consideration than the fact of a felony 

instant arrest per see 

Coercion and Client involvement 

Three questions from the Diversion Coordinator instrument allowed 

EJDP to address the issues of coercion and Client involvement in decision-

making. These questions, and their respective responses, will be taken 

up in turn: 

First, Coordinators (respondents) were asked the following: 

IIFor each of the 'diverted ' cases indicate how you might respond 
in the event that the agency to which the client was referred 
contacted you to request that he be reminded of his obligation 
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to attend regularly. (Indicate a unanimous choice by writing 
'all ' if appropriate. )116 

Categories from which the respondents could choose are shown in Table 14, 

together with the percent-of-responses to each category: Relative to the 

situation that was described, Coordinators most often preferred to phone 

the Client and remind him of his obligation to attend the program (31% of 

all responses). The next most common approach was to discuss with the 

Client IIways in which [his or her] participation might be improved,1I and 

to do so without exerting pressure (23%). The next approach was to 

explore the possibility of an alternative placement (19%). The least 

preferred approach was that of explaining to diversion program staff--i.e., 

service-providers--that the Client's participation was their responsibility, 

not the Coordinator's (8%). All in all, there is no evidence that coercion--

certainly strong, open, or direct coercion--was preferred by Coordinators 

in this particular situation. At any rate, coercion seemed to playa 

smaller role than that of Client involvement in decision-making. 

Next, Coordinators were asked: 

IIHow would you respond if the agency called to indicate that the 
same people [client, or client plus family] no longer wanted to 
participate in their program. Assume the referral was made one 
month ago. (Write I a 111 if appropri ate. ) II 

As seen in Table 15, Coordinators were most likely to approach this 

situation by talking with the Client in order to develop an alternate 

program (37% of all responses). This response does not, in itself, indicate 

how often coercion might enter into such an approach (assuming it enters 

6
11 Diverted cases ll is a reference to those youths whom the respondent 

would have elected to divert, from among the 20 hypothetical cases 
described in:~ppendix F. 
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TABLE 14: Preferred Action by Coordinator Relative to Clients 
Whose Attendance in Diversion Program is Irregular 

Preferred Action 

Call the client and remind him 
(or request someone else to do so) 

Discuss ways in which the client's 
participation might be improved, 
but decline to pressure the client 

Explore the possibility of an 
alternative placement 

Call the referral agency to ask what 
they recommend be done in this case 
in the event of poor attendancea 

Explain to the agency that the 
client's participation is their 
responsibility, not yours 

All of the above 

Total 

Percent of 
Responses 

31 

23 

19 

11 

8 

8 

100 

aThe lIagencyll or IIreferral agencyll operates the diversion 
program. 
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TABLE 15: Preferred A~tion by Co~r~inator Relative to Clients Who 
No Longer Wlsh to Partlclpate in Diversion Program 

Preferred Action 

Talk with the client in an attempt to 
work out an alternative program 

Call the referral agency, asking them 
what action they recommenda 

Talk with the client and indicate that 
if he fails to participate you will 
have to file a petition 

Terminate the case due to lack of 
interest, notifying the referral 
agency if appropriate 

Take action to have a petition filed 

All of the above 

Total 

Percent of 
Responses 

37 

21 

17 

17 

4 

4 

100 

aThe IIreferral agencyll operates the diversion program. 
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in at all), or exactly what role it may play. The implication at. least 

is that coercion would not playa key role in this approach, and that the 

Client would have an active role in the decision-making process. The 

second most common preference was to phone the referral agency and ask 

what action they would recommend (21%). Again, direct coercion did not 

seem to be involved; however, neither was direct Client participation. 

Coercion clearly entered the picture in connection with a preference that 

was tied for third: "Talk with the client and indicate that if he fails 

to participate you will have to file a petition" (17%). Least preferred 

of all was filing a petition (4%). All in all, overt or direct coercion 

was not a major or preferred approach in this particular situation. 

However, it was not entirely absent. 

Finally, Coordinators were asked a question that was specific to the 

brokerage situation which existed with respect to the Pomona, Duarte, and 

Compton projects. It reflected the fact that Coordinators, during the 

course of their work, could almost always choose from among several 

service-agencies when referring a Client. The question was as follows: 

"How much of a choice do you give the client in the selection of 
an agency?" 

In response (Table 16), Coordinators indicated a strong preference for 

involving the Client in the decision ("invite client's opinion regarding 

the choice of an agency," 58%). This approach was preferred almost five 

times more often than that of total non-involvement (lido not allow my 

decision to be influenced by client's wishes," 12%). 
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TABLE 16: Preferred Action by Coordinator Regarding Clientls 
Possible Choice of a Specific Diversion Program 

Preferred Action 

Invite client's oplnlons regarding 
the choice of an agencya 

Change my own choice of agency only 
if client expresses an objection 

Do not allow my decision to be 
influenced by client's wishes 

Not applicable--coordinator has 
no choice of agency 

Percent of 
Responses 

58 

20 

12 

10 
Total 100 

aThe "agency" operates the diversion program. 

I' 

Further information regarding coercion was obtained from a question 

that appeared on the Detective as well as Coordinator Questionnaire: 

"Consider each case you diverted in the 'Case Summaries' question­
naire and the possible explanation of the diversion agreement 
listed below. [Table 17.] In the spaces below, indicate 
which cases would have received which explanations.1I 

As seen in Table 17, Detectives were usually prepared to exert pressure 

(llif you drop out, you'll go back to court,1I 46%; and, "you can drop out, 

but then you wonlt get this break again," 14%). This was likely to occur during 

initial stages of the diversion process. Coordinators on the other hand, 

were much less likely to exert pressure. Their preferred approach was 

reflected in the following statement: IIIf you want to drop out, weill try 

to work out something else" (62%). It might be noted that this approach 
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was likely to enter the picture at a somewhat later stage than in the 

case of Detectives. 

TABLE 17: Preferred Explanation (Statement) by Detectives and Diversion 
Coordinators, to Client, Regarding Participation in 
Diversion Program 

Explanation of diversion 
agreement (paraphrased)a 

Percent of Preference 

Detectives Coordinators 

If you drgp out, you'll go back 
46 to court 

If you want to drop out, we'll try 
39 to work out something elsec 

You can drop out, but then you won't 
get this break againd 14 

No response a 
Total 99 

aSee notes b, c, and d regarding the complete statement. 

byou have agreed to participate in this program; if you don't 
[participate], you will have to go back to court. 

22 

62 

11 

5 

100 

clf you find you aren't benefiting from this program, we'll see 
if we can work out something better. 

dlf you don't attend or don't participate, you can dro~ out of 
the program, but you won't be able to get this kind of break again. 

Relative to Coordinators, the following might also be noted. In 

response to a Yes/No item on their questionnaire, 58% of these individuals 

indicated that lithe service-providing agency normally expect(s) (me) to 

exert pressure on the client in the event he fails to attend." Yet, as 
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suggested by Tables 14, 15, and 16, the frequency with which Coordinators 

preferred to exert such pressure may have been substantially lower than 

that which the agencies might have wished. 

Degree of pressure is, in part, different than frequency-of-pressuring. 

Unfortunately, EJDP did not collect information regarding the degree of 

pressure that (a) service-agencies might have wanted the Coordinators to 

exert, and (b) Coordinators felt they actually did exert. Such information 

is also lacking with respect to Detectives. All in all, the present data 

suggest there is no simple answer to the question of whether diversion is 

primarily coercive or non-coercive, at least from the standpoint of decision 

makers. It may be that differing degrees of coercion as well as Client 

participation are involved at differing points in the diversion process. 

Apart from this, it is quite possible that coercion and Client participa­

tion may often coexist·, that is, may operate at essentially the same time 

and in relation to the very same issue. 

-74-



~-----~~--- -~--- -->-

I 

/ .. 

., > 

\ 

• 

Chapter 6 

AMOUNT OF RECIDIVISM 

How well did diversion project youths perform subsequent to their 

instant arrest? To answer this question EJDP used a quasi-experimental 

design to compare the arrest records of these individuals (Clients) with 

those of a comparison group (Comparisons). This type of analysis was 

performed relative to all 11 projects for which it was possible to estab-

1 ish such a group. The specific question we asked was, IIDid Cl ients per-
l form better than Comparisons?1I 

Before presenting the results of this analysis it might be useful 

to briefly review the method that was used and to see if the Client and 

Comparison groups were in fact equivalent to one another for the 11 pro­

jects combined. Readers who wish to avoid the technical details that now 

follow may skip directly to p. 80: "Results". 

I 

Two points may be noted: (1) EJDP's recidivism analysis reflected the 
projects' total impact on Clients. It did not, for example, distinguish 
the contributions of direct service to Clients (e.g.: counseling; recrea­
tion) from those of other activities. The latter related to such areas as 
(a) promoting public awareness/public involvement, and (b) improving agency 
~nd/or community services (e.g.: coordinating services; providing community 
organization or leadership). (2) Comparison groups could not be established 
for the Duarte, Pomona, Sacramento, and Yreka projects. (Reasons for this 
difficulty are briefly mentioned in Chapter ,n. . This difficulty was 
usually but not always independent of the fact that a sizable proportion of 
Clients from three of these projects consisted of nonjustice system referrals, 
whereas the present analysis--for practical reasons--was, in 99.9% of all 
cases, limited to justice system referrals alone: In one project for which 
a comparison group could be established--the Mendocino/Lake project--7 non­
justice systan youths who were present were classified as Probation referrals.) 
In two projects--Irvine and Stockton--a classical experimental design was used. 

-75-



Methods 

Selection of Comparison groups 

Comparison groups were established by EJDP, on a project-by-project 

basis; that is, a specific Comparison group was established to best match 

the Clients served by each diversion project. 2 This approach made it 

possible to assess the performance of Clients and their Comparisons in each 

project individually. Strict "control groups"--based on random assignment-­

could be established for two projects only (Irvine and Stockton). In each 

remaining project, the group that was used as a control, i.e., the 

Comparison group, consisted of youths who were similar to the Clients on 

d th ' 't (see below) For the 11 projects variables such as age, sex, an e nlCl y . 

combined, there were 1,345 Clients and 1,192 Comparisons. 

Only justice system referrals w~re included in the assessment of Client 

and Comparison performance. (See n. 1 regarding one negligible exception.) 

No youths "Jere included who were parent or school referrals, or were only 

being investigated by the Police or Probation. Thus, for all Clients and 

Comparisons who were included in the present analysis, an actual arrest 

(instant arrest) had taken place. Basically, nonjustice system referrals 

were excluded because it was impossible to obtain comparison cases for these 

individuals. 

2These comparison groups are not the same as th~ six dis~osition groups 
which were identified earlier (Chapter 4), to provlde a basls for deter­
mining the number of cases diverted. 
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Except for the Irvine and Stockton projects, which used classical 

random assignment to either Client or Comparison status, the instant arrest 

of each Comparison had occurred during the year that preceded the start 

of the given diversion project. With the possible exception of El Centro 

and Pomona, all Comparisons appeared to meet eligibility criteria that 

were used by decision makers during the following year, at which time these 

individuals wepe referring Clients to the diversion project. 3 The use of 

individuals from "one year before" comprised the only practical basis on 

which EJDP could establish a meaningful Comparison group for the projects 

in question. It also allowed EJDP researchers to avoid possible confounding 

of inputs from the diversion projects themselves. For instance, it 

eliminated the possibility that any Comparisons had received treatment or 

intervention from the:.diver.'sion --p'roject itsel f. 

Fol1owup procedures 

The performance of Clients and Comparisons was analyzed relative to a 

6-months followup period, beginning on the day of each youth's instant 

arrest. In this connection it might be noted that youths were generally 

accepted by the diversion program within 48 hours of their instant arrest; 

and, in all but 3 programs, Client/project contact lasted a total of four 

to six weeks for the vast majority of youths. 

. Separate analyses were made for law, status, and all arrests (law + 

status) combined. For each project, the arrest information on which these 

analyses were based was gathered from one or more of the following sources: 

3These criteria are described in: Lewis, R. OPe cit., p. 9. 
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local Police Department; local Probation Department; Central Juvenile Index 

(CJI) file. This information was obtained for each individual youth~~ 

Clients and Comparisons alike. 

Relative to each project, the record search for arrest information 

was conducted by EJDP staff, simultaneously (or, over a two-to-four day 
1+ period) for all Client and Comparison youths. 

Characteristics of Client and Comparison groups 

Relative to each project, Clients and Comparisons resided within the 

same geographic area. In addition to holding place-of-residence and over­

all source of referral (i.e., referral by a justice system agency) constant, 

EJDP tried to match these groups on age, sex, and ethnicity. This match 

was fairly successful for most projects individually. When the 11 projects 

were combined into a single analytic group, or IIpoolll, the match on these 

variables ranged from fairly satisfactory to acceptable, despite the statis­

tically significant differences that were observed. (See Appendix H for 

specific results on these and other variables.) 

Two additional variables or factors will be mentioned: prior arrests 

and specific source of referral. Unfortunately, EJDP did not routinely 

make it a point to match closely on number of prior arrests. Here, the 

slight differences that existed between Clients and Comparisons at the 

level of individual projects accumulated when all projects were combined 

1+In the case of Irvine, University of California researchers gathered 
some of the information. However, even here, EJDP independently checked 
and processed all arrest information. A ~igh level .of ag~eement w~s found 
between EJDP and Irvine researchers relatlve to thelr codlng of Cllent and 
Comparison arrests. (22) 
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into a single analytic group.s As a result, the two samples were not 

well matched on this variable for the 11 projects combined (see below). 

Nor were they highly similar to one another in terms of specific source of 

justice system referral (i.e., Law Enforcement versus Probation), despite 

the matching procedure that is described in Appendix I relative to 

individuaZ projects. In the present analysis, various analytic steps were 

taken to deal with these problems. 

Overall findings on the Client/Comparison match may be summarized 

as follows. On balance, the match between these groups was only moderately 

satisfactory for the 11 projects combined. This was despite the fact that 

a fairly good match had been obtained for most projects individually, on 

the majority of variables in question. 6 Generally speaking, Comparisons 

appeared to be slightly worse IIrisks" than Clients: at point of instant 

arrest, their prior record was somewhat more extensive than that of Clients, 

0.9 arrests per youth versus 0.5. While this difference was small in terms 

of absolute numbers, it was statistically significant. It may have related 

to the fact that Comparisons were more likely than Clients to have been 

referred by Probation than by Police. 

SHowever, for all projects combined, Clients and Comparisons were well 
matche~ on type of instant arrest, i.e., on percentage of law versus 
status arrests. 

6The fact that the 11 projects, collectively, were not as well matched 
as most of the 11 projects individually was partly due to the differing 
absolute and relative numbers of Clients versus Comparisons who fell within 
given categories of analysis (e.g., no prior arrests versus one or more 
prior arrests, or Law Enforcement referral versus Probation referral) 
across the respective projects. For one or two factors, it was also due 
to the above-mentioned accumulation, across 11 projects, of slight differ­
ences that existed within several projects individually. In this regard, 
differences that existed within and between large- as compared to small­
sized projects were of particular importance . 
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The following might help place the factor of "risk", as judged by prior 

arrests, into a broader perspective. The difference between Clients and 

Comparisons amounted to 0.4 prior arrests per youth;7 moreover, by most 

standards, neither the typical Client nor the typical Comparison had an 

extensive arrest record at point of instant arrest. Despite this per­

spective, the fact remains that Comparisons were slightly worse risks than 

Clients, albeit within this limited range. Thus, other things being equal, 

Comparisons could be expected to perform slightly worse than Clients during 

any given followup period. (As seen on p. 86, supplementary analyses were 

conducted in which level of risk was held constant.) 

Results 

All diversion projects combined. 

As seen in Table 18, for the 11 projects combined, Clients had a 

significantly lower recidivism rate than Comparisons. s During the 6 months 

that followed their instant arrest, 25.4% of the Clients and 30.7% of the 

7This difference may have been partly the result of factors such as the 
following, singly or in combination. Comparisons were slightly older than 
Clients and therefore had more opportunity to accumulate arrests; in addi­
tion, they were more likely to be male. In turn, the latter fact was 
perhaps related to the finding that the total number of prior Zaw arrests 
(small though it may have been) was two times greater for Comparisons than 
for Clients: 0.53 and 0.26 per youth, respectively. 

sFor the remainder of this chapter, a~d in Chapters 7 and 8 as well, 
"significant" will refer to statistical significance unless otherwise 
indicated. In the present chapter one-tailed tests will be used, based on 
the hypothesis that Clients will perform better than Comparisons. This 
hypothesis springs from EJDP's earlier observations regarding a number of 
individual diversion projects. See, e.g., Year-End reports on the La 
Colonia, Stockton, and Compton projects. 
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Comparisons had accumulated one or more arrests (law and status arrests 

combined). This difference is statistically reliable and represents a 

17.3% reduction in recidivism. 9 

TABLE 18: Number and Perclentage of Cl i ents and Compari sons 
Arrested During 6-Months Foll owupa 

Number Cl'ients Comparisons 
of Arrests 

No. of % of No. of % of Youths Youths Youths Youths 

0 1,004 74.6 826 69.3 
1 203 15.1 221 18.5 
2 83 6.2 86 7.2 
3 41 3.0 42 3.5 
4 & Up 14 1.0 17 1.4 

Total 1,345 99.9 1,192 99.9 

z = 2.93, p. < .01, U-test (one-tail). 
a Includes law and status arrests. 

917.3% = (~0:7.- 25.4) f 30.7: Although 30.7 is 20.9% greater than 
25.4--~he recldlvlsm rate for Cllents--the figure of 25.4 is a 17.3% 
reductlon f~om the base of,30:7, ~he rate for Comparisons. This 17.3 per­
c~nt reductlon should be d1st1ngulshed from the 5.3 peroentage-points 
dlf~erence be~ween Clients and Comparisons (30.7 - 25.4). For example 

, , 

a dlffe~ence 1n Client and Comparison recidivism rates of 40% and 20%,' 
respec~lvely, would represent a :pereent.~eduction.of 50~ev.e~ though it. 
would lnvolve ~ percentage drop of 20 points. When most people tnink of 
~ "50% drop", l.e.,.a 50% reduction in recidivism, what they have in mind 
1S· a per-cent reductlon not a percentage-point drop. The former information 
must be used to compute the percentage of youth-arrests (also the percentage 
of arrests for all youths) that may have been avoided because of a given 
program. 
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Although the difference between 30.7% and 25.4% is only 5.3 peraentage­

points, the following should be noted. A 17.3% reduction in recidivism 

would mean that instead of 1,000 youths (Comparisons) being arrested, 

approximately 827 (1,000 - 173) would be arrested instead, if they had been 

diversion Clients. 10 

As seen in Tables 19 and 20, the difference in recidivism rates 

occurred almost entirely in relation to law arrests: When one focuses on 

this type of arrest alone (Table 19), the rates for Clients and Comparisons 

were 15.7% and 20.3% respectively. 11 On the other hand, when one focuses 

TABLE 19: Number and Percentage of Clients and Comparisons Arrested 
for Law Df~en~ses Duri ng 6-~1onths Fo 11 owup 

Clients Comparisons 
Number 

of Arrests No. of % of No. of % of 
Youths Youths Youths Youths 

0 1,134 84.3 950 79.7 
1 148 11.0 163 13.7 
2 48 3.6 55 4.6 
3 14 1.0 18 1.5 
4 & Up 1 0.0 6 0.5 -
Total 1,345 99.9 1,192 100.0 

z = 3.09, P < .01, U-test (one-ta i 1) . 

lOlf one focuses on number of arrests rather than number or percentage 
of youths arrested, the reduction would remain about the same: 16.3%. 
During the 6-months followup the number of law + status arrests per youth 
was: Clients - 0.41; Comparisons - 0.49. 

1115.7 is a reduction of 22.7% from the base of 20.3. During the 
6-months followup the number of law arrests per youth was: Clients - 0.22; 
Comparisons - 0.29. This is a difference of 24.1%, using the latter figure 
as the base. 
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14.0% of the Clients and 15.4% of the Comparisons had accumulated at least 

one such arrest.12 (See Appendix J regarding the numbers that appear in 

Tables 18, 19, and 20.) 

Diversion projects viewed individually13 

As indicated, the pooled data suggest that Clients had a signifi­

cantly lower recidivism rate than Comparisons for the 11 projects combined. 

However, they did not have a lower rate for all projects individuaZZy. To 

be specific, their rate was Significantly lower in 3 of the 11 projects: 

12 -
During the 6-months followup the number of status arrests per youth 

was: Clients - 0.19; Comparisons - 0.20. 

13For the remainder of this chapter we will focus on law and status 
arrests combined, unless otherwise specified. 
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La Colonia, Stockton, and Compton. 14 In 7 of the remaining 8, the differ­

ence between their recidivism rate and that of Comparisons could be 

accounted for by chance alone. IS 

As seen in Table 21, the difference in recidivism rates between 

Clients from La Colonia, Stockton, and Compton, on the one hand, and their 

Comparisons on the other, was not only significant, it was sUbstantial 

as well: The percent reductions were 33, 56, and 42, respectively.16 

These projects are briefly reviewed in Chapter 3, and the trea~ment 

methods which they employed are presented in Chapter 9. 

14p < .01, < .01, and < .10, respectively. (See section b of n. 15 
regarding statistical trends, i.e., findings that reach the .10 but not the 
.05 level of significance.) In La Colonia and Compton, Clients were worse 
risks than Comparisons, based on number of prior arrests. In Stockton, 
they were better risks. (Appendix M.) On most other variables or factors 
(age, sex, ethnicity, and type of instant arrest), Clients and Comparisons 
were quite similar to each other in all three projects. (21, 18, 1, 14) 

IsThree points may be noted: (a) The recidivism rate for Clients tended 
to be lower than that of Comparisons in the 8 projects aombined (z = 1.38, 
P < .10, U-test [one-tailed]; statistically, this finding was not as strong 
as in the case of all 11 projects combined). This level of significance 
was obtained despite the statistical similarity in Client and Comparison 
recidivism rates for 7 of the 8 projects taken individually. (As with all 
11 projects combined, the above finding was accounted for almost entirely 
by law arrests: law - z = 4.24, P < .01; status - z = 0.76, NS.) Never­
theless, the reduction in recidivism amounted to no more than 10.0% for 
these projects combined. (b) Unless otherwise specified, "tended" will 
have the following meaning for the remainder of this report. The probability 
is between 5 and 10 in 100 that the given results, e.g., the difference in 
recidivism rates between Clients and Comparisons, can be accounted for by 
chance alone. (c) In one of the 8 projects--project D, Table 21~-the 
difference in recidivism rates was statistically significant in favor of 
Clients. However, there was reason to believe that the eligibility 
criteria which were used when sending youths to this diversion project may 
have resulted in the inclusion of proportionately fewer resistive individuals 
within the Client group than within the Comparison group. For this reason, 
project D is not included among those labelled successful, i.e., successful 
in significantly reducing recidivism for all Clients combined. 

I6The drop in percentage-points ranged from 25 to 34. 
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TABLE 21: Percentage of Youths Rearrested, and Difference in Recidivism 
Rates for Clients Versus Comparisons 

Percentage Percentage- Percent 
of Points Reduction 

Youths Difference or Increase 
Projects Rea rres ted a in in 

Recidivism Recidivismb 

Clients Comparisons Clients vs. Clients vs. 
(N=1,345) (N=1,192) Comparisons Comparisons 

Three Successful 
ProjectsC 

La Colonia 50.0 75.0 -25.0 -33.3 
Stockton 26.7 60.8 -34.1 -56.1 
Compton 36.8 63.2 -26.4 -41.8 

Eight Remaining 
Projectsd 

A 12.2 16.3 - 4.1 -25.2 
B 12.6 12.7 - 0.1 - 0.8 
C 40.1 34.5 + 5.6 +16.2 
D 24.6 33.8 - 9.2 -27.2 
E 14.4 13.0 + 1.4 +10.8 
F 28.1 21.5 + 6.6 +30.7 
G 25.2 29.3 - 4.1 -14.0 
H 25.0 29.9 - 4.9 -16.4 

A through H 
Combined 24.4 27.1 - 2.7 -10.0 

a6-months followup. 

. bA minus (:).r~presents reduced.r~c~divism; a plus (+) signifies 
lncreased r~cldlvlsm. Reduced recldlvlsm means: Clients performed better 
than Comparlsons. 

c"Successful" means: recidivism rate for Clients was significantly less 
than that for Comparisons. 

dFor seven of the:e ~r?jects, the rate for Clients was neither signifi­
cantly greater nor slgnlflcantly less than that for Comparisons See 
n. 15, section c regarding project D. . 
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Table 21 also indicates that in 3 other projects~-projects C, E, and 

F--recidivism rates were highe,1' for C1 ients than for Comparisons. Although 
17 

these differences did not reach statistical significance they neverthe-

less involved an increase in recidivism of 16, 11, and 31% respectively. 

At any rate, when one inspects diversion projects individually, it is 

clear that recidivism was not always reduced. 

If one takes an unweighted average of the recidivism rates from all 

11 projects combined (see Table 21, cols. 1 and 2)--in short, if one treats 

these projects as though they each contained an equaZ number of youths--

the recidivism rates were as follows for what might then be called the 

"average" project and average Comparison group: Clients (average project)--

26.9%; Comparisons--35.5%. The former, unweighted average rate (26.9%) 
18 

represents a 24.2% reduction for each project, using 35.5% as the base. 

As indicated on page 81, when all projects were weighted according to the 

number of youths they contained, the average reduction was 17.3%. The 

weighted figure (17.3%) is lower than the unweighted (24.2%) because pro­

jects that served the largest number of youths were among those which had 

a relatively low reduction in recidivism rate. 

Egualizing the contribution of each project 

In the weighted analyses reported on pp. 80-83, some' projects had much 

more influence than others: they contributed far more than others to the 

17Mainly due to the combination of sample-size and amount of difference 
in recidivism rates, relative to the given projects. 

18For the 8 l'non-success,1 projects combined~ the rates were: Clients--
22.8%, Comparisons--23.9%. This is a reduction of 4.6%. ;f the num~er of 
youths is taken into account, the rates are 24.4% and 27.1%, respectlvely. 
This is a reduction of 10.0% (not percentage-points). 
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results that were obtained. This occurred because they contained many more 

Clients and Comparisons than the latter projects and therefore contributed 

more youths to the total study-sample. Thus, collectively, 3 of the 11 pro­

jects accounted for 62% of all Clients and 52% of all Comparisons--more than 

twice their share. As it turned out, these were projects for which no sig­

nificant differences were found in the recidivism rates of Clients and Com­

parisons. At the same time (and again collectively), the projects for which 

there were significant differences--La Colonia, Stockton, and Compton-­

accounted for less than half their share of the total sample: 11% of all 

Clients and 9% of all Comparisons. Had the situation been reversed~ i.e., 

had the latter projects contained far more youths than the former, the diff­

erence in overall recidivism rates between Clients and Comparisons would 

have been much larger than it was. 

To eliminate these unequal contributions due to differing sample-sizes, 

a separate analysis was carried out. Here, by design, each of the 11 pro­

jects contributed exactly the same number of youths as every other project: 
19 

36 Clients and 36 Comparisons. These individuals were randomly selected 

from the total pool of available subjects, i,e., from among all individuals 

who were included in the total study-sample. As shown in Appendix K, Clients 

and Comparisons who comprised this "equalized subsample" did turn out to be 

matched with each other on age, number of prior aPrests, type of instant 

arrest, and specific source of referral; however, they remained unmatched-­

as was the total sample itself--on sex and ethnicity! (Before proceeding, 

19Th . 
e one exceptlon was Compton. Only 19 Clients and 19 Comparisons had 

been included in the original analysis of this project. For this reason--
and given the fact that. a maximum of 19 Comparisons could be analyzed in any 
event--these individuals, and no others, were included in the present analy­
sis as well. See: Lewis, R., et al. Year-end report: Compton Area Juveniie 
Diversion Project. California Youth Authority and Office of Criminal Justice 
Planning. 1976. (mimeo) 
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two points might be noted. First, sex and ethnicity were affected by the 

across-projects factors mentioned in n. 6 to a lesser degree than were such 

variables as pr10r arrests and source of referral. For this reason, in the 

equalized subsample, Client and Comparison representation on sex and ethnic-

ity remained essentially the same as that in the total sample. Second, by 

comparing the figures shown in Appendix H with those in Appendix K and Tables 

2 through 6, the following can be seen with respect to age, sex, ethnicity, 

and type of instant arrest, respectively. Clients who comprised the equal-

ized subsample were quite similar to Clients who comprised not only the 11-

project totaZ sample, but the 15-project total sample as well. This also 

applied in connection with the ratio of Law Enforcement to Probation referrals.) 

As seen in Table 22, results from the equalized subsample analysis pro­

vide support to those presented on pp. 80-86, relative to the total sample 

itself: For all projects. combined, Clients had a significantly lower rate 

of recidivism than Comparisons. Specifically, 29.0% of the Clients and 34.3% 

of the Comparisons were rearrested during the 6-months followup. This differ­

ence represents a 15.5% reduction in recidivism and relates to law and status 

arrests combined. As shown in Tables 23 and 24, the results remain signifi­

cant when law arrests are considered by themselves; however, they are not 

significant with respect to status arrests alone. 

12-months followup 

EJDP conducted a 12-months followup on the three projects that had 
20 

significantly reduced recidivism based on the 6-months followup. 

20Limtted resources, and overall priorities, precluded a similar analy­
sis on the eight remaining projects. 
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TABLE 22: Number and Percentage of Clients and Comparisons Arrested 
During 6-Months Followup (Equalized Subsample) 

Clients Compari sons 
Number 

% of of Arrestsa No. of No. of % of 
Youths Youths Youths Youths 

0 269 71.0 249 65.7 

1 59 15.6 67 17.7 

2 31 8.2 31 8.2 

3 15 4.0 22 5.8 

4 & Up 5 1.3 10 2.6 

Total 379 100.1 379 100.0 

z = 1.67, P < .05, U-test (one-tail). 

aIncludes law and status arrests. 

TABLE 23: Number and Percentage of Clients and Comparisons Arrested 
for Law Offenses During 6-Months Followup (Equalized 
Subsample) 

Number 
of Arrests 

o 
1 

2 

3 

4 & Up 
Total 

No. of 
Youths 

265 
67 
36 
11 
0 

379 

Clients 

% of 
Youths 

69.9 
17.7 
9.5 
2.9 
0.0 --

100.0 

z = 2.15, p < .05, U-test (one tail). 
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Comparisons 

No. of % of 
Youths Youths 

236 62.3 
87 23.0 
40 10.6 
12 3.2 
4 1.1 

379 100.2 



The 12-months data related to the same youth~who had been followed up for 

6 months. Results--shown in Table 2l--were as follows: 

On 12-months followup, La Colonia Clients tended to outperform their 

Comparisons. 21 The average number of arrests was 2.1 and 3.0 respectively, 

a reduction in recidivism of 30%.22 (An 18-months followup was also carried 

out; and again, Clients outperformed Comparisons. 23 ) 

TABLE 24: Number and Percentage of Clients and Comparisons Arrested for 
Status Offenses During 6-Months Followup (Equalized Subsample) 

Clients Comparisons 
Number 

of Arrests No. of % of No. of % of 
Youths Youths Youths Youths 

0 309 81.5 295 n.B 
1 43 11.3 54 14.2 
2 17 4.5 25 6.6 
3 9 2.4 5 1.3 
4 & Up 1 0.3 0 0.0 

Total 379 100.0 379 99.9 

z = 1.18, NS, U-test (one-tail). 

2I Z : 1.50, P < .10, U-test (one-tail). Palmer, T. La Colonia Year­
End Report. Sacramento: California Youth Authority and Office of 
Criminal Justice Planning. 1976. (mimeographed) 

229.2% fewer Clients than Comparisons were arrested. 
23 Z = 4.10, P < .01, U-test (one-tail). The number of arrests per youth 

was 1.2 and 3.2 respectively, a reduction of 63%. This analysis was 
carried out on 17 Clients and 19 Comparisons for whom these data were avail­
able; all others in the original sample had not as yet accumulated 18 months 
exposure. 
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In Stockton, Clients also continued to outperform Comparisons. During 

the 12-months followup they accumulated 0.7 arrests per youth, while the 

figure for Comparisons was 1.9. 24 This was a reduction of 63%.25 

In Compton, there was no significant difference in the recidivism 

rates of Clients and Comparisons. The difference that was observed on 

6-months followup was no longer in evidence. 

The following might be noted relative to these findings. In the case 

of La Colonia, the "average" Client remained in the program for 8.5 months; 

in Stockton, the figure was 1.5. Given the 12-months findings, this 

suggests that the impact of diversion may in some cases extend beyond the 

period of direct project involvement. To be sure, in Compton, impact did 

not extend much beyond the involvement in question (5.6 months). As to the 

eight remaining projects, EJDP is unable to make an empirically based 

estimate as to whether the Clients would have performed better, worse, or 

no different than Compa~isons, on 12-months followup.26 At any rate, there 

is at least some evidence that the effect of given diversion programs can 

2453.2% fewer Clients than Comparisons were arrested. 
25Z = 5.42, P < .01, U-test (one-tail). Bohnstedt, M. New Directions: 

A Supplemental Report. Sacramento: California Youth Authority and Office 
of Criminal Justice Planning. 1976. (mimeo) 

26The following might be noted at this point. (a) In the case of Stockton, 
a separate, additional analysis was made on an entirely independent sample: 
128 Clients and 65 Comparisons. At 6-months followup the former youths 
performed significantly better than the latter in terms of recidivism. 
(See: Bohnstedt, 1977.) A l2-months followup was not carried out on 
these youths. (b) In the case of Compton, a separate analysis was made in 
which the Client group was expanded from 19 to 47. At 6-months followup, 
results were almost identical to those which related to the more limited 
sample alone: 19 Clients and 19 Comparisons. (It was not possible to 
increase the number of Comparisons.) The expanded analysis was not carried 
out in connection with a 12-months follow-up. 
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extend beyond the relatively limited, 6-months period that was routinely 

analyzed by EJDP. 

Number of prior arrests 

On pp. 79-80 it was pointed out that the prior record of Comparisons 

was slightly longer than that of Clients, for the 11 projects combined. 

(This, of course, was not the case relative to the equalized subsample. 

There, Clients and Comparisons had essentially the same prior record.) 

Although this difference was fairly small on an absolute scale, it 

suggested that Clients might be expected to perform somewhat better than 

Comparisons on 6-months followup, other things being equal. 

As indicated, Clients did perform somewhat better than Comparisons for 

the 11 projects combined. To determine if this difference was related to 

the Clients' smaller number of prior arrests, EJDP carried out three 

analyses in which the number of "priors" was equalized for the youths in 

question. 

The first analysis involved Clients and Comparisons whose prior record 

contained no arrests. As seen in Table 25, this analysis revealed no 

significant difference in the performance of these individuals: 20.8% of 

the Clients and 21.2% of the Compa~isons were rearrested (law and status 

arrests combined) on 6-months followup. Nor were significant differences 

found when law and status arrests were analyzed separately. In short, 

Clients who might be characterized as the best risks, in terms of prior 

record, did not perform better than Comparisons who were equally good risks. 

The next analysis focused on individuals whose record contained one 

arrest. As shown in Table 25, the Clients in question performed signifi-
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TABLE 25: Percentage of Clients and Comparisons Rearrested on 6-Months 
Followup, by Number of Prior Arrests 

Number of 
Prior 

Arrests 

Nonea 

Oneb 

Twoc 

Law Arrests 

% of Youths 
Clients Compar. 

12.5 13.2 

18.4 

32.4 

26.1 

32.7 

** 

Status Arrests 

% of Youths 
Clients Compar. 

11.4 10.5 

19.9 

23.5 

23.9 

26.5 

aN = 1,023 Clients, 695 Comparisons. 

bN = 201 Clients, 188 Comparisons. 

cN = 68 Clients, 98 Comparisons. 

** p < .05. 

*** p < .01. 
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All Arrests 

% of Youths 
Clients Compar. 

20.8 21.2 

32.3 

42.6 

44.1 

49.0 

*** 
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cantly better than their Comparisons: 32.3% of the former and 44.1% of 

the latter were rear'rested, a reduction in recidivism of 26.8%. The 

reduction in law arrests--29.5%--was also statistically significant; 

however, for status arrests no significant differences were observed. 

Finally, the performance of all youths whose prior record contained 

two arrests was examined. Here, no significant differences were observed 

between Clients and Comparisons for law, status, and law + status arrests 

alike. (The same results were obtained for youths who had two or more 

prior arrests.) 

These findings, which related to the total sample, were supported 

by additional analyses that focused on the equalized subsample alone. 27 

They were also supported by analyses of covariance which statistically 

adjusted for Client/Comparison differences in age, sex, ethnicity, type 

of instant arrest, and source of referral--separately for youths with 

0, 1, 2, and 2 or more prior arrests. (Details of the covariance analyses 

are presented in Appendix L.28) 

Thus, to a certain extent, prior record did account for overall 

differences in the performance of Clients and Comparisons. Among indiv"id­

uals who were either the best or the worst risks there were no ~ifferences 

27Here, for example, (a) no significant differences were found between 
Clients and Comparisons who had no prior arrests; on ~he.other hand, (b) 
Clients with one prior arrest were found to perform slgnlficantly better 
than their Comparisons on law and law + status arrests combined (p < .05 
and .01, respectively). 

28Similarities and differences in background characteristics are also 
reviewed in Appendix L, for Clients versus Comparisons who had 0,1, and 
2 or more prior offenses, respectively. 
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in performance between these groups. However, for youths who were 

moderate risks--those with one prior arrest--there was a significant 

difference in favor of Clients. Here~ the better performance of these 

individuals was not accounted for by their prior record. (To place 

these findings in perspective, it might be kept in mind that individuals 

with 0,1, and 2 priors comprised 76, 15, an~ 5% of the total Client 

sample, respectively.) 

Two additional points may be noted: Ca) In two of the three 

successful projects--La Colonia and Compton--Clients were worse risks 

than Comparisons in terms of prior arrests. Obviously, in these cases, 

prior record did not account for the better overall performance of 

Clients. (b) In these same projects, Clients typically fell within 

the relatively poor risk category: their average number of prior arrests 

was 3.3 and 2.7, respectively. (Figures for Comparisons were 1.8 and 

2.2.) T:1US, the fact of "poor risk" did not inevitably rule out the 

possibility of successful intervention. As seen in Table 26, this 

finding is further supported by the fact that, for the three successful 

projects combined, Clients whose record contained two priors were less 

likely to be rearrested than Comparisons whose prior record was the same.29 

This outcome also tended to apply when law and status arrests were analyzed 

separately. 

29As seen in Table 27, similar results were obtained for youths who had 
one prior arrest. 
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TABLE 26: Performance of La Colonia, Stockton, and Compton Clients 
and Comparisons who had Two Prior Arrests 

Law Arrests Status Arrests All Arrests 
Number % of Youths % of Youths % of Youths of Arrestsa 

Clients Compar. Clients Compar. Clients 
(n=16) (n=18) (n=16) (n=18) (n=16) 

Compar. 
(n=18) 

0 75.0 50.0 87.5 66.7 62.5 22.2 

1 18.8 33.3 12.5 33.3 31.3 55.6 

2 6.3 16.7 0.0 0.0 6.3 22.2 

3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

4 & Up 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -Total 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.1 100.0 

z = 1.50, P < . 10, U-test (one tail). Applies to law arrests • 

z = 1. 41, P < .10. Applies to status arrests. 

z = 2.37, P < .05. Applies to all arrests. 

a6-months followup from instant arrest. 
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TABLE 27: Performance of La Colonia, Stockton, and Compton Clients 
and Comparisons who had One Prior Arrest 

Law Arrests Status Arrests All Arrests 
Number % of Youths % of Youths % of Youths of Arrestsa 

Clients Compar. Clients Compar. Clients Compar. (n=26) (n=28) (n=26) (n=28) (n=26) (n=28) 

0 84.6 39.3 76.9 67.9 69.2 21.4 
1 7.7 39.3 23.1 17.9 15.4 42.9 
2 7.7 17.9 0.0 7.1 15.4 14.3 
3 0.0 3.6 0.0 7.1 0.0 17.9 
4 & Up 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 
Total 100.0 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.1 

z = 3.21, P < .01, U-test (one-tail). Applies to law arrests. 

z = 0.99, NS. Applif~ to status arrests. 

z = 3.35, P < .01. Applies to all arrests. 

a6-months followup from instant arrest. 
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In all three successful projects, Clients as well as Comparisons 

had more prior arrests than youths in each of the eigilt remaining projects~­

projects for which no significant difference was found in the recidivism 

rates of Clients and Comparisons. 3D As we have seen, most youths from 

these eight projects were characterized by a relatively small number of 

priors. Thus, the latter projects, together with their Comparisons, were 

comprised predominantly of "good risks"--a fact which may hiwe placed 

major constraints on the extent to which a positive outcome (i.e" reduced 

recidivism) could be obtained: in effect, with respect to these projects, 

there was very little room for improvement in the first place. S1 

3DSee Appendix M regarding the number of prior arrests in each project. 

310n cursory inspection these findings might lead one to assume that 

" I 

poor risk Clients performed better than good risk Clients. This, however, 
was not the case. For example, in the three successful projects poor risk 
Clients performed better than their equally poor risk Comparisons; however, 
they did not perform better than CZients who were somewhat better risks. 
Thus, as seen in Tables 26 and 27, 37.5% of the Clients who had two priors 
were rearrested on 6-months followup; for those with one prior, the figure 
was 30.8%. Similarly, for the 11 projects combined, Clients who were 
moderate risks outperformed Comparisons who were moderate risks; however, 
they did not outperform CZients who were good risks. Thus, as shown in 
Table 25, 32.3% of the moderate risk Clients were rearrested on 6-months 
followup; for good risk Clients the figure was 20.8%. (A similar compari­
son could be made between poor risk Clients, on the one hand and moderate 
as well as good risk Clients on the other.) In short, as se~n in Table 
25, the worse the risk--based on number of priors--the higher the percen­
tage of rearrests. This applied to Clients and Comparisons alike, and 
was independent of how well or poorly each Client risk-group performed 
relative to its particular Comparison group. 
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Change from p~~e to post . 

In preceding sections we focused on the performance of Clients and 

Comparisons during the 6 months subsequent to their instant arrest. In 

the, present section we will compare this 6 months period (the followup) 

with the 6 months which preceded that arrest (the baseline). 32 This 

comparison will allow us to address the following questions: Did the 

performance of Clients and Comparisons change from pre to post, i.e., 

from baseline to followup? If it did change, was this for the better 

or for the worse? In addressing these questions we will first evaluate 

the performance of Clients and Comparisons separately; after that, we 

will compare the one group with the other. 

Clients. Table 28 shows the number and percentage of Clients who 

had the same number, a smaller number, or a larger number of arrests 

from baseline to followup. Data on law, status, and all arrests (law + 

status combined) were analyzed independently. As seen in this' Table, 

most Clients did not change from baseline to followup: 67% had no arrests 

either prior or subsequent to their instant arrest; 5.5% were arrested 

prior as well as subsequent to their instant arrest. The remaining 27% 

did change--usually for the worse. Specifically, 7% improved from base­

line to followup; i.e., they were arrested prior but not subsequent to 

3~In all such analyses, the instant arrest itself will not be counted 
If 'n~tant arrest were to be counted as a "prior" arrest the th in' 
questlon would a~mo~t inevitably show improvement from p;e to ~~~t.s On 
thelother hand, lf ,t were counted as a "subsequent" arrest the youths 
wou d almost inevitably show a worsening in performance. ' 
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TABLE 28: Number and Percentage of Clients Who Showed No Change, 
Improvement, or Worsening in Delinquency from Pre to Post 

Change froma Law Arrests Status Arrests All Arrests 
Pre to Post 

No. % No. % No. % 

No Change 

No pre-arrests & 
no post-arrests 1,007 74.9 1,019 75.8 902 67.1 

Some pre-arrests & 
some post-arrests 46 3.4 41 3.0 74 5.5 

Improvement 

Some pre-arrests & 
no post-arrests 128 9.5 134 10.0 100 7.4 

Worsening 

No pre-arrests & 
some post-arrests 164 12.2 151 11.2 269 20.0 

Total 1,345 100.0 1,345 100.0 1,345 100.0 

x2 (correlated proportions) = 4.44, p < .05. Applies to improvement versus 
worsening on law arrests (based on four-fold table relating to the num­
bers, in 'c01.' 1 of Table 2~,..numbers that also involve both categories 

. of "No Change~ youths). 
2 

x::; .1.01, NS. Applies to improvement VE~rsus worsen"jng on st~s arrests 
(based:'op. four":fold=eah:le.,~ta~ting,-,t~"ttteriumber's in,.co-L·'3"of Table 28). 

2 
X = 77.40, p < .01. Applies to improvement versus worsening on all arrests 

(based on four-fold table relating to the numbers shown in col. 5 of 
Table 28). 

apre = 6 months prior to date of instant arrest. Post = 6 months subsequent 
to date of instant arrest. The instant arrest, itself, was excluded 
from a 11 counts. 
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their instant arrest. Twenty percent had no arrests prior to their 

"instant arrest, and one or more subsequent to that arrest. 

Thus, the Client group as a whole~-all 1,345 combined--showed a 

worsening in performance subsequent to the start of intervention. 33 

This occurred despite the fact that (a) 73% of all Clients neither 

improved nor worsened from pre to post, 34 and (b) the Client group 

as a whole performed somewhat better than Comparisons during the 6 

months which followed their instant arrest. At any rate, when pre/post 

change did occur--which was about one-fourth of the time--it was likely 

to be for the worse. 

As seen in Table 28, the findings on all arrests combined were 

mainly accounted for by law, not status arrests: The percentage of 

Clients with status arrests did not increase (i.e., significantly 

increase) from baseline to fCJllowup; however, the percentage with law 

arrests did increase. 

Comparisons. As seen in Table 29, results for Comparisons (N = 
1,192) were essentially the same as those for Clients. Most Comparisons 

(69%) did not change from pre to post; however, those who did change 

usually changed for the worse. Specifically, 9% of all Comparisons 

showed improvement on all arrests combined, whereas 22% got worse. 

33p < .01 (McNemar test for difference' between correlated proportions). 

34The test for significance of differences between correlated propor­
tions is very sensitive to change, even when this occurs infrequently. 
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TABLE 29: Number and Percentage of Comparisons Who Showed No Change, 
Improvement, or Worsening in Delinquency from Pre to Post 

I La,,! Arrests Status Arrests All 
Change froma Pre to Post No. % No. % No. 

No Change 

No pre-arrests & 
no post-arrests 796 66.8 837 70.2 704 

Some pre-arrests & 
some post-arrests 72 6.0 71 6.0 117 

Improvement 

Some pre-arrests & 
no post-arrests 157 13.2 158 13.3 112 

Worsening 

No pre-arrests & 
some post-arrests 167 14.0 126 10.6 259 

,-.~ 

Total 1,192 100.0 1,192 100.1 1,192 

x2 (correl ated proportions ):-= 0.31,. NS. Appl ies to law arres.ts. 
x2 = 3.61, P < .10. Applies to status arrests. 
x2 = 58.25, P < .01. Applies to all arrests. 

Arrests 

% 

59.1 

9.8 

9.4 

21.7 

100.0 

apre = 6 mos. prior to dat~ of instant arres.t. Past = 6 mos. subsequent to 
date of instant arrest. The in·stant arrest·, itself, was excluded from all 
counts. 
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Worsened rather than improved performance was more likely to occur in 

connection with law rather than status arrests. 

Clients versus Comparisons. Here, three questions were asked: 

(a) Were Clients or Comparisons more likely to show improvement from 

pre (baseline) to post (followup), rather than showing no change at all?35 

(b) Were Clients or Comparisons more likely to show a worsening in per­

formance, rather than no change at all?36 Were Clients or Comparisons 

more likely to show an improvement rather than a worsening, again from 

pre to post?37 Answers to these questions are based on the data shown 

in Tables 28 and 29, and will nJW be reviewed. 38 

Cal Comparisons were more likely than Clients to show improvement 

from pre to post, rather than showing no change at all: Of the Compari­

sons, 9.4% showed improvement and 68.9% showed no change--a ratio of 1 

to 7.3. Of the Clients, 7.4% showed improvement and 72.6% showed no 

change--a ratio of 1 to 9.8. This difference, which was statistically 

significant (p < .05), related to all arrests combined. The difference 

between Clients and Comparisons was also significant in favor of the 

latter group for law and status arrests taken separately (p < .01 and 

.05, respectively). 

35Youths whose performance got worse from pre to post were not included, 
relative to this question. 

36Youths whose performance improved from pre to post were not included, 
relative to this question. 

37Youths who showed no change from pre to post were nat included. 

38All findings relate to standard Chi squa~e tests. 
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(b) Comp&risons were neither more nor less likely than Clients to 

show a worsening in performance from pre to post, rather than showing 

no change at all; Of the Compar1sons, 21.7% showed a worsening and 

68.9% showed no change--a ratio of 1 to 3.2. Of the Clients, 20.0% 

showed a worsen1ng and 72.6% showed no ch&nge--a ratio of 1 to 3.6. 

This difference, which related to all arrests combined, was not signifi­

cant. However, for law arrests, alone, Comparisons were somewhat more 

likely than Clients to show a worsening fr'om pre to post as compared to 

showing no change at all: for Comparisons, the ratio of IIworseningll 

to "no change" was 1 to 5.2; for Clients, it was 1 to 6.4 (p < .10). 

Thus, with respect to law arrests, Comparisons were more likely than 

Clients to show an improvement and a worsening in performance--as 

compared, in each case, to showing no change at all. In the case of 

status arrests, no difference was found between the two groups of youth. 

(c} Comparisons were neither more nor less likely than Clients to 

show a decrease rather than an increase in arrests from pre to post: 

for Comparisons, the ratio of improvement to worsening was 1 to 2.3;39 

for Clients it was 1 to 2.7. These results applied to all arrests 

combined; however, similar findings were obtained for law arrests alone. 

In the case of status arrests, Comparisons were more likely than Clients 

to show improvement rather than worsening. Here, the improvement-to­

worsening ratios were 1.3 to 1, and 1 to 1.1, respectively (p < .05). 

--------------- ---
39That is, 1 Comparison improved for every 2.3 that got worse. 
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Closing observations 

Collectively, the analyses presented in this chapter point up the 

complexities of evaluating performance. For example, somewhat different 

issues are involved, and differing perspectives may be obtained, depending 

on whether one is assessing the performance of: 

Ca} Clients in relation to that of Comparisons, subsequent to 

instant arrest;IfQ 

(b) Clients alone, in terms of change from pre to post; 

Cc) Comparisons alone, again on a pre/post basis; 

(d) Clients in relation to that of Comparisons, on a pre/post 

basis alone. 41 

Moreover, in the case of (b), (c), and (d), a different perspective can 

be obtained if one focuses not on youths who change from pre to post, 

but on individuals who do not. In Chapter 12, we will attempt to inte­

grate the findings that were associated with these different approaches. 

The question of differential perspectives and issues is independent 

from that of differences that may be associated with particular types of 

youth, e.g., differences in performance that are a function of age, sex, 

or ethnicity. These and other "within-groupll factors, or background 

characteristics, will now be reviewed. 

IfOThis is the standard way of assessing relative effectiveness or impact. 

41Within this approach, somewhat different perspectives can be obtained 
depending on the specific dimensions that are compared with one another 
(s~e p~. 103-104·). This is apa~t.from the issue of optimal or appropriate 
crlterlon measures, e.g., recidlVlsm versus attitudinal change. 
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- . , Chapter 7 

YOUTH CHARACTERISTICS AND PERFORMANCE 

The findings presented in Chapter 6 related to all youths collectively, 

i.e., younger plus older, and boys as well as girls. In the present chapter 

we will review these individuals not as a single group, but in a differen­

tiated way. For instance, we will focus on younger individuals separately, 

on older individuals separately, on boys separately, etc. In so doing, our 

basic question will be: were certain characteristics, e.g., younger age, 

associated with a reduction in ~elinquent behavior? By examining each 

characteristic in turn we will, in effect, be seeking clues as to which of 

these features distinguish Clients from Comparisons in terms of reduced 

recidivism, i.e., which variables and factors are predictive of improved 
performance. 1 

To address this question EJDP first evaluated the performance of 

specified Clients (e.g., those under 16) relative to that of equivalent 

Comparisons (those also under 16). The logic and methodology of this 
------_,t.!---, 

IThere is, of course, some danger in this type of clue-hunting, since if 
one looks long enough one is almost certain to obtain at least some signifi­
cant findings by chance alone. Nevertheless, considerable confidence can be 
gained in one's set of findings by observing the following: (a) the 
stpength and quantity of the relationships that have been obtained (e.g., 
for every 100 analyses, one can reasonably expect to obtain, by chance alone, 
approximately fou·r .05 and one .01 relationships; however, one is not likely 
to obtain, by chance, five .01 relationships, or three .001 relationships •.. 
or, for that matter, fifteen .05 and/or .01 relationships); (b) the pattePn 
or specific content of the findings, or convergence of evidence (e.g., one 
cannot reasonably expect chance relationships to repeatedly center on 
particular variables and combinations of variables to the exclusion of most 
others; this is especially true if the former variables are known to be 
positively correlated with one another). Intercorrelations among the 
variables used in the present analyses are shown in Appendix N. 
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analysis was identical to that used in Chapter 6. After dealing with this 

question we focused on Clients and Comparisons separately, and asked a some-

what different question: were certain characteristics, e.g., younger age, 

associated with a lower recidivism rate than other characteristics, e.g., 

older age. For each question, we examined the following variables and 

factors both individually and in combination: age, sex, ethnicity, prior 

arrests, instant arrest, and source of referral. As before, all analyses 

were based on 6-months followup from point of instant arrest. 2 

Clients versus Comparisons 

Results of these analyses are shown in Table 30, and will now be 

summarized. Clients whose overall rate of arrest 3 was significantly lower 

than that of Comparisons were found to have the following characteristics: 

(1) they were female;4 

(2) they were Anglo or Mexican-American; 

(3) their prior record contained one arrest;5 

(4) they were referred to diversion in connection with a status offense. 

2Two technical points might be noted. (1) When assessing Clients in 
relation to Comparisons, EJDP used two-tailed statistical tests on all 
variables and factors other than sex. In the latter case, one-tailed 
tests were used in view of the Hypothesis--already examined in Chapter 6-­
that Clients, overall, would outperform Comparisons. (2) When comparing 
one group of Clients with remaining groups of Clients, two-tailed tests were 
used on all variables other than sex and prior offense. In the latter cases, 
it was hypothesized--based largely on prior correctional research--that 
(a) females would outperform males, and (b) youths with shorter prior 
records would outperform those with longer records. This approach was used 
when assessing Comparisons relative to other Comparisons, as well. 

3As in Chapter 6, this relates to all arrests (law + status) combined. 

4 and 5 (See page 109). 
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TABLE 30: Percentage of Clients and Comparisons Rearrested on 6-Months Followup, 
by Specified Characteristics and Factors 

Characteristics 
and Factors 

~ 

Ulider 16 

16 & Up 

Sex 

Male 

Female 

EthnicitL 

Anglo 

B1 acl~ 

~!ex. -Amer • 

All Others 

Prior Arrests 

None 

One 

One or More 

Two 

Two or More 

No Law, 
Some Status 

Law, No 
Status 

Some Law, 
Some Status 

Instant Arrest 

Law 

Status 

Referral Source 

Law 
Enforcement 

Probation 

* p < .10. 

Law Arrests Status Arrests 

% of Youths % of Youths 
Clients Compar. Clients Compar. 

15.8 

16.7 

21.0 

9.2 

13.8 

18.6 

22.6 

6.1 

12.5 

18.4 
25.8 

32.4 

37.8 

20.3 

27.8 

34.4 

17.8 
13.3 

12.1 

19.4 

** p < .05. 

17.8 

* 21.7 

* 24.4 

** 13.1 

* 16.8 

26.3 

*** 31.0 

7.7 

13.2 

** 26.1 

30.2 

32.7 

38.8 

14.0 

14.8 

11.7 

16.8 

14.1 

10.5 

17.7 

21.2 

11.4 

19.9 

22.0 

23.5 

25.9 

23.6 25.8 

33.9 14.6 

42.5 32.8 

18.8 6.6 

*** 22.0 22.2 

14.3 7.8 
** 24.1 20.5 

*** p < .01. 
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17.8 

14.2 

11.4 

22.5 

16.5 

13.1 

17.2 

19.2 

10.5 

23.9 

22.3 

26.5 

25.9 

30.9 

16.4 

33.0 

7.9 

24.2 

8.9 

19.6 

* 

** 

A'11 Arrests 

% of Youth,; 
Clients Compar. 

25.2 

27.4 

27.8 

22.3 

23.7 

26.7 

32.8 

27.3 

20.8 

32.3 

39.8 

42.6 

51.9 

36.7 

36.1 

56.2 

22.0 

29.1 

17.8 

33.4 

** 30.5 

30.2 

30.6 

*** 30.8 

** 29.5 

33.3 
,... 

40.4 

26.9 

21.2 

** 44.1 

44.1 
49.0 

51.8 

46.3 

43.2 

59.4 

23.8 

38.8 

19.7 
37.6 

*** 



In short, it was these features which distinguished Clients from Comp?:"isons 

in terms of performance--specifically, these features which best predicted 

a reduction in delinquent behavior among Clients, subsequent to their 

instant arrest. 

When law offenses were analyzed separately (i.e., when status offenses 

were excluded), Clients whose arrest rate was lower than that of Comparisons 

continued to have the same characteristics as those listed above. However, 

these individuals were likely to be (a) 16 or over and (b) referred from 

Probation, as well. 

When status offenses were analyzed separately, Clients whose rate of 

recidivism was lower than that of Comparisons were found to be (a) under 16 

and (b) females. None of the remaining characteristics, e.g., ethnicity, 

distinguished Clients from Comparisons relative to this outcome measure. 

Predicting Client performance 

While the characteristics described in this section were those which 

best predicted delinquent behavior, they did not do an effective job of 

predicting that behavior in an absolute as well as practical sense of the 

term. Specifically, as seen in Appendix N, multiple regression analyses 

indicated that even an optimal combination of these characteristics 

4For example, as seen in Table 30, female Cltents perform;d. si!lntficant.ly 
better than female Comparisons: 22.3% of the former and 30.8%.of ~he . 
latter were rearrested during the 6-months followup--a reduct10n 1n del1n­
quency of 27.6%. 

sFor instance, as seen in Table 31, 32.3% of the Clien~s who had 1 prior 
arrest and 44.1% of their Comparisons were rearrested dur1ng the followup 
period, a reduction of 26.8%. 
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accounted for no more than 10% of the variance relative to the total sample 

and 19% with reference to the equalized subsample. This applied whether 

one (a) tried to predict law, status, or law plus status arrests, and 

(b) focused on Clients, Comparisons, or Clients and Comparisons combined. 

In short, the variables and factors that were analyzed--while able to 

distinguish the Client from the Comparison group on subsequent delinquency-­

were not able to effectively predict the delinquent behavior of individual 

Clients and Comparisons: the margin of error, e.g., the percentage of 

incorrect predictions, was simply too high. 6 

Clients versus Clients 

As shown in Table 31, Clients with the following characteristics were 

those least likely to be rearrested (here, Clients of anyone group--e.g., 

those with no prior arrests--were evaluated in relation to Clients of all 

remaining groups combined, not in relation to Comparisons): 

(1) they were female rather than male;7 

(2) they were Anglo rather than Non-Anglo; 

6Because of EJDP's basic mandate and overall priorities, no other 
variables and factors were available for analysis. That is, no other types 
of readily quantified or categorized information had been collected on an 
across-projects basis. 

7As seen in Table 31, this particular finding is somewhat complex. 
Specifically, female Clients performed much better than male Clients in 
terms of law arrests: 9.2% of the former and 21.0% of the latter had one 
or more such arrests on 6-months followup, a difference of 56.2% using 
males as the base. However, male Clients outperformed females in terms of 
status arrests; here, the percentage difference was 30.4. In terms of ~aw 
+ status arrests combined, females were nevertheless ahead of males: Slnce 
the results on law arrests were much stronger than those for status arrests, 
the latter did not entirely counterbalance and cancel out the former. (A 
similar complication was observed relative to instant arrest.) 
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Table 31: Percentage of Clients Rearrested, by Specified Characteristics 
and Factorsa 

Law Arrests Status Arres ts All Arrests 
Characteristics 

and Factors % of 
Youths t

. b z-ra 10 
% of 

Youths t
. b z-ra 10 

% of 
Youths z-ratiob 

Age 

Sex 

Under 16 
16 & Up 

Male 
Female 

Ethnicity 
Anglo 
Non-AngloC 

Prior Arrests 
None 
Some 

Instant Arrest 
Law 
Status 

Referral Source 
Law Enforce­
ment 

Probation 

15.8 
16.7 

21.0 

9.2 

13.8 
20.3 

12.5 
25.8 

17.8 
13.3 

12.1 
19.4 

a6-months followup. 

0.66 

*** 6.08 

*** 3.04 

*** 5.81 

** 2.34 

*** 3.81 

14.0 
14.8 

11.7 

16.8 

14.1 
16.4 

11.4 
22.0 

6.6 
22.2 

7.8 
20.5 

0.28 

*** 2.66 

0.96 

*** 4.80 

*** 8.23 

*** 6.62 

25.2 
27.4 

27.8 

22.3 

23.7 
31.0 

20.8 
39.8 

22.0 
29.1 

17.8 
33.4 

bU-tests (two-tail, except for Sex and Prior 
Arrests) • 

cNo~-Anglo = Black + Mexican-American + All Others. 

** *** p < .05. p < .01. 
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(3) they had no prior arrests rather than one or more arrests;8 

(4) they were referred to diversion for a law rather than status 

arre~st; 

(5) they were referred by Law Enforcement rather than Probation. 

In short, these were the features which distinguished the more successful 

from the less successful Clients. Characteristics 2 through 5 also dis­

tinguished the more successful from the less successful Comparisons; 

however, among these individuals, there was no significant difference in 

performance for females' as compared to males, on all arrests combined. 9 
10 

Change from pre to post 

Analyses of pre/post change yielded results which were essentially the 

same as those reported in Chapter 6, for all youths combined. Specifically, 

over 7D% of all youths did not change from pre (baseline) to post (fo1lowup) 

on the arrest/no arrest dimension; however, of those who changed, the 

majority changed for the worse. Both sets of findings--those for all 

youths combined, and those for individuals who changed--app1ied to younger 

as well as older youths, males as well as females, Anglos as well as non-

. 8Thus, 2D.8%-of Clients who had no priors were rearrested during the 
followup period; for those with one or more priors the figure was 39.8%. 

9S pecifically, the significant difference which favored females in 
connection with Zaw arrests was completely counterbalanced by that which 
favored males relative to status arrests. For all arrests combined, the 
net result was therefore "no significant difference. 1I (Findings for 
Comparisons are presented in Appendix D.) 

lOIn this section, all findings will relate to law + status arrests 
combined. As in Chapter 6, IIpre" will refer to the 6 months that preceded 
each individual's instant arrest; IIpostli will refer to the 6 months which 
followed that arrest. 
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Anglos, etc. 11 They also applied regardless of whether the youths had been 

referred for a law or status arrest, and from Law Enforcem~nt or Proba­

tion. 12 In short, with one exception, they pertained to every variable or 

factor that was examined; moreover, they applied to Clients and Comparisons 

alike. 13 Each such finding, i.e., ever'y change from pre to post, was 

statistically significant. 14 

In the above analyses, Clients and Comparisons were each compared with 

themseZves--e.g., older Clients at "pre" were compared with older Clients 

at "post". When EJDP then compared these groups to one another--e.g., 

older Clients to older Comparisons, all of whom had cha~ged from pre to 

post--we found a predominance of non-significant results: Clients and 

Comparisons were equally likely to change for the better in contrast to 

changing for the worse. In this regard, neither group outperformed the 

other. 1S 

111~11 youths combined" included those who changed plus those who did not. 
12In the case of prior arrests, no meaningful pre/post analysis could be 

made in terms of comparing change for the better with change for the worse. 
This was because individuals who had no priors literally could not improve; 
they could either remain the same or get worse. (It might be noted that 
most such youths did in fact remain the same from pre to post. This also 
applied to youths with one or more prior arrests, but not to those with 
two or more arrests.) 

13The excepti on was as follows. Cl i ents who compri sed the II All Others II 
ethnic group were not significantly more likely to change for the worse as 
compared to changing for the better. 

14Most findings--85%--were significant beyond the .01 level (McNemar 
tests for correlated proportions). 

1SAgain, this finding was independent of the fact that most Clients and 
Comparisons did not change at all. 
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For instance, older Clients who changed from pre to post were neither 

more nor less likely than older Comparisons 16 to change for the better, as 

compared to changing for the worse; that is~ their respective ratios of 

"improvement-to-worsening" were essentially the same. Thus, as seen in 

Table 32, 48 older Clients changed for the better and 116 changed for the 

worse--a ratio of 1 to 2.4. For Comparisons the figures were 70 and 161-­

a ratio of 1 to 2.3. Similar results, i.e., non-significant differences 

from pre to post, were obtained for male Clients versus male Comparisons, 

for Anglo Clients versus Anglo Comparisons, and so on. 

The only exception to this pattern involved individuals who were 

referred from Law Enforcement: 53 Clients improved from pre to post 

whereas 124 got worse--a ratio of 1 to 2.3; for Comparisons, the figures 

were 14 and 78--a ratio of 1 to 5.6. Thus, in this particular case, Clients 

who changed from pre to post were more likely to improve than were 

Comparisons who changed from pre to post. To keep this finding in per­

sp-ect1ve -it might bem.ent1oned that for all Law" Enforcemen"t referral s taken 

together, i.e., those who changed plus those who did not change, 78% of the 

Clients and 80% of the Comparisons remained the same from baseline to 

followup. Here, as elsewhere, only a minority had changed. 

One other type of question was asked by EJDP, one in which various 

aharaateristias were compared with each other. For example: Were younger 

or older Clients more likely to change for the better, rather than for the 

worse? Were males or females more like"ly to change for the better, rather 

than for the worse? This question, which was also asked regarding ethnicity, 

instant arrest, and source of referral, was focused on separately for 

16Individuals who had also changed from pre to post. 
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TABLE 32: Number of Youths Whose Performance Improved or !4orsened 
from Pre to Post, by Specified Characteristics 

Characteristic 
Number of Clients Number of Comparisons 

Improved Horsened Improved !'Jorsened 

Age 

Younger 55 167 70 155 
Older 48 116 70 161 

Sex 

Male 60 169 82 192 
Female 48 121 58 130 

Ethnicit,l 

Anglo 65 154 69 174 
Black 11 24 12 26 
Mexican-
American 25 75 54 109 

All Others 3 8 1 8 

Instant 
Arrest 

Law 34 127 41 131 
Status 74 162 100 191 

Referral 
Source 

1 
Law 
Enforcement 53 124 14 78 

Probation 52 159 82 184 

Significance 
Testa 
(x2 ) 

2.23 
0.05 

0.85 
0.26 

0.09 
0.00 

1.95 
0.11 

0.35 
0.53 

7.02 *** 
2.23 

aRelates to significance of difference between Clients and Comparisons, 
e.g., younger Clients versus younger Comparisons. All tests involved 
1 degree of freedom. 

*** p < .01. 
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Clients and Comparisons. 17 Results are as follows. 

As shown in Table 33, few significant differences were found when 

comparing one characteristic to another in terms of pre/post change. In 

the case of Clients, younger individuals did not outperform older indivi­

duals; Similarly, males did not outper'form females and Anglos did not out­

perform Non-Anglos. Non-significant differences were obtained for 

Comparisons as well, relative to these three characteristics. However, 

for Clients and Comparisons alike, youths who were referred in connection 

with a status offense outperformed those referred for a law offense, in 

terms of positive versus negative change from pre to post. Also, Compari­

sons who were referred from Probation showed a higher ratio of positive to 

negative change than those referred from Law Enforcement. In the case of 

Clients, no significant difference was found with respect to referral 

source. 

17Again it must be kept in mind that this question related to individuals 
who changed from baseline to fo110wup, not to all individuals combined. 
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TABLE 33: Number of Youths Whose Performance Improved or Worsened from 
Pre to Post, separate by Clients and Comparisons 

Characteristics Number of Youths Significance Testa of Clients 
Improved Worsened (x2 ) 

-. 
Age 

Younger 55 167 
0.98 

Older 48 116 

Sex 

Male 60 169 
0.24 

Female 48 121 

Ethnicity 

Anglo 65 154 
0.38 

Non-Anglo 39 107 

Instant Arrest 

Law 34 127 
** 5.07 

Status 74 162 

Referral Source 

Law Enforcement 53 124 
1.37 

Probation 52 159 

aAll tests involved 1 degree of freedom. 

** p < .05. *** p < .01. 
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TABLE 33: (Cont'd) 

Characteristics Number of Youths 
Significance Testa of Comparisons 

Improved Worsened (x2 ) 

Age 

Younger 70 155 
0.04 Older 70 161 

Sex 

~lale 82 192 
0.05 Female 58 130 

Ethnicity 

Anglo 69 174 
Non-Anglo 67 143 0.66 

Instant Arrest 

I Law 41 31 
Status 100 191 5.66 ** 

Referral Source 

Law Enforcement 14 78 

Probation 82 184 
8.49 *** 
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Chapter 8 

PROGRAM ELEMENTS AND PERFORMANCE 

In this Chapter we will address the following question: Did Clients 

who were exposed to certain program elements perform better, worse, or no 

different than those who were not exposed?l This question was asked 

relative to Clients from six diversion projects: Stockton, Yreka, 

Sacramento, Fresno, El Centro, and Pomona. Answers will be presented, not 

only for all youths combined--i.e., boys + girls, with and without prior 

arrests--but for each of the following subgroups: 

Boys with priors 
Boys without priors 
Girls with priors 
Girls without priors 

Boys only (with and without priors) 
Girls only (with and without priors) 
Youths with prior arrests (all boys + all girls) 
Youths without prior arrests (all boys + all girls) 

Nevertheless, to simplify the presentation, main emphasis will be on the 

findings for all individuals combined. 2 These and other findings will be 

broken down separately for law, status, and law + status arrests combined, 

on 6-months followup from point of instant arrest. 

Before proceed i ng-, the fo-11 ow; n9, mi ght be noted. (1) Subgroup 

a~alyses were carried out because of the numerous correctional studies 

lThis question will relate to Clients alone, since no attempt was made 
to gather information regarding program elements to which Comparisons were 
exposed. 

2In the present chapter these individuals will also be referred to as 
"youths", and "all youths combined". 
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which had shown sizable differences in performance not only between boys 

and girls, but between individuals with lengthier as compared to shorter 

prior records. Differences of this nature had also been noted in several 

Year-End reports of individ~al diversion projects; moreover, similar 

results had been described relative to the distinction between law and 

status offenses as well. (15, l6~ 21) (.2) If such performance-differences 

existed within the present sample of youths (the "program elements" sample), 

results (say, negative outcomes) for one or more subgroups could have 

obscured those (say, positive outcomes) associated with other subgroups. 

That is, such a masking effect could have occurred if various groups had 

been lumped together and analyzed as a single, undifferentiated entity-­

namely, "all youths combined". (3) Finally, findings that relate to 

specifically defined categories of youth can lead to recommendations 

which are other than vague or unnecessarily global. 

Program Elements 

Program elements to which Clients could have been exposed consisted 

of the following: (1) individual counseling; (2) group counseling; 

(3) family counseling; (4) academic tutoring, group education (e.g., drugs, 

sex), employment counseling; (5) recreation, social/cultural enrichment;3 

(6) referral to, and service by, other resources; (7) other activities. 4 

Based on these elements, two "sununary measures" were constructed and 

analyzed, again in relation to Client performance: (8) all services 

3For example, sports, trips to sporting events, visits to places of 
interest. 

4This item usually consisted of phone calls. Occasionally it included 
emergency placements, e.g., in temporary foster homes. 
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combined (items 1-7, above); (9) all counseling services combined (items 

1-3, above).5 

Each program el ement and sununary lileasure was analyzed separately, in 

terms of hours of service provided. Thus, a given Client might have 

received 1 hour of individual counseling, a hours of group counseling, 

2 hours of family counseling, a hours of academic tutoring, etc., 3 hours 

of recreation, etc., a hours of outside referral, and a hours of "other" 

activities. For this Client, the total hours of all services combined 

(item 8) would have been 6. Of these 6 hours, 3 would have been accounted 

for by individual, group, and family counseling combined (item 9). For each 

program element and sunmary measure the basic question \'las: Is there a 

relation between hours of service and level of performance? 

In the analysis of each program element (items 1-7), hours of service 

were divided into "0" versus "1 or more". 6 This dichotomy or "split" 

allowed us to inspect the relation between performance, on the one hand, 

and whether an individual had received any exposure to the given element, 

on the other. In addition, it reflected the fact that all elements other 

than individual and family counseling were seldom used in the first place; 

in this respect, "0" versus "1 or more" was the most appropriate and real-

istic split, statistically speaking. (Analyses that involve other 

dichotomies are reviewed in footnotes 21, 23, and 25. These relate to 

individual, group, and family counseling.) 

5Item 9 did not include the employment counseling component of item 4. 
6Sununary measures--items 8 and 9--were dichotomized at 0-2 versus 3 or 

more, and 0-3 versus 4 or more, respectively. Here, we did not focus on 
Whether the individual had been exposed to a particular element; instead, 
we looked at how much exposure he received relative to each combination 
of elements. 
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An additional analysis of Client performance was made relative to the 

following variable: number of visits to the diversion project (item 10). 

This involved all face-to-face contacts between staff and Clients. 
7 

Technical Details, and Amount of Contact 

Before presenting the main results, several points might be kept in 

mind (readers who are not interested in details can skip directly to 

pp. 125-131, points #6-9, and then to pp. 139-141, IIReview of main findingsll): 

1. Relative to the present analysis, the number of Clients from each 

diversion project was: Stockton - 89; Y.reka - 29; .' Sacramento - 53; 

Fresno - 140; El Centro - 302; Pomona - 238. (Total = 851). This sample--

the IItotal groupll_-was constructed on a time-period basis exclusively. 

Specifically, it included all Clients who (a) were not only accepted by 

these projects during the period in which information was collected 

regarding the program elements to which Clients were exposed, but who 

(b) also fell within the time-period that was used as a basis for construct­

ing EJDP's 6-month followup.8 Thus, the 851 Clients represented all 

available subjects. 

2. There are two basic reasons why only six projects were included 

in the present analysis. W~~n faced with the actual task of gathering and 

7Item 10 was analyzed in terms of 0 through 2 visits versus 3 or more. 
A supplementary analysis--O or 1 visit versus 2 or more--y;elded very 
similar results not only for all youths cO:TIbined, but for specific subgroups 
as wen. 

8Ninety-six per~ent of all youths who met this dual criterio~ ~ad at 
least one face-to-face contact with project staff. Of the remalnlng 4% 
nearly all of whom were from a single project~-one-fifth were contacted two 
or three times by phone. For the' remaining four-fifths, there was no 
record of any contact. 
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supplying information, some projects decided they did not have enough time 

to complete the detailed form on which information about Clients' program­

exposure was to be recorded. This form--the YDF 2--was to be filled out 

by project staff on a monthly basis for each individual youth.9 In several 

other projects, the period during which the above information was being 

recorded had little or no overlap with the time-period that was later 

selected, by EJDP, as the basis for constructing the Client followup 

sample. 10 As a result~ each such project would have been able to contri­

bute only two or three youths on whom both sets of information were 

available--information regarding program input and 6-months followup. 

These youths, and projects, were therefore excluded from the present 

analysis. 

3. Of the 851 Clients, 64% were accounted for by two projects alone: 

El Centro and Pomona. Eighty percent were accounted for by El Centro, 

Pomona, and Fresno combined. This meant that the particular approaches 

which were used in these projects--and the effectiveness with which these 

approaches were carried out--would have accounted for almost all findings 

that were obtained relative to the six projects combined. Moreover, 

9The YDF 2 is presented in Appendix B. 

lOIn general, lack of overlap was due to the following. To construct a 
Client sample in which all youths from a given project would be followed up 
for 6 months, EJDP often had to utilize a time-period (say, January through 
June of 1975) that preceded the period during which data on program­
exposure was being, or had been, collected (say, July through December of 
1975). The fact that EJDP could not simply have IIwaited ll 6 more months 
until the July-through-December youths had accumulated 6 months exposure, 
and then use those youths for the followup, was mainly due to time­
pressures and deadlines relative to the production of a Year-End Report on 
the given project--e.g., one that would be due between February and 
April of 1976. 
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El Centro, by itself, would have carried almost as much weight as Stockton, 

Yreka, Sacramento, and Fresno combined. 

To eliminate this problem of grossly unequal contributions by differ­

ing projects, an "equalized subsample" was constructed. Here, an identical 

number of Clients--53--was contributed by five of the six projects. 

(Yreka, of course, had only 29 Clients to contribute. Fifty-three youths-­

i.e., the totai sample from Sacramento--was the next largest Client group 

available. II) This approach produced a total of 294 Clients. l2 Unless 

otherwise specified, all findings presented in this chapter will relate to 

these 294 youths--the equalized subsample. (This term will be used even 

though Yreka contributed 29, not 53 Clients.) 

4. Within the equalized subsample the percentage of individuals in 

each of four basic subgroups was as follows (all other subgroups are simply 

combinations of these four): boys with priors - 23; boys without priors -

29; girls with priors - 13; girls without priors - 35. Thus, girls without 

lITo construct a completely equalized subsample, each project wo~ld.h~ve 
to have contributed no more than 29 youths--that is, the number of 1nd1v1-
duals available from Yreka. This would have pro~uced a total ~ample of 174. 
As an alternative--and at the slight cost of 10slng 100% ~qua~lty--w~ 
decided to use the 53 youths from Sacramento as the qua~t:tat1ve bas1s for 
the subsample. This made it possible to include an add1tlonal 24 youths 
(53 - 29) from each project other than Yreka. 

l2This figure equals: (53 x 5) + (29 ~ 1). Ex~ept for ~reka and 
Sacramento--projects from which every avallable Cl1ent was ln~l~ded--the 53 
Clients were selected from each project by a process of stratlf1ed 
randomization. Stratification was used.to en~ure t~at the per~entag~ of 
boys with prior boys without priors, glrls wlth prlo~s~ and glrls wlthout 
priors--i.e., i~dividuals to be included in the equallz~d ~ubsample-- ~ 
would be virtually the same as that which was ~resen~ w1th1n.the total, "ampl,e 
of Clients that comprised each of the four proJects :n questlo~. T~e 
stratification turned out to be successful not only 1n connec~lon w1th ;ach. 
of the four sampled projects, but relative to all sampled proJects combined. 
At both levels, the percentage of sampled Clients in each subgr~up was. 
almost identical to that which existed within the total group, l.e., pr10r 
to sampling. 
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priors represent the largest single subgroup; moreover, youths without 

priors (subgroups 2 and 4 combined) are much more heavily represented than 

those with priors. Since no attempt was made to equalize the number of 

youths across the four basic subgroups, these differences might be kept in 

mind when reviewing the findings for various combinations of subgroups. 

5. As seen in Chapter 2, four of the 15 projects that were focused on 

in Phase 2 did not have a Comparison group. Three of these four projects--

Yreka, Sacramento, and Pomona--are nevertheless among tile six that comprised 

the present sample. By including these projects there was essentially 

nothing to be lost and a good deal to be gained: since the present analysis 

focused on Clients alone, the fact that no Comparisons were involved was of 

essentially no importance. At the same time, the presence of these projects 

made it possible to nearly double not only the size of the total sample, 

but that of the equalized subsample in particular. 

6. Clients who participated in a diversion project were not necessarily 

exposed to every program element it contained. For instance, a youth may 

have participated in individual and family counseling, but not in group 

counseling, academic tutoring, etc. This is apart from the fact that some 

projects may not have contained certain program elements in the first place. 

When the various projects were combined and analyzed as a single group, 

the percentage of youths who were exposed to given program elements--that 

is, who participated at least once--was as follows:13 

individual counseling - 52; group counseling - 9; family 

counseling - 72; academic tutoring, group education, etc. - 5; 

l3Since many youths were exposed to more than one element, the percent­
ages that follow total more than 100. 
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recreation, soc./cult. enrichment - 5; referral to other 

resources - 2; other - 5. 14 

Thus, family counseling was the program element in which most youths (72%) 

participated; individual counseling was next; and, group counseling was a 

very distant third. Tutoring, recreation, referral to other resources, and 

"other" activities were each used with no more than 1 youth out of 20. 

7. When EJDP looked at all services that were provided by the various 

projects, we found that the following percentage of service hours had been 

devoted to each element: 

individual counseling - 38; group counseling - 11; family 

counseling - 35; academic tutoring, group education, etc. 

recreation, soc./cult. enrichment - 6; referral to other 

resources - 1; other - 6. 15 

Thus, the largest portion of all service hours was devoted to individual 

and family counseling; together, these accounted for 73% of the total. 

As before, group counseling was a distant third. Individually and 

3; 

14These figures, which apply to all youths combined, are obtained by 
dividing the 3rd column of Table 34 (p. 128) by 241--the total group of 
youths minus those from Sacramento (see n. 16 and 18 in this regard). 
Comparable information relating to specific sUbgroups--e.g., all boys, all 
girls, or boys with priors--may be derived from Appendix P. - If 227 
(all youths who received serviae of some kind) were used instead.~f 241, 
the figures in Item 6 would be 55, 9, 76, 5, 5, 2, and 6, respectlvely. 

15These percentages, which apply to all youths combined, are obtained by 
dividing each of the first seven figures in column 1 of Table 34 by the 
figure 1,323. The latter is the total hours of service that were provided 
by the various projects combined, relative to the seven elements in 
question. Comparable information regarding specific subgroups--e.g., all 
boys--may be derived from Appendix P. 
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collectively, little time was devoted to academic tutoring/group education/ 

employment counseling, recreation, referral to other resources, and "other II 

activities. 

8. As seen in Table 34, the hours of service which the average youth 

received were as follows, for each program element (a detailed frequency 

distribution is shown in Table 35): 

individual counseling - 2.1; group counseling - 0.6; family 

counseling - 1.9; academic tutoring, group education, etc. 

- 0.2; recreation, soc./cult. enrichment - 0.3; referral to 

other resources - 0.1; other - 0.3. 16 

Thus, the average youth received about 2 hours of individual counseling, 

2 hours of family counseling, and half-an-hour of group counseling. To be 

sure, no one youth was likely to receive precisely this amount of service, 

or, for that matter, all three types of service. As to each remaining 

element, little service was received; yet collectively, these elements 

accounted for about 1 hour of service per youth. 

9. Each figure shown in Item 8, above, relates to all diversion 

Clients--those who participated in the given program element plus those who 

did not. The implications of this may be seen in the following example. 

If 210 hours of individual counseling were provided for 100 Clients, the 

16Three points might be noted: (1) These figures are obtained by 
dividing each of the first seven figures in column 1 of Table 34· by 241-­
the total group of youths. This total excludes all 53 youths from the 
Sacramento project (see n. 18 in this regard). (2) If 227 (all youths who 
received service of some kind) were used instead of 241, the figures in 
Item 8 would be 2.2, 0.7, 2.1, 0.2, 0.4, 0.1, and 0.3, respectively. 
(3) Comparable information relating to specific subgroups may be derived 
from identical columns in Appendix P. 
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TABLE 34: Hours of Service Given to Diversion Project Clients 

Project Services 

All Youths Partici~ants 
(N = 241)a Only Total 

Type of Service Hours of Hours No. of Hours Servicec 
per Youths per 

Youthd * Served Youthd 

l. Individual 
Counseling 499 2.1 125 4.0 

2. Group 
Counseling 150 0.6 21 7.1 

3. Family 
Counseling 466 1.9 173 2.7 

4. Tutor., Group 
Educ., Employ. 
Counseling 36 0.2 12 3.0 

5. Recreation, 
Socia 1-Cultura 1 
Enrichment 81 0.3 12 6.8 

6. Referral to 
Other Resources 16 0.1 5 .3.2 

7. Othere 75 0.3 13 5.8 

8. All Services 
Combined 
(Items 1-7) 1,323 5.5 227 5.8 

9. All Counsel ing 
Combined 
(Items 1-3) l,ll5 4.6 225 5.0 

10. Total Number 
of Visits 1,081 4.5 225 4.8 

aparticipants + non-participants combined (N = 241; of these youths, 
14 received no service of any kind). 

. 

bRefers to youths who were exposed to the given service, e.g., individual 
counseling, at least once. 

COr, in item 10, Number of Visits. dOr , in item 10, Visits per Youth. 

eUsua11y phone contacts. For any youth, three phone contacts were 
considered equivalent to one hour of service. 
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TABLE 35: Number of Youths Who Received Specified Hours of Service. by Type of Serv"ice 

Type of Service and Number of Youthsa 

Tutor .• Group Recreation. Referral Hours of Indivic.iual Group Family Education. Social- to Other Otherb Service Counseling Counseling Counseling Employment Cultural 
Counseling Enrichment Resources 

0 115 220 69 229 229 236 228 
1 45 3 71 0 2 4 7 
2 27 4 45 5 2 0 1 
3 17 1 15 5 1 0 2 

I 4 11 0 15 0 2 0 1 --' 
N 
1.0 5 I 1 2 4 1 0 0 0 

6 3 1 5 1 1 0 0 
7 1 1 8 0 1 0 0 
8 4 3 2 0 0 0 0 
9 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 

10-19 13 5 5 0 2 1 1 
20-29 3 1 0 0 1 0 0 
30 Up 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

aN = 241. b See Table 34. note e. 

- ------.~~~~~~~~~~-~~~-------'.----~-~--~-
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total hours of individual counseling per Client would of course be 2.1. 

However, as suggested above, some of these Clients may not have participated 

in that particular element; in fact, let us say that 50 Clients (youths) 

were exposed to individual counseling and the remaining 50 were exposed to 

other elements instead. This means that for the 50 who actually partici­

pated, the average hours of individual counseling was considerab"!y more 

than 2.1: it was 4.2 (210 hours + 50 youths). This is apart from other 

hours of service that the youths may have received. 

Thus, when EJDP focused on participants alone, the hours of service 

per youth were as follows: 

individual counseling - 4.0; group counseling - 7.1; family 

counseling - 2.7; academic tutoring, group education, etc. 

- 3.0; recreation, soc./cult. enrichment - 6.8; referral to 

other resources - 3.2; other - 5.8. 17 

These figures indicate that for the relatively few Clients who were 

exposed to such elements as group counseling, recreation, and "other" 

activities, severaZ hours of service were likely to be received; however, 

it should be kept in mind that these individuals were few indeed. The 

figures also indicate that for individual and family counseling, 

respectively, the average amount of service given to participants was 90% 

17These figures are obtained by dividing column 1 of Table 34 by 
column 3 of that same Table. (See part 3 of n. 16 for related information.) 
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and 47% greater than that given to participants and non-participants 

combined. In this case, the number of individual~ was considerable. 1S 

Results 

A. Counseling 

Total Group. (1) Individual Counseling: As seen in Table 36, Clients 

who were given individual counseling performed better than those who were 

not given individual counseling. Specifically, for Clients who participated 

in individual counseling, the ratio of those who were not arrested to those 

who were arrested was 8.4 to 1 (151 + 18); for Clients who did not partici­

pate in this program element, the ratio was 3.5 to 1 (97 + 28). Thus, 

Clients who participated in this element were less likely to be arrested 

than the latter, on 6-months followup. As indicated in Table 36', this 

difference in ratios (i.e., in the numbers to which they corresponded) was 

statistically significant. 19 

Before proceeding, the following example might be of use in interpreting 

Table 30 (see. the "Subsequent Law Arrests" columns of this table). Of the 

18~igures shown in items 6 through 9, above, are based on five rather 
than six projects. The Sacramento project was excluded because of its 
extremeZy atypical nature with respect to amount of contact between staff 
and youths. That is, for most program elements used in this project, the 
amount of contact was between 5 and 100 times greater than in all l~emaining 
projects combined. If used, the figures for Sacramento would have raised 
the overall averages (for all projects combined) to a level highly unrepre­
sentative of almost every project. Specifically, the figures showln in 
item 8 would have been as follows for individual counseling, group 
counseling, family counseling, academic tutoring (etc.), recreation (etc.), 
referral, and "other" activities, respectively: 4.6,1.2,3.8,0.4,6.0, 
0.2, and 2.8. For these same elements, figures shown in item 9 would have 
been: 8.0, 7.8, 5.3, 4.6, 48.9, 3.5, and 25.9. 

19 
The percentage of individuals who were rearrested on 6-months fo110wup 

is shown in Appendix Q. These figures were derived from the numbers shown 
in Tab1e1~~ 
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TABLE 36: Relationship Between Project Services.and.Clie~t Perf~rmance in 
Equalized Subsample of Clients from SlX Dlverslon ProJects 
Combined 

Number of Youths (N = 294) 

Type of Hours of Subsequent Subsequent All 
Service Ser.vice Law Status Subsequent 

Arrestsa Arrestsa Arrestsa 

None Some None Some None Some 

Individual 0 97 28*** 103 22 83 42*** 
Counseling 1 or More 151 18 149 20 135 34 

Group 0 206 42 210 38 179 69* 
Counseling 1 or ~lore 42 4 42 4 39 7 

Family 0 76 11 82 5*** 71 16* 
Counseling 1 or More 172 35 170 37 147 60 

Tutor, Group 0 227 42 229 40 199 70 Educ., Emply. 1 or More 21 4 23 2 19 6 Counseling 

Recreation, 0 217 41 219 39 189 69 Soc./Cultural 1 or More 31 5 33 3 29 7 Enrichment 

Refer--Other 0 235 44 241 38 209 70 
Resources 1 or ~lore 13 2 11 4 9 6 

0 220 42 225 37 194 68 Otherb 
1 or More 28 4 27 5 24 8 

All Services 0-2 101 26** 109 18 89 38 
Combined 3 or More 147 20 143 24 .(29 38 

Indiv., Group, 0-3 127 30* 133 24 111 46 Fam. Counsel. 4 or More 121 16 119 18 107 30 Combined 

Total Number 0-2 III 30** 119 22 96 45** 
of Visits 3 or r~ore 137 16 133 20 122 31 

a6-months followup from instant arrest. 

bUsually phone contacts. * p < .10. ** p < .05. *** p < .01. 
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i ... 
Clients who did not participate in individual counseling ("0" hours of 

service), 97 had no law arrests ("none ll
) on 6-months followup; the remaining 

28 had one or more (llsome") law arrests. Of the Clients who participated 

in this program element ("1 or more" hours of service), 151 had no law 

arrests on 6-months fo110wup; the remaining 18 had one or more such arrests. 

It will be noted that 97 + 28 + 151 + 18 = 294--the total sample for the 

six projects combined. 

While the above finding applies to law arrests alone, a similar 

result was obtained for law + status arrests ("All.Subsequent Arrestsll) 

combined; here, the ratios were 4.0 to 1 and 2.0 to 1 respective1y.2o 

Statistically, both findings were very significant. For status arrests 

taken by themse1ve~, no signiftcant difference was found in the performance 

of youths who participated in individual counseling as compared to those 

who did not. 2l 

(2) Group counseling: As seen in Table ~~, Clients who were given 

group counseling tended to perform better than those who were not. 22 For 

the former youths, the ratio of non-arrested to arrested individuals was 5.6 

to 1; for the latter it was 2.6 to 1 (i.e., 2.6 Clients were not arrested 

20That is, 135 t 34, and 83 i 42. 

2lSupp1ementary analyses on individual counseling revealed the following: 
(a) When all available youths were analyzed (N = 851), the above-mentioned 
results held up. This applied relative to law and law + status arrests 
alike. (b) When hours of service were dichotomized at 0-2 versus 3 or more 
for the equalized subsample (N = 294), the results mentioned in the text did 
not hold up. That is, Clients who received fewer than 3 hours of individual 
counseling performed neither better nor worse than those who received 3 or 
more. (Twenty-two percent of all youths received 3 or more hours of indivi­
dual counseling.) (c) When hours of service were dichotomized at 0-2 versus 
3 or more for all available youths (N = 851), the results mentioned in the 
text did not hold up. Instead, they were the same as those reported in 
item (b), immediately above. See pp. 142-149 regarding selected implic­
ations of these supplementary findings. 

22The former individuals will be referred to as "participants ll , the 
latter as "non-participants". This terminology will apply to all program 
elements. 
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foy' every Client who was). This finding related to all subsequent arrests 

combined. However, for law arrests and status arrests considered indivi­

dually, no significant differences or tendencies were found between non­

participants and participants--that is, neither group outperformed the other 

on 6-months followup.23 

(3) Family counseling: As seen in Table 36, Clients who were given 

family counseling performed worse than those who were not. For the fonner 

youths--in the case of status arrests--the ratio of non-arrested to arrested 

Clients24 was 4.6 to 1; for the latter youths it was 16.4 to 1. In the case 

of law + status arrests combined, the ratios were 2.5 to 1 and 4.4 to 1, 

respectively. Thus, on 6-months followup, individuals who participated in 25 

family counseling were more likely to be rearrested than those who did not. 

23Supplementary analyses on group counsel~~g revealed the followi~~: 
(a) When aLL available youths were analyzed IN = 85~)~ the a~ove-mentloned 
results did not hold up. That is, Clients who partlclpated In.group .. 
counseling performed neither better nor worse ~han those who dld not partlc1-
pate. (b) When hours of service were dichotom'\zed at 0:2 ver~us 3 or more 
for the equaLized su.bsampZe (N = 294), the results mentloned 1n the text. 
held up. Moreover, a significant difference was fo~nd a~ong the youths Wlt~ 
respect to law arrests, one which was in the same d1rectlon as that.reporte 
for law + status arrests combined. (Six percent of all ~ouths rec~lved 3.or

d more hours of group counseling.) (c) When hours of serVlce were d1chotom1ze 
at 0-2 versus 3 or more for all available youths (N = 851), the results 
mentioned in the text did not ho'id up. Instead, they were the sa~e as th~se 
reported in item (a), immediately above. See pp. 142-149 regardlng posslble 
implications. 

24Henceforth call ed lithe ratio of no arrests to arrests". 
25Supplementary analyses on family counseling revealed the fol10wi~g: 

(a) When aU available youths were analyzed (N = 851), the above-men~10ned 
results held up. This applied to status and law + status arrests allke. 
(b) When hours of service were dichotomized at ~-2 ve~sus 3 or mor; for t~eld 
e aZized subsampLe (N = 294), the results mentloned ln the text,dld not o. 

qu That is Clients who received fewer than three hours of faml1y counsel1ng 
~~~formed ~either better nor worse than those who received 3 or mor~. 
(Twenty-three percent of all youths received 3.or mor~ hours of fam11y 
counseling.) (c) When hours of service were d1chotomlzed,at o-? v~rsus 3 or 
more for all available youths eN = 851), the results mentl~n:.d In the text 
not only held up, they were much stronger than bef?re. ex = 24.~6 and 
22.38 for status and law + s~atus arrests, respect1ve1y; ~f_- 1, ~n bo;h ) 
cases.) r~oreover, they app11ed to law arrests as well ex - 9.46, df 1. 
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Each of the above findings related to the total group of youths, that 

is, all subgroups combined eN = 294). Those which follow relate to 

specific subgroups that comprised this total group--e.g., boys with prior 

arrests, a,.d girl s without prior arrests. 

Subgro~. (1) Individual counseling: As seen in Appendix R, Clients 

from each of five subgroups, who were given individual counseling, per­

formed or tended to perform better than those from the same subgroups who 

were not given individual counseling. The Clients in question were as 

follows (the performance measure to which each finding applies is shown 

in parentheses, via the following codes: law arrests = 1; status arrests 

= S; law + status ("all subsequent") arrests combined = 1 + s): boys with 

priors (1, 1 + s); boys without priors (1); all boys (1, 1 + s); youths 

with priors (s, 1 + s); youths without priors (1). No performance­

differences were found in favor of Clients who were not given individual 

counseling, as compared to those who were. 

(2) Group counseling: As seen in Appendix R, boys who were given 

group counseling tended to perform better than those who were not (1 + s). 

This applied to all boys--with and without priors combined. However, it 

did not apply to each of these subgroups taken separately. No other perform­

ance-differences, i.e., statistically significant differences or tendencies, 

were found at the subgroup level between Clients who participated and 

those who did not. 26 

26For the remainder of this chapter the distinction between statistical 
significance (p < .05 or .01) and statistical tendencies (p < .10 > .05) 
will not be specified in the text. 
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(3) Family counseling: As seen in Appendix R, Clients from each of 

several subgroups who were given family counseling performed worse than 

those from the same subgroups who were not given family counseling. These 

individuals were: boys without priors (s); girls with priors (1,1 + s); 

all boys (s); all girls (s, 1 + s); youths with priors (s); youths without 

priors (s, 1 + s). No performance-differences were found in favor of 

Clients who did receive family counseling. 

B. Other program elements 

Total group. (1) Academic tutoring, group education, employment 

counseling: As seen in Table 36, Clients who participated in one or more 

of these activities performed neither better nor worse than those who did 

not participate. 

(2) Recreation, social/cultural enrichment: Clients who participated 

in one or both of these activities perfomed neither better nor worse than 

(i.e., performed the same as) those who did not participate. 

(3) Referral to other resources: Clients who were referred to other 

resources performed the same as those who were not referred. 

(4) nOthern activities: Clients who were involved in lIothern activi­

ties (phone calls, etc.) performed the same as those who were not involved. 

Subgroups. (1) Academic tutoring, group education, employment 

counseling: As seen in Appendix If; no significant differences were found 

at the subgroup level for Clients who participated in one or more of these 

activities, as compared to those who did not. 

(2) Recreation, social/cultural enrichment: No significant differ­

ences were found at the subgroup level for Clients who participated in one 

or both of these activities, as compared to those who did not. 
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(3) Referral to other resources: Clients from each of three subgroups 

who were referred to other resources performed worse than Clients from the 

same subgroups who were not referred. These individuals were: boys with 

priors (1 + s); all boys (r + s); youths without priors (s). It is 

possib1e--perhaps 1ikely--that many such youths were first referred after 

they began to experience personal difficulties and/or get into further 

trouble with the law. No performance-differences were found in favor of 

Clients who were referred to other resources. 

(4) nOthern activities: No significant differences were found 

between individuals who were involved in these activities and others who 

were not . 

C. Summary-measures and number of visits 

Total group. (1) All services combined: As seen in Table 36, Clients 

who received fewer hours of service did not perform as well on law arrests 

as those who received more hours of service. Specifically, for youths who 

received a through 2 hours of service the ratio of non-arrested to arrested 

individuals was 3.9 to 1; for youths who received 3 or more hours it was 

7.4 to 1. Thus, the former individuals were more likely to be arrested 

than the latter. 

(2) All counseling combined: Clients who received fewer hours of 

counseling did not perform as well on law arrests as those who received a 

greater amount of counseling. Here, the ratio of no arrests to arrests was 

4.2 to 1 and 7.6 to 1, respectively. 

to 

(3) Total number of visits: Clients who made relatively few visits 

their diversion project did not perform as well as those who visited 
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more often. For youths who made 0 through 2 visits the ratio of non­

arrested to arrested individuals was- 3.7 to 1; for those w·ith -3 -or more 

visits it was 8.6 to 1'. Thus, the former youths were more lik-ely to be 

arrested than the latter. While this finding applied to law arrests alone, 

a similar result was obtained for law + status arrests combined. 

Subgrou~. (1) All services combined: As seen in Appendix R, Clients 

from each of several subgroups who received fewer hours of service did not 

perform as well as those who received more hours of service. These 

individuals were: boys with priors (1,1 + s); boys without priors (1); 

all boys (1, 1 + s); youths with priors (1 + s); youths without priors (1). 

However, girls without priors who received fewer hours of service performed 

bettep, on status arrests, than those who received more hours of service. 

(2) All counseling combined: Clients from four subgroups who 

received fewer hours of counseling did not perform as well as those who 

received more hours of counseling. These individuals were: boys with 

priors (1,1 + s); boys without priors (1, 1 + s); all boys (1, s, 1 + s); 

youths with priors (1 + s). On the other hand, girls without priors who 

received fewer hours of counseling performed bettep, on status arrests, than 

those who received more hours of counseling. 

The above results are quite similar to those reported for "a 11 

services combined". 27 This is because the latter index was itself largely 

made up of the former ("all counseling combined"). However, the overlap 

between these indices was far from complete. 

27This applies at the total group and subgroup levels alike. 
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(3) Total number of visits: Clients from the following subgroups 

who made relatively few visits to their diversion project did not perform 

as well as those who visited more often: boys with priors (1, 1 + s); 

boys without priors (1); all boys (1, 1 + s); youths with priors (1,1 + s); 

youths without priors (1). 

D. Review of main findings 

Total group. For all Clients combined, youths who were exposed to 

individual counseling outperformed those who were not. This also applied, 

though not as strongly, to those exposed to group counseling. On the other 

hand, youths who participated in family counseling performed worse than 

those who did not. 28 

Clients who were exposed to (a) academic tutoring, group education, 

and/or employment counseling, (b) recreation, and/or social/cultural enrich­

ment, (c) referral to other resources, or (d) "other" activities, performed 

neither better nor worse than those not exposed. 

Individuals who received 3 or more hours of "all services combined" 

performed better than those who received fewer than 3 hours of service; 

essentially the same applied to "all counseling services combined": more 

service was associated with better performance. Finally, individuals who 

made more visits to their diversion project outperformed those who made 

relatively few. 

28Th" f" d" "lS 1n 1ng means, of course, that the positive results which were 
contr1bute~ by the Stock~on project, in connection with family counseling, 
wer~ outwe1ghed by negat1ve results that were contributed by other 
proJects, relative to this same element. . 
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Subgroups. For boys with priors and boys without priors the one 

program element that appeared to "work" was individual counseling. For 

both subgroups, more rather than fewer service hours (all program elements 

combined) and more rather than fewer counseling hours (all types combined) 

were also associated with better performance. This applied to total number 

of visits as well, though to a somewhat lesser extent. For aZZ boys--those 

with and without priors, combined--results were essentially the same as 

those obtained for each group separately. 

For girls with priors and girls without priors no program element was 

found to IIwork". Specifically, exposure to six of the seven elements was 

associated with neither better nor worse performance than was a lack of 

such exposure. Moreover, exposure to family counseling was associated with 

worse performance than no exposure at all. For aZZ girZs--those with and 

without priors, combined--results were essentially the same as those 

obtained for each group separately. 

For youths with prior arrests (boys and girls combined), results were 

fairly similar to those observed for boys alone (see lIall boys", above). 

This also applied to youths without priors~ although a few individual 

findings were not quite as strong. 

Irrespective of subgroup, participants and non-participants performed 

equally well in the case of (a) academic tutoring, etc., (b) recreation, 

etc., and (c) "other" activities. That is, neither set of youths out-

performed the other. 

Finally, in a number of subgroups, youths who were referred to other 

resources did not perform as well as those who were not referred. 
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While this was not a product of the present analyses, the foilowing 

information might add some useful perspective at this pOint. In five of 

the six programs on which we have focused, the total duration of Client/ 

program contact was approximately 6 weeks for the vast majority of youths. 

In the sixth diversion program, it was 16 weeks. 

E. ~l ementary Analyses 

Number of visits versus number of prior arrests. As indicated, Clients 

who made fewer visits to their diversion project were more likely to have a 

law rearrest on 6-months followup than Clients who visited more often.29 

Was this finding simply a function of the youths' pre-existing level of risk? 

That is, were youths who made fewer visits also those with a greater number 

of prior arrests--those who, in this respect, were more likely to have further 

difficulties with the law? Supplementary analyses indicated that this was 

not the case: 30 

For all Clients combined (N = 294), individuals who made fewer visits 

were more likely to have had no prior law arrests than those who made more 

visits; this applied to law + status arrests as well. 31 Specifically, for 

Clients who made fewer than 3 visits, the ratio of those who had no prior 

arrests to those who had 1 or more priors was 4.1 to 1; among Clients who 

.29It should be kept in mind that-th~~~-was an extremely close relation­
shlP.between number of visits and amount of service received. For all youths 
comblned (N = 294), the correlation between these two measures was + .99 
(Spearman Rho). The correlation between number of visits and amount of all 
counseling services combined was also + .99. 

30In the analyses that follow, number of visits was dichotomized at 0-2 
versus 3 or more. When this variable was dichotomized at 0-1 versus 2 or 
more, essentially the same results were obtained. 

3I p < .05 and .01, respectively (Chi square). 

-141-



made 3 or more visits, the ratio was significantly less: 2.3 to 1.32 Thus, 

for Clients as a whole--boys and girls combined--youths who made fewer visits 

had been less, not more, involved with the law prior to their instant 

arrest. 33 

Specific program elements. Despite the positive relationship between 

(a) number of visits and number of prior arrests, and between (b) number of 

visits and level of performance, the following should be kept in mind 

(these considerations apply even though the positive relationship between 

number of visits and number of prior arrests clearly held up for boys 34 but 

failed to reach significance for girls): As soon as we turned to speaifia 

program elements such as individual, group, and family counseling, the 

relationship between amount of service and level of performance was no 

longer as simple and straightforward as that reported in connection with 

globaL indiaes such as number of visits. For example, as seen on pp. 131-135, 

although the relationship between amount of service and level of performance 

was positive in the case of individual as well as group counseling, it was 

found to be negative with regard to family counseling. 35 

32These ratios apply to law arrests. For law + status arrests combined, 
the ratios were 2.3 to 1 and 1.4 to 1, respectively. 

33However, there was no relationship between number of.visits and.nu~b:r 
of prior status arrests. This also applied to boys and glrls taken lndlvl­
dually. 

34In the case of law and law + status arrests. 
35Moreover, the strength of this relationship was quite differ~nt.f?r 

boys and girls. To further complicate the matt~r, when hours of lndlvldual, 
group, and family counseling were each dichotomlzed at 0-2 versus 3 or more 
(for boys and girls combined)--rather t~an.a~ the "standa~d" a versu~ lor 
more--the earlier-mentioned results on lndlvldua1 and famlly counsellng no 
longer held up. This is described in part b ~f footnotes 21, 23, and 25. 
The earlier-mentioned results are those descrlbed on pp. 131-135. for the 
Client group as a whole. 
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This complication suggested that we take a further look at the program 

elements in question. Specifically, it suggested that we ask the same 

type of question that was asked relative to number of visits: Were the 

findings for specific program elements accounted for by the Clients ' pre­

existing level of risk? For instance, were youths who received the fewest 

hours of individual counseling also those with a greater number of prior 

arrests? 

As seen in Table 37,the answer to this question was No--the findings 

for each program element were not accounted for by Clients ' pre-existing 

level of risk: 36 (a) Youths who did not receive individual counseling had 

neither a larger nor a smaller number of prior arrests (priors) than those 

who did receive individual counseling. (b) Youths who did not receive 

group counseling had a smalZer number of priors than those who did receive 

group counseling. (c) Youths who did not receive family counseling had 

neither a larger nor a smaller number of priors than those who did receive 

individual counseling. For all three program elements, these findings 

applied to boys, girls, and boys + girls combined. 

Academic tutoring and recreation. Two interesting findings emerged 

when EJDP looked not at the equalized subsample, but at all available 

youths (N = 851). (a) Clients who participated in academic tutoring, group 

education, and/or employment counseling performed better, in terms of 

status arrests, than those who did not participate. 37 (b) Clients who 

36The percentage of youths with prior arrests is shown in Appendix S, 
separately by sex and hours of service. These figures were derived from 
Table 37. 

37p < .05. This finding relates to all youths combined. In the case of 
law and law+status arrests, no significant difference was observed between 
participants and non-participants. 
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TABLE 37: Relationship Between Project Services and Prior Law Plus Status Arrests in 
Equalized Subsample, by Sex 

Number of Youths 

Type of Hours Boysa Girlsb =t Service of 
Service No One or No One or 

Prior More Prior More 

.. 

Boys + Girlsc 

No One or 
Prior More 

Arrests Priors Arrests Priors Arrests Priors 

Individual 0 45 29 35 16 80 45 Counseling 1 or More 39 38 69 23 108 61 
Group 0 77 52 ** 91 28 ** 168 80 Counseling 1 or More 7 15 13 11 20 26 
Family 0 19 22 31 15 50 37 Counseling 1 or More 65 45 73 24 138 69 

bN = 143. cN = 294. 

** p < .05. *** p < .01 (Chi square). 

fl '" 
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participated in recreation and/or social/cultural enrichment performed 

somewhat better, again on status arrests, than those who did not.38 These 

outcomes differed from those reported for the equalized subsample 

(N = 294): As will be recalled, subsample youths who participated in 

these activities performed neither better nor worse than those who did not 
participate. 

This difference between the former and latter findings suggested that 

one or more diversion projects whose sample-size had been reduced in order 

to construct the equalized subsample 39 were having some St1ccess with these 

approaches. Further analyses partially supported this hypothesis. For 

example, relative to the 851 youths it was found that the positive outcome 

on recreation was primarily accounted for by the comparatively large Pomona 

project (original sample-size = 238). On the other hand, no single project 

was chiefly responsible for the positive finding on academic tutoring; here, 

an approximately equal contribution was made by three separate projects. 40 

Despite these findings on all available youths, the equalized subsample 

analysis suggested that most projects were not particularly successful in 

their use of these approaches. Moreover, analysis of each separate project 

that comprised this subsample made it clear that the findings (e.g., the 

negative outcome) for anyone or two projects did not counterbalance and 

38 p 
< .05. This finding relates to all youths combined. In the case of 

law and law + status arrests, no Significant difference was observed 
between participants and non~participants. 

39E.g., reduced from 200 or 300 cases to the 53 that were included in 
the equalized subsample. 

40Still other analyses indicated that, in the case of recreation, 
positive outcome mostly related to youths with prior arrests--boys in 
particular. In the case of academic tutoring (etc.), it mainly related to 
youths without priors. 
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thereby cancel out the findings (e.g., positive outcome) from any four or 

five others, when all projects were combined and analyzed as a single group. 

F. Limitations and cautions 

Variations within program elements. The fact that one or two projects 

were relatively successful in their use of given program elements while 

others were measurably 1 ess succe~sfu1 may serve to ':emind us that the 

nature of any element almost certainly differed from one project to the 

next. For example, lIacademic tutoring ll or "recreationll in one project was, 

in all likelihood, not quite the same as that which went by the same name 

in another; this would apply to elements such as individual and family 

counseling as we11. 41 EJDP was unable to determine how much variation 

there was in this respect, from one project to the next. However, the fact 

that negative results were associated with family counseling for the total 

available samp1e,42 whereas generally positive results were associated with 

this same approach for the Stockton project in particu1ar~ suggests that 

the presumed variation may sometimes have been considerab1e. 43 EJDP 

recognizes, of course, that other factors may have been largely responsible 

for the differing outcomes that were observed across differing projects with 

respect to given program elements. These factors--e.g., variations among 

41When completing the YDF-2, staff within each diversion project made the 
decision as to exactly IIwhat ll activities \'lOu1d be categorized as IIwhat". 

42See sections a and c of n. 25. 
43The finding for Stockton relates to the total available sample. Thus, 

among youths who did not participate in this program element, 38% were 
re-arrested on 6-months fo110wup; among those who did participate, the 
figure was 21%. This finding applied to law arrests. For law and law + 
status arrests combined, the figures were 50% and 33% respectively. 
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projects as to type of youths who participated in specific program 

e1ements--could not be controlled relative to the present analyses. 

Unfortunately, given the global nature of the data available to 

EJDP regarding program elements, we are unable to provide details as to 

the specific form or configuration of anyone element that was used within 

or across the several divers' , 10n proJects--e.g., details as to the particular 

set of techniques, or general pattern, th~t was - associated with greater or 

lesser success. 44 This is despite the fact the EJDP was able to (a) pin-

point the individual projects in which each element was used, and (b) 

determine the relative success that was ach1'eved, 'th' W1 1n each project, in 

connection with the utilization or non-utilization of that element. 45 

This data-based limitation does not rule out the possibility, or 

hypothesis, that mope than one form of any program element may have been 

associated with success. Nevertheless, here too, the data available to 

EJDP allowed for neither a direct nor indirect test of this hypothesis. 

Similarities among program elements. Wh'l h - - - 1 e t e nature of any element 

almost certainly differed from one project to the next, it is possible that 

considerable similarity existed 11 as we ,at le~st for some elements. -This 

44Th' 1 ' 
for tha~ss~~~e~~~ w~~t~~~l~ra~~~ !hpeplygi~~~ne~~methnet wvaars1'aact~UallY responsible 
jects-~i t 11 10n across pro-45 n ou c~me as we as type of elements used--had been minimal. 

, EJDP real1zes that,the success which a project may have relative to a 
f~ven program element m1ght not reflect its use of that element in iso1a-
10n. ,It may relate to that element in combination with others instead 

~JDP d1d not atte~pt ~o analytically focus on this possibi1it ~nd to . 
~~Ol~t~ t~e contr1butlons of specific combinations. In this ~onnection 
1 m1g t e noted that most projects used, predominantly one or two 
program elements only: individu~l and family counse1ing~ As a result, 
~~~c~~mber of commonly used comb1nations was rather limited in the first 
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hypothesis received indirect support from the fact that individual 

counseling was associated with positive results not only in La Colonia, 

but in projects which were not described as successful, as well (see 

Chapter 6).46 In other words, despite the results for the latter projects 

as a whole--results which reflected the operation of all program elements 

combined--findings for individual counseling 'in particular were still in a 

positive direction. 47 Positive results for this particular element were 

also obtained in Pomona, a project which was not presented in Chapter 6. 48 

Similar support was also reflected at a broader level. Specifically, 

individual counseling was used successfully not only within the equalized 

subsample as a whole (all projects combined), but in connection with all 

available youths as well (N = 851). The latteF-group included 442 

individuals--no less than 52% of the total--from projects that were not 

among those described as successful relative to their Comparisons. 49 In 

46As used in Chapter 6~ project success or non-success.related to arrest 
rates that were associated with all program elements comb1ned. In that 
context, the term "success" focused on arrest rates for Clients as against 
those of Comparisons. In the context of individual program elements (the 
present chapter), success refers to the fact that a more.positive outc~me 
was associated with the use rather than non-use of the glven element, 1n 
the case of Clients alone. (EJDP had no information regarding the elements 
to which Comparisons may have been exposed.) In sr.ort, with respect to 
individual program elements, success really means IIsuccessful usage II , 
among Clients. 

47For example, in one project, among yout~s ~ho ~id not participate in 
this program element, 26% were re-arrested wlth1n SlX mo~ths; among.those 
who participated, 15% were re-arrested. In a second proJect, the f1gures 
were 17% and 11% respectively. 

48Among youths who did not participate in thi~ ~rogram eleme~t, 19% wer; 
re-arrested within six months; of those who part1c1pated, the f1gure was 7%. 

49As indicated on p. 125, only three of the six projects that were part 
of the present analysis had a Comparison group. ~F~r this ,reason, the 
reLative success or non-success of the three rema1nlng proJects could no~ 
be determined.) Of these three projects~ only one was among those descr1bed 
as IIsuccessful" in Chapter 6. 
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short, despite the overaLL lack of success on the part of these projects, 

when EJDP focused on the 442 Clients in question the utilization of indivi­

dual counsel ing was associated with better performance than II/as its non­

utilization. 50 This finding was at least consistent with the hypothesis 

that there may be substantial overlap, across a range of projects, 

regarding the specific nature of the program elements that are used. To 

be sure, alternate hypotheses may also account for results of this type. 

At any rate, what might be termed the lIoverlap hypothesis ll received 

indirect support in connection with family counseling as well. This was 

despite the fact that, for the same 442 youths, better performance was 

associated with non-utilization rather than utilization of the element in 

question. 51 

Representativeness. Youths to whom the present findings applied were: 

(1) much more likely to have been referred from Probation than from 

Law Enforcement; 

(2) twice as likely to have been referred in connection with a status 

arrest than a law arrest; 

(3) twice as likely to have had no prior arrests than one or more 

prior arrests; 

(4) about as likely to be non-Anglo as Anglo; 

(5) about as likely to be female as male; 

(~) just as likely to be 16 or over as 15 and under. 

Specifics may be found in Appendix T. 

SOp < .05. This finding relates to law arrests for all boys and girls 
combined; it refers to projects that are described individually in n. 47. 
Within the equalized subsample (N = 106 for the projects in question), the 
results were also significant (p < .05). 

5l p < .01. This finding relates to law arrests for all boys and girls 
combined. Within the equalized subsample (N = 106, as in n. 50), the 
results were not significant. 
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Appendix T also contains a comparison between projects that supplied 

all data on which the present, program-elements analysis was based 

("analyzed projects") and those which supplied no data for this analysis 

("unanalyzed projects"). When these comparisons and the above-mentioned 

findings are viewed in toto, there is.no reason to believe that the 

analyzed projects consisted of youths who, collectively, were better parole 

risks than youths who comprised the unanalyzed projects--or, for that 

matter, those w 0 compr1se h . d the EJDP sample as a who1e. 52 Given their 

overrepresentation in terms of Probation, analyzed projects would if 

anything be likely to contain somewhat worse risks than unanalyzed projects 

and than the EJDP sample as a who1e. 53 

52That is, analyzed plus unanalyzed projects combined--l1 projects in 
alL 

53"Risk" refers to the likelihood of future offending. 
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Chapter 9 

TREATMENT METHODS IN THREE SUCCESSFUL PROJECTS 

We will now address the following questions: What methods of inter­

vention were most often used in projects that reduced delinquency? What 

methods were least likely to be used? Which were seen as having a 

positive impact on Clients? 

To answer these questions EJDP used an instrument that was developed 
1 in the Youth Authority's Community Treatment Project. This mUlti-scale 

instrument related to goals, techniques, and areas of focus that had 

characterized the interactions of parole agents and youths in the CTP. 

Each scale consisted of relatively specific i-tems such as the following: 

- involve the youth in activities and interests which show promise 
of reinforcing a non-delinquent concept of self. 

- encourage the youth to more actively care about what happens to 
him. 

- involve the youth in group recreational activities. 

allow the youth to Significantly determine the extent of your 
involvement in his life. 

- expose the youth to adult models whom he cannot perceive or 
regard as ..• weak, impotent, etc. 

present the youth's side--and help him obtain his rights--with 
school officials, police, and court, etc. 

encourage youth to interact with non-delinquent peers, and with 
delinquent peers who wish to communicate non-delinquent views. 

Ipalmer, T. and Werner, E. The Community Treatment Project: research' 
ret:!Qrts.-·m~,... 12 and 13. Sacramento: California Youth Authority. 1972, 
1973. (mimeographed) 
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There were 35 scales in all, each defined by a set of items which had 

certain features in common with one another. These scales ("content 
2 

scales") are shown in Appendix U, together with their specific items. 

Together, they were called the Vouth Intervention (VI) Scales. 

To address the present questions, EJDP administered these scales to 

individual staff members who had worked directly with Clients from the 

following programs: La Colonia Vouth Services Project; Compton Area 

Juvenile Diversion Project; Stockton New Directions Project. (As seen in 

Chapter 6, Clients from these projects had a significantly lower rate of 

recidivism than their matched Comparisons.) The goal was to find out, 

directly from these individuals, what methods they used, and whether, in 

their view, these methods had positive impact when they were used. Because 

of EJDP's limited staff resources, the VI scales were not administered 
3 

to the remaining Phase 2 projects. 

Methods and Results 

To achieve the above goal, individual sessions were conducted with 

2, 3, and 3 staff members from the La Colonia, Compton, and Stockton pro-
1+ 

jects, respectively. These individuals were chosen by their project 

directors as being representative of staff as a whole. In each case, the 

staff member had worked with Clients while the program was being evaluated 

by EJDP. 

2For the present study, five content scales--#31-35--were added to the 
30 that were used at CTP. (Appendix u) 

3In carrying out this study, the limitations and advantages of sp.lf-
reporting were recognized. . . 

I+In Compton these staff members were from the two serV1ce agenc1es 
that accounted f~r the largest percentage of Cljents (As will be 
recalled, the Compton project subcontracted with six out~ide agen.cies:) 
Together, these two agenci es accounted for 48% of all Cl, ents. . ..... -,. 
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The above sessions took place in 1977. During these sessions each 

staff member (worker) answered two questions for each of the 35 content 
5 

scales: 

1. In your work with most youths, to what extent did you focus 

on this area (or use this method ... or work toward this goal)? 

2. When you did focus on this area (etc.), how much positive 

impact did it seem to have? 

For each content scale, the worker responded to each question on the 
G following, 4-point rating scale: 

1 = Slight or None 2 = Moderate 3 = Much 4 = Very Much 

The specific results are shown in Table 38, for each scale and all 

projects combined. Before reviewing these results, two points might be 

kept in mind: (1) Figures shown in Table 38 are unweighted averages of 
7 

the ratings made by all eight workers combined. The higher the rating, 

the more often the approach was used. For instance, an Extent-of-Usage 

rating of 3.5 would mean the approach in question was used somewhere between 

"much" and "very much" (see the above rating scale). On the other hand, 

a rating of 1.8 would mean the approach was used to less than a "moderate" 

degree. These interpretations would apply to Amount-of-Impact ratings 

as well. (2) For the remainder of this chapter, the term lIapproaches" will 

SInstruct10ns and procedures are shown in Appendix V. All sessions 
were conducted by Dr. Palmer. 

GIn answering these questions, each respondent worked from the list 
of scale-tales and examples shown in Appendix W. This list was supple­
mented by the complete scale-descriptions which appear in Appendix U. 

7The contribution of La Colonia was statistically adjusted so that 
it would equal that of each remaining project. This adjustment was 
necessary since only two, not three, La Colonia workers were available 
for the VI Scale sessions. 
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TABLE 38: Extent of Usage and Amount of Perceived Impact, For 35 
Methods and Areas of Focus 

Scale # Method or Area of Focusa 

1. Modifying attitudes toward adults/ 
establishment 

2. Increasing interpersonal sensitivity 

3. Increasing self-awareness/self­
acceptance 

4. Teaching values and controls 

5. Enhancing/promoting a non-delinquent 
self-image " 

6. Reducing apath¥, indifference 
~ ..... ,.----........ , . 

7. Expression of feelings 

8. Family/parental relationships 

9. Peer pressure 

10. Self-understanding 

11. Ego bolstering via ~success" 
experiences 

12. Youth-worker relationship 

13. Practical emphasis 

14. ~Progranming"/rehearsing for specified 
life situations 

15. Recreation, socializing 

16. Frequency of contact 

17. Concreteness vs. abstractness 

18. Informal ity--lack of social distance 

19. Youth's commit~ent to the program 

(Continued) 
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Average Ratingb 

Extent of Amount of 
Usage Impact 

2.8 

3.4 

3.2 

2.6 

3.1 

3.2 

3.9 

3.6 

2.6 

3.4 

2.8 

3.0 

2.4 

2.9 

2.8 

3.3 

3.0 

3.7 

3.3 

2.2 

2.6 

2.4 

2.5 

2.7 

2.4 

2.6 

2.7 

2.1 

2.6 

2.3 

2.9 

2.4 

1.9 

2.8 

3.3 

2.1 

3.7 

3.0 
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TABLE 38: (Cont'd) 

Average Rating b 
Scale II Method or Area of Focus a 

Extent of Amount of 
Usage Impact 

20. Youth's participation in case-planning 
and decision-making 3.1 2.7 

21. Gaining youth's confidence in worker as 
understanding/capable 3.3 2.9 

22. Expressing personal concern fori 
acceptance of youth 3.9 3.5 

23. Expressing warmth, friendliness 
affection ' 3.5 3.3 

24. Protecting, minimizing demands-pressures 1.8 1.9 
25. Using anxiety/distress as stimulus/ 

motivator 2.5 2.6 
26. Being unpredictable, doing the 

unexpected 2.2 2.2 
27. Being forceful, blunt 1.9 2.7 
28. USing power/authority 2.1 1.8 
29. Associating concern with control 2.2 2.2 
30. Exposure to masculine adult model c 3.1 2.7 
31. Involving youth in the community 2.4 1.6 
32. Being an advocate for youth 2.6 2.7 
33. Using positive peer influence 2.7 2.4 
34. Familiarizing youth with authority figures 1.9 1.7 
35. Being personally available during crises 3.0 3.1 

aListed below are scale titles only. For further details see Appendix U. 

bl = Slight or none; 2 = Moderate; 3 = Much; 4 = Very much. 

cOr, in the case of girls, feminine adult model. 
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be used to include any or all of the following: areas of focus; methods; 

goals. 

Approaches used most often 

Following are the areas of focus, the methods, and/or goals that were 

used most often in the three successful programs combined (the approach 

used most often is listed first; each of the 10 approaches that are listed 

received an average rating of at least 3.3 on the 4-point scale): 

- Expression of feelings (e.g., help the youth verbalize and more 
adequately express his feelings and emotional reactions to others). 

Expressing personal concern for/acceptance of youth (e.g., help 
the youth feel that you really do care about him in more than a 
formal, 'its-my-job' fashion). , 

- Informality--lack of social distance (e.g., minimize social or 
personal distance between yourself and the youth). 

Family/parental relationships (e.g., increase the youth's under­
standing of the role he has played in his family and the particular 
way in which this might have influenced his life). 

- Expressing warmth, friendliness, affection (e.g., relate to the 
youth in an interpersonally warm or affectionate manner). 

- Increasing interpersonal sensitivity (e.g., give feedback and 
clarification to the youth about the personal reaction of others 
to him). 

- Self-understanding (e.g., use review of past life and social 
history events to help the youth better understand his own conduct 
and feelings). 

~ Frequency of contact (e.g., make sure that you and the youth are in 
frequent contact). 

- Youth's commitment to the program (e.g., let the youth know that 
he must meet you 'half-way' ... i.e., [must show] re~sonable willing­
ness to work on whatever main goals have been established for him). 

Gaining youth's confidence in worker as understanding/capable (e.g., 
demonstrate to the youth that you are capable of understanding very 
personal feelings and needs which he has). 
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As can be seen, heavy emphasis was placed on specific elements of 

the worker-youth relationship--for example, expression of personal concern, 

informality, warmth, and gaining-of-confidence. These elements or 

factors could conceivably have been emphasized in the context of individual 

relationships (La Colonia), group meetings (Compton), and family counseling 

sessions (Stockton) alike. Also conspicuous--this time by their absence 

from the list--were such factors as "youth's participation in case planning 

and decision-making", "being an advocate for youth", and "using positive 

peer influence". Despite their absence from the 'top-ten list', the extent 

to which these approaches were used was, generally, between "moderate" and 

"much", in terms of the 4-point scale. 

Approaches used least often 

Following are the areas of focus, the methods, and/or the goals that 

were used least often in the three programs combined (the approach used 

least often is listed first; none of the eight approaches that are listed 

received an average rating of more than 2.4 on the 4-point scale; the first 

three items had a rating of less than 2.0): 

- Protecting, minimizing demands-pressures (e.g., make only minimal 
demands and expectations on/of the youth). 

- Being forceful, blunt (e.g., be verbally forceful, even harsh. 
when having to confront the youth). 

- Familiarizing youth with authority figures (e.g., expose youth 
to police and probation officers as individuals, by means of 
informal meetings, lectures and on-site-tours). 

- Using power/authority (e.g., make sure the youth sees you as the 
main source of power with whom he must deal when making decisions 
and plans). 

- Being unpredictable. doing the unexpected (e.g., maintain an 
element of unpredictability regarding how you will react to the 
youth under particular circumstances). 
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- Associating concern with control (e.g., try to convince the youth 
that controls, by you, reflect real concern for his well-being). 

Practical emphasis (e.g., teach the youth how to take care of him­
self and how to meet his needs on a practical basis). 

- I~v?lving,t~e,youth in the community (e.g., involve the youth in 
C1V1C actlvltles and community projects). 

Together, these items refl ect a. marked de-emphas i s on the use of force, 

authority, and control. Also consp;cuous--by their presence on this list-­

were methods that are often thought of in connection with diversion, and, 

in general, with programs that operate outside the justice system. 

Included are such approaches as IIfamiliarizing the youth with authority 

f,'gures ll and lIin 01' th th i h - v vlng e you I n t e communityll. Apparently, diversion 

projects that were successful relative to matched controls did not make 

much use of these approaches. This does not imply that they might not have 

been more successful if they had made more use of these approaches. Nor 

does it suggest that projects which were less successful did rely heavily 

on these approaches. 

Approaches with most perceived-positive impact 

The following were seen as having the largest amount of positive 

impact (the approach with the most perceived impact is listed first; all 

approaches had a rating of at least 2.8; the first four had a ratino of 

3.3 or more): 

- Infonnality--lack of social distance (see example above8). 

Expressing personal concern for/acceptance of youth. 

Frequency of contact. 

8For items already presented, examples will not be repeated. 
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- Expressing wannth, friendliness, affection. 

Being personally available during crises (e.g., use cr1S1S inter­
vention techniques, 24-hour availability, and/or 'hot lines ' to 
help youth during emergencies). 

- Youth's committment to the program. 

- Youth-worker relationship (e.g., use your relatiunship with the 
youth to illustrate ... themes and problems in the way he relates 
to others). 

- Gaining youth's confidence in worker as understanding/capable. 

- Recreation, socializing (e.g., involve the youth in group recrea-
tional activities). 

In general, approaches that were seen as having the most positive 
9 

impact were those which had been most often used. While this finding may 

be no surprise, two points might be noted: Certain approaches were 

seen as having considerable impact even though they were not among those 

most often used. Included were such methods and areas as IIbeing 

personally available during crises ll , and IIrecreation, socializingll. On 

the other hand, some approaches that were often used were not among those 

with the most perceived impact. Included, for instance, were lI[working on] 

family/parental relationshipsll, lIincreasing interpersonal sensitivityll, 

and lI[working on] self-understanding ll . 

Approaches with least perceived-positive impact 

The following were seen as having the least amount of positive impact 

(the approach with the least perceived impact is listed first; no approach 

had a rating of more than 2.1): 

9For all 35 sca'les combined, the correlation between Extent of Usage 
and Amount of Impact was .66 (Spearman rho). 
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- Involving youth in the community. 

Familiarizing youth with authority figures. 

- Using power/authority. 

"Programming"/rehearsing for specified life situations (e.g., 
teach the youth how to handle specific difficulties which he may 
experience when he's on his own and you're not available to him). 

- Protecting, minimizing demands-pressures. 

- Peer pressure {e.g., serve as a counterforce to the negative 
effects of peer influence on the youth). 

Concreteness vs. abstractness (e.g., avoid using adult-level 
concepts, abstractions, or explanations when talking to the youth). 

In general, approaches with the least amount of perceived impact were 

those which were least often used. Nevertheless, some approaches that 

were seldom used were not necessarily those with little positive impact. 

Included were: "being forceful, blunt"; "being unpredictable, doing the 

unexpected"; "using a practical emphasis"; etc. Thus, when these 

approaches were used, they were not necessarily seen as having little 

impact. 

Additional Observations 

Specific results for each of the three projects are shown in 

Appen~ix X. For present purposes, these findings need not be reviewed in 

the text. However, it might be noted that the 35 approaches which were 

surveyed had a good deal in common from one project to the next, in terms 

f h . 10 D . o t e1r extent of usage and their perceived impact. esp1te this 

communality, each project emphasized those approaches which were most in 

10At the same time, there were several sUbstantial differences from one 
project to the next. For example, see scales # 1, 4, 9, 12, 13, 16, 17, 
27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, and 35, with respect to Extent of Usage. 
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line with the major treatment modality around which the program was largely 

organized: individual, group, or family counseling. Conversely, each 

project tended to de-emphasize those elements which were not particularly 

central to the given modality. 

A few closing words. This substudy would have been more meaningful if 

EJDP had administered the VI Scales to several projects that had not 

reduced recidivism. Had this been done, similarities and differences that 

might have appeared--between these projects, on the one hand, and the 

above-mentioned projects on the other--could have been especially instruc­

tive. As indicated, EJDP's resources precluded this data-collection effort. 

Despite this limitation, the present findings appear to be of value. 

They paint a preliminary picture of the approaches used in three projects 

that substantially reduced recidivism; they provide a general idea of the 

perceived impact of those approaches as well. In effect, they provide 

what might be regarded as tentative, general guidelines for the operation 

of promising diversion programs. This does not mean they represent the 

only approaches that are likely to work. 

It should be kept in mind that the present projects could conceivably 

have been using several approaches which were not reflected in the VI 

Scales. However, it seems probable that these scales did in fact represent 

a very large portion of the total spectrum of approaches. In this connec­

tion, it might be mentioned that none of the eight respondents indicated 

that any of their basic approaches seemed to have been overlooked, in the 

scale-and-item lists with which they worked. Vet, breadth-of-representation 

notwithstanding, the above-mentioned guidelines should not be considered a 

complete or sufficiently detailed blueprint for purposes of actual program 

operation. 
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Finally, it might be noted that the present projects were organized 

around rather different treatment modalities: La Colonia mainly emphasized 

individual counseling; Stockton emphasized family counseling; the Compton 

agencies largely emphasized group work and, to a lesser extent, recreation. 

Thus, a range of major modalities were represented among these projects; 

and, there was little reason to believe that anyone modality was signifi­

cantly outweighed by any other in the thrfae projects taken together. 

This suggests that the present findings relate to a set of approaches that 

may playa significant role within a broad range of successful programs. 
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Chapter 10 

THE COST OF DIVERSION 

This chapter will focus on the cost of diversion and on juvenile 

justice system savings that may result from diversion programs. It is 

divided into the following sections: (1) cost per case; (2) c:ost-comparison 

of successful and·unsuccessful projects; (3) hypothetical example of costs 

for justice system refer'rals; and (4) results and implications. 

Cost Per Case 

During its Phase 2 operation, EJDP has evaluated a wide range of pro­

jects. Collectively, these projects were generally though not highly rep­

resentative of those found throughout the state with respect to organiza­

tional structure, amount of contact with Clients, background characteris­

tics of Clients, and nature of setting. All projects were funded through 

an Office of Criminal Justice Planning grant; and, most projects received 

some local match from the county that had official jurisdiction over them. 

In Table 39, the amount of funded expenditures and the total number of 

Clients served are presented for each project. l As can be seen, funded 

expenditures for individual projects ranged from a low of $39,322 to a high 

of $250,000. The average expenditure was $101,957. The number of Clients 

served ranged from a low of 196 to a high of 806; the average per project 

was 408. The cost per case ranged from a low of $107 to a high of $600 . 
. -

Thus, the average cost per case was $250 ($101,957 f 408) . 

lTo determine the cost per case, total expenditures (for the year that 
was assessed) were divided by the number of Clients who were served during 
the given project year. 
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TABLE 39: Funded Expenditures, Number of Clients Served, and Cost Per Case 
for EJDP-Evaluated Projects 

Project 

Three Successful Projects 
La Colonia 
Stockton 
Compton 

Eight Remaining Projects 
A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

Additional Projects (unmatched 
study groups) 

I 

J 

K 

L 

All Projects Combined 

Funded 
Expenditures 

$ 110,000 

108,468 
169,505 

58,889 
59,605 
90,000 
83,099 
61,312 
39,752 
84,449 
61,242 

82,711 
39,322 

231,000 
250,000 

$1,529,354 

Clients 
Served 

196 

425 
402 

225 
455 
806 
571 
384 
225 
788 
250 

224 
240 
385 
551 

6,127 

Cost Per 
Case 

561 
255 

422 

262 
131 
112 
146 
160 
177 
107 
245 

369 
164 
600 
454 

X = $250 

The variation in number of Clients was mostly due to inter-project 

differences in (a) number of pot~ntial Clients within the catchment area; 

(b) criteria used for accepting Clients; (c) size of program, e.g., number 

of staff; (d) different ways of counting Clients, e.g., caseload 
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versus non-caseloao; and (e) duration and amount of service. Factor 

(e) was partly a function of project orientation and main approach, e.g., 

recreat~on or short-term family counseling versus longer-term individual 

counseling. 

Cost-comparison of Successful and Unsu~cessful Projects 

For 11 projects combined, recidivism rates were lower among Clients 

than among Compari sons. 2 However, they wel4 e not lower for all proj ects 

individually. As seen in Chapter 6, recidivism was Significantly lower in 

three of the 11 projects; in s}ven of the remaining eight ("unsuccessful 

projects") the difference in recidivism between Clfents and Comparisons 
3 

could be accounted for by chance. The three "successful" projects--those 

in which Clients outperformed Comparisans--will now be reviewed relative 

to the remaining eight. 

As seen in Table 40, for successful projects the average budget was 

$129,324; the average number of Clients served was 341; and the average 

cost per case was $379 ($129,324 7 341). For unsuccessful projects the 

budget was $67,294; the number of Clients served was 463; and, the cost 

per case was $145. Thus, compared to unsuccessful projects, those which 

were suaaessfuZ in terms of recidivism had a budget that was almost twice 

as large; they served 26.3% fewer Clients;" and, their cost per case 

was 161% greater. 

One cannot conclude from these findings that larger expenditures 

necessarily produce a lower recidivism rate with respect to a Comparison 

2Eleven projects had a Client versus Comparison research design. Projects 
that lacked a Comparison group were excluded from the present analysis. 

3See Chapter 6, n. 15 regarding the eighth project. 
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TABLE 40: Expenditures, Clients Served, 
and Unsucces~fu1 Projects 

and Cost Per Case for Successful 

Project Funded Clients Cost Per 
Expenditures Served Case .I 

Three Successful Projects 
La Colonia $110,000 196 561 
Stockton 108,468 425 255 
Compton 169,505 402 422 

X :: $129,324 X = 341 X = $379 
Eight Remaining Projects 

A 58,889 225 262 
B 59,605 455 131 
C 90,000 806 112 
D 83,099 571 146 
E 61,312 384 160 
F 39,752 225 177 
G 84,449 788 107 
H 61,242 250 245 

X = $ 67,294 X = 463 X = $145 

group. Nevertheless, some type of relationship may exist between cost, 

e.g., total expenditures or cost per case, on the one hand, and project 

outcome, on the other. To evaluate the relation between cost and outcome, 

EJDP conducted several analyses relative to all 11, projects combined. 

First, we looked at the relation between project expenditures and 

cost per case. As seen in Table 41, this relationship turned out to be 

positive BiJ~'not statistically; significant.. the larger the -expenditures, 
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4 
the higher the cost. Next we assessed the relation between expenditures 

5 
and recidivism rate'for Clients. This relation'ship was found to be posi-

tive and significant: the larger the expenditures the h1qher the rate of 

recidivism. (Projects that spent less money were those whose youths had 

TABLE 41: Relationship Between Cost Variables and Recidivism 

Type of Relationship 

Expenditures versus cost 
per case 

Expenditures versus recidivism 
rate for C1 i ents 

Expenditures versus difference 
in recidivism rate between Clients 
and Comparisons 

Cost per case versus recidivism rate 
for Clients 

Cost per case versus difference in 
recidivism rate between Clients 
and Comparisons 

aSpearman Rho. bN = 11 . 

Rho Va1uea p-1eve1 b 

.26 NS 

.62 .05 

.66 .05 

.26 NS 

.58 .05 

,,4rhus, in the preseli"t sample of proJects, tota1 expenditures were only 
sFfgntly related to cost per case. See-pp. 220-222 (including n. 19) for 
related discussion. 

5
11 Rate of recidivism" refers to the percent of individuals who were 

rearrested on six-months followup, separate for each project. "Percent 
difference in recidivism" between Clients and Comparisons is obtained by 
subtracting the recidivism rate for Clients from that of Comparisons. 
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the fewest prior arrests. It was these particular youths who had the low­

est rate of recidivism. These relationships may be seen by comparing Table 

21, Table 40, and Appendix M.) 

EJDP also inspected the relation between expenditures and diffepenoes 

in peoidivism pate between Clients and Compapisons. Here, the relationship 

was positive and significant: the larger the expenditures, the larger the 

difference in recidivism, in favor of Clients over Comparisons, In addition, 

we looked at the relation between cost per case and the peoidivism pate for 

Clients. This relationship was positive but not significant. (It might be 

kept in mind that this finding, like all others, applied to the 11 projects 

combined, not to the three successful programs alone.) 

Finally, we assessed the relation between cost per case and differences 

in recidivism rate between Clients and Compapisons. This relationship turned 

out to be positive and significant: the greater the cost per case, the lar­

ger the difference in recidivism, in favor of Clients over Comparisons. 

These analyses suggest that project costs may be related to the project's 

ability to reduce the recidivism of its Clients, relative to that of Compari­

sons, Does this mean that more money or increased funding will directly re­

duce recidivism? Probably not. The relationship between cost variables and 

outcome may reflect a relationship between cost and other variables which are 

(or may be) also related to outcome, e.g., better trained staff. In addition, 

larger funded projects may contain better salary structures and thus attract 

better qualified staff. At this point these thoughts represent suggested, 

but as yet untested hypotheses. Moreover, it should be kept in mind that 

still other variables may be related to the levels of recidivism in question, 

e.g., variables such as Client characteristics and specific program input. 
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Apart from any possible cause/effect relationship between expendi­

tures and recidivism, there is the question of whether diversion represents 

a cost or a savings to the justioe system. This is a complex que~:ion, 

one that calls for a full-fledged cost/benefit analysis. Such an analysis 

would require considerable comparability across projects in terms of data 

regarding operational costs, staffing patterns, and the flow of Clients 

into and out of specified program activities. The flow of Clients into 

and out of Police, Probation, and other agencies would have to be known as 

well. Within these agencies, each major type of activity would have to be 

analyzed in terms of staff work-flow, hours provided for each Client, and 

differences in activity hours by type of Client served. 

Unfortunately, EJDP was unable to collect this type of information 

for diversion projects as well as alternative programs. Consequently, a 

full-fledged cost/benefit analysis could not be undertaken. Despite this, 

there may be some utility in addressing the issue, if only in a limited 

and preliminary manner, of how expensive diversion is when compared to 

other alternatives. In this connection a hypothetical example will first 

be given, one which focuses on the following question: "Potentially, 

is diversion a cost or a savings to the justice system when compared to 

other alternatives?" 

Hypothetical Example of Costs for Justice System Referrals 

If diversion were not available as an alternative, youths who would 

otherwise have been referred to a diversion project would routinely be 

processed by ~o·lice and/or Probation: some would be counseled and 

released by the Police and others would be sent to Probation intake. If 
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diversion were available as an alternative, youths who are sent to diver­

sion would still bear initial justice system costs that occurred prior to 

their referral. Included are costs of arrest and--for youths processed by 

Probation prior to referral--those of Probation intake. Given these 

unavoidable, "pre-diversion" processing costs, one may ask: How can 

diversion be a savings if diversion Clients already represent an expense 

to the justice system as a result of having been arrested and, possibly, 

referred to Probation? 

If diversion activities represent any kind of cost-savings, this must 

relate to the period subsequent to initial referral from the justice 

system. Specifically, it must result from differences in recidivism rates 

between diversion Clients and Probation Clients. A hypothetical example 

may illustrate this point: 

(1) Say that 1,000 youths (cases) in "county X" are sent, on instant 

offense, from P.robatjun to diversion. (2) Say that the cost of initial 

Police arrest is $400 for each such youth and that the cost of closing a 

case at Probation intake (also known as the cost of referring a case) is 

$100 per youth. (3) Let us also suppose that the cost of processing an 

individual beyond Probation intake is $1,000 per youth. (For present 

purposes, let us assume that none of the 1,000 youths are processed beyond 

Probation intake, prior to being diverted.) (4) Finally, say that a diver­

sion project's cost of handling each youth is $200. 

Given these events and estimates, the cost of handling each diverted 

youth is $700 ($400 + 100 + 200). This amounts to $700,000 for the 1,000 

youths in question. 6 

6The individual processing costs that have been used in the present 
illustration were arbitrarily created. 
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Next, suppose we have a Comparison group of 1,D.0u-'youths', all of whom 

(1) meet all eligibility criteria for the diversion project and (2) are 

matched with the above-mentioned Clients on relevant background variables. 

What is the cost of these individuals to the justice system, and how does 

it compare with that of Clients? 

First, for each of the 1,000 Comparisons the cost of an arrest would 

of course be $400; this would amount to $400,000 for the 1,000 youths. 

Next, suppose that 60% of these 1,000 youths (600 individuals) would be 

closed at Probation intake while the remaining 40% would be processed 

beyond intake. Under these circumstances the cost for the 1,000 Comparisons 

would be $400,000 for initial arrest, $60,000 for counsel and release or 

closed at intake and $400,000 for beyond intake: $860,000 in all. (For 

purposes of the present illustration, the percentage estimates for indivi­

duals "closed at intake" or sent "beyond intake" were arbitrarily 

established.) 

Thus, in the present example, the diversion of 1,000 Clients would 

produce a savings of $160,000 in future costs ($860,000 - $700,000)-­

i.e., $160 per youth. Clearly, this savings is accounted for by indivi­

duals who, had they not been diverted, would have incurred additional 

justice system costs as a result of being sent beyond Probation intake. 

Method for analyzing cost data 

In the preceding section we described a hypothe~ical cost-difference 

between diversion and Probation. However, we did not address possible 

differences in the type of youths who are ordinarily handled outside, as 

compared to inside, the justice system. In the present section we will 
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outline a method for analyzing cost data in which the type of youth (and 

the project size) is the same for all programs under consideration. More 

specifically, we will utilize similar types of offenders as a basis for 

comparing diversion programs with Probation or Police approaches. This 

will be done because the latter agencies serve, on the average, a somewhat 

different population than diversion, namely, more serious offenders. 

Thus, in the present method of analyzing cost data we will control for this 

routine difference in offender characteristics by using only matched 

Clients and Comparisons. (Actual Clients and Comparisons will be used. 

These individuals were, in point of fact, fairly similar to one another 

on age, sex, ethnicity, and number as well as type of prior ar:ests.) 
\ 

Since most serious offenders are not referred to diversion programs, a 

comparative cost analysis of diversion versus other approaches makes sense 

only for individuals whose backgrounds and offense history are relatively 

similar. 

To develop a meaningful analysis of Clients and matched Comparisons, 

an estimate will first be made of the average cost per arrest, and that of 

processing a youth through Probation as well. Given these estimates, 

given the cost of diversion, and given the actual recidivism data for 

Clients and Comparisons, a cost-effectiveness estimate can then be derived. 

Details of this estimate will now be reviewed (readers who are not 

interested in technical details may skip directly to the main results, 
.-7 

shown on p. J78"~)" 

7In most cost-effectiveness approaches, when a given level of costs is 
specified, the alternative policy or program which has the greatest 
effectiveness is then sought. Conversely, when a given level of effective­
ness is specified, the alternative which is least costly is sought. The 
choice of particular levels of costs and effectiveness reflects various 
tradeoffs that are considered necessary or desirable at the time. 
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Cost per arrest. The cost of arrests varies from county to county and 

year to year. Since EJDP's project~assessments placed heavy emphasis on 

the year 1974, the cost per arrest was computed for that particular year-­

separately by jurisdiction. Data for this computation were obtained from 

the Bureau of Criminal Statistics, County Criminal Justice Profiles. (5,7) 

For any given county, cost of arrests is obtained by dividing (a) the 

prorated allocation to youths, of the county's budget for law enforcement, 
I 

by (b) the number of ar.rests~during the given year. Thus, in 1974, the 

actual allocation of Law Enforc~nent funds was prorated as $276,302,880 

for juveniles in California. During that same year the number of 

juvenile arrests in California was 408,131. For 1974, the Law Enforcement 

cost per arrest was therefore $677 ($276,302,880 t' 408,131).8 However, - " 
instead of using figures for California as a whole, in the present analysis 

we used the cost per arrest for the specific' county that contained each 

EJDP-evaluated project. (See Appendix Y regarding the derivation of county 

cost fi gures.) 

Cost of Probation processing in California. In 1972, Gemignani used 

the following categories to estimate the average, nationwide cost of 

handl ing a typical juvenile probationer: "closed at intake"; "processed 

beyond intake". His estimated cost per arrest was $100 for "closed at 

intake" (also called "referral and intake") and $500 for "prbcessed 

beyond intake" ("probation service"). (9) 

8For the United States as a whole, the cost per arrest for juveniles 
plus adults was $805. Source: Hindelang et ale Sourcebook of Criminal 
Justice Statistics--1976, U.S. Dept. of Justice. 1977. 
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These nationwide figures grossly underestimated the cost of Probation 

processing in California. While statewide figures are not available to 

check the separate nati onal es timates for "elosed at intake" and "processed 

beyond intake," data that bear on the average, overaZZ cost per arrest are 

available. (Overal"l cost represents the sum of "closed at intake ll and 

"processed beyond intake".) These data were obtained from BCS and 

represent actual, referral agency costs per arrest. Thus, data that are 

used in the present analysis reflect the actual cost of processing youths 

through California Probation, during 1974. 9 

The estimated cost of Law Enforcement arrests as well as Probation 

processing are shown in Table 42, separate for the specific counties in 

which the diversion projects were located. For the 11 projects combined, 

average cost per arrest was $511; for Probation processing it was "$477. 

The above approach makes it possible to estimate justice system 

costs that would result if diversion projects were not available for 

purposes of referral. However, in deriving this estimate, the cost of 

rereferraZs to diversion, by Law Enforcement or Probation, is not 

included. This is because the estimate relates to situations in which 

diversion does not exist as an alt~rnative in the first place. As indi­

cated, it is assumed that if diversion programs did not exist or were 

not available, Law Enforcement and Probation would process and reprocess 

"divertable" Clients by themselves, as they currently do. 

90ata used by EJOP in the present analysis were obtained from County 
Criminal Justice Profiles. (5,7) 
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TABLE 42: California Costs for Juvenile Arrests and Probation 
Processing in 1974, by Project 

Project 

Three Successful 
La Colonia 
Stockton 
Compton 

Eight Remaining 
A 
B 
C 
0 

E 
F 
G 

H 

Projects 

Projects 

Cost Per 
Arresta 

$557 
430 
669 

557 
560 
366 
331 
481 
596 
596 
482 

aSee Appendix J for computational details. 
bSee Appendix Z for details. 

Cost"per Case 
for Probatign 
Processing 

$406 
634 
599 

406 
715 
430 
321 
761 
271 
271 
428 

In Table 43, a cost analysis is shown in which actual differences in 

rf~cidivism between matched Clients and Comparisons are used. Here, the 

cost of rereferral is taken into acoount. This table will now be reviewed 

in detail. 

In Column 1, each diversion project is listed. In column 2, each 

project is hypothetically assigned a base of 100 Clients from which uniform 

calculations can be made for all 11 projects. The percentage-points difference 

in rearrests ;s shown in column 3, for Clients and their matched Comparisons. 
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TABLE 43: Computation of Potential Savings or loss for EJDP Evaluated Projects 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Actual No. of 

per(;entage- c1 ients 
llypothet1ca 1 point per 100 

Project number difference whose 
of clientsa in rearrest recidivism 

rate behleen was reduced 
clients and or increased 
cempari sons 

Three Successful 
Projects 

la Colonia 100 -25.0% -25 
Stockton 100 -34.1% -34 
Compton 100 -26.4% -26 

Eight Remaining 
Projects 

A 100 .. 4.U: - 4 
B 100 .. 0.1% 0 
C 100 + 5.6% + 6 
D 100 -12.2% -12 
E 100 + 1.4% + 1 
F 100 + 6.6% + 7 
G 100 - 4.1% - 4 
H 100 .. 4.9% - 5 

all m 1,100 clients (100 youths, 11 projects). 

bOr , for projects C, E, and F, cost of additional rearrests. 

cr, '" [ q ~ 
.. 

~ IT i;! .. 

(5) 

Estimated 
cost of 
avoided 

rearrestsb 

$13,925 
14,620 
17,394 

2,228 
0 

2,196 
3,972 

481 
4,172 
2,384 
2,410 

(6) (7) (8) (9) 

No. and % of Combined Cost of 
estimated clients Estimated savings due diversion 

in col. 4 who cost of to avoided for c1 ients 
would have been avoided rearrest whose 

referred to probation and probation recidivism 
probation processingC 

processingd was reduced 
or increased 

N % 

-11 44.5 $ 4,466 $18,391 $14,025 
-18 52.4 11,412 26,032 B,670 
- 9 33.3 5,391 22,785 10,972 

- 2 44.5 812 3,040 1,048 
0 31.5 0 0 0 

+ 3 43.6 1,290 3,486 672 
- 8 66.6 2,568 6,540 1,752 

0 48.8 0 481 160 
+ 5 67.6 1,355 5,527 1,239 
- 3 67.6 813 3,197 428 
- 2 47.1 856 3.266 1,225 

Total Gain (due to clients being sent to diversion) 
Total Loss (due to clients being sent to diversion) 
Net difference (gain minus loss) 
Gain per client 

(10) 
Net difference 
or total of 

di vers ion' cost 
and combined 

savings or loss 
associated 

with recidivism 

$ 5,841 
17,464 
11,813 

1,992 
0 

4,158 (loss) 
4,788 

641 (loss) 
6.766 (Loss) 
2.769 
2,041 

$46.708 
$11,565 
$35.143 
$ 31. 95 

($35.143 t 1.100) 
COr, for projects C, E, and F, cost of additional probation processing. 

dOr , for projects C, E, and F, combined loss due to additional rearrests 
and probation process1ng. 
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In column 4J the percentage-points difference in rearrest rates is related to 

to each project's hypothetical 100 cases in order to determine the number 

of Clients who would show either a reduction or a gain in recidivism. Here, 

a minus sign indicates that the percentage-points difference--i.e., the 

reduction in recidivism--was in favor of Clients. A plus sign indicates 

an increase in recidivism, i.e., performance that favored the Comparisons. 

In Column 5, the estimated cost of avoi,ded rearrest (or, for projects 

C, E, and F, added rearrests) is computed for Clients who showed either a 

reduction or a gain in recidivism. This cost is obtained by multiplying 

the number of Clients in question (col. 4) by the cost per arrest (rearrest) 

shown in Table 42, for the jurisdiction (county) that corresponded to the 

given project. 

In column 6, the estimated number of Clients who would have been sent 

to Probation by Police is presented. These figures are the product of 

column 4, on the one hand, and the percentage of youths who are ordinarily 

sent to Probation by the Police, on the other (col. 6, section 2).10 

In column 7, the estimated cost of avoided Probation processing is 

presented. This is obtained by multiplying the average cost of Probation 

for the county in which each diversion project was located (Table 42) by 

the estimated number of youths who would have been sent to Probation 

(col. 6, section 1). 

Column 8 shows (1) the combined savings due to avoided rearrests and 

Probation processing, and, for projects C, E, and F, (2) the combined loss 

due to additional rearrests and Probation processing. 11 In column 9, 

diversion project costs are presented for Clients whose recidivism was 

lOThese percentages were derived from County Criminal Justice Profiles. 
11Column 8 is the sum of columns 5 and 7. 

-177-

-----------~-



--~ ~----~---- ------------~-

reduced or increased. These figures are the product of column 4 and the 

per-case costs shown in Table 40. Finally, in column 10, we arrive at the 

end result of this analysis, namely, the net difference between diversion 

project costs (col. 9) and the savings or loss associated with recidivism 

(col. 8): 

Results and Implications 

Using (1) a hypothetical Client base, (2) estimated as well as actual 

costs, and (3) actual recidivism rates, we find that diversion processing 

results in a modest savings per Client, compared to traditional processing. 

Spec'ifically, for the present sample of projects and jurisdictions, the 

average saving is $31.~95 per Client (Table 43', col. 10). This means that 

for every 100 diversion youths whose background is comparable to that of 

100 youths processed by Probation, one may expect a savings of approximately 

$3,200 in terms of avoided future Law Enforcement plus Probation costs.12 

What are the policy implications of these flndings? As indicated, the 

present cost-differentials are an outgrowth of differences in rate of re­

arrest between Clients and Comparisons. In earlier chapters we found that 

the Clients most likely to perform better than their Comparisons were those 

who had accumulated one offense prior to their instant offense. However, 

for "lightweights" (youths with no prior offenses) and "heavyweights" (two 

or more priors) no significant difference was found in rate of recidivism 

between Clients and Comparisons. Together, these findings suggest that 

12It should be kept in mind that these figures relate to 1974 prices. 
Inflation over the past four years may have raised these numbers by 20 to 
25 percent. 
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the justice system might place increased emphasis on the referral of "middle­

weight" offenders to diversion programs, and might deemphasize the referral 

of other youths. This, at least, would appear to represent an appropriate 

strategy from a cost-effectiveness point of view, for diversion programs 

as a whole. 

As suggested in Chapter 6, some diversion programs may well be able to 

handl e "heavywei ghts ". However, our avera 11 fi ndi ngs suggest that thi sis 

not the case for most diversion programs as they are presently constituted. 
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Chapter 11 

REVIEW OF MAIN FINDINGS 

The present report has described the findings of EJDP, a three-year 

study of juvenile diversion within California. Fifteen projects were 

evaluated in order to answer the following questions: 

1. How many youths (Clients) were diverted from the traditional 

justice system? 

2. Was recidivism reduced? 

3. What did the project cost? 

The main findings are presented under each of these areas. 

Amount Of Diversion 

Before proceeding, the following should be kept in mind. Diversion 

projects served youths in lieu of the 1atters' initial or subsequent pro­

cessing within the traditional justice system--basica11y, Law Enforcement 

and Probation. Any given project could have operated under the auspices 

of either a justice or non justice system (e.g., private) agency; and, 

regardless of auspices, it could have served youths who were referred from 

a justice and/or non justice system source. The latter individua1s--that 

is, non justice system youths who were served by diversion projects--main1y 

included those referred by self, parents, or schools. 
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As shown in Figure 5, of all Clients who were served by Phase 2 diver­

sion projects--i.e., of all justice and non justice system referrals com­

bined--51% had been diverted from initial or further processing within 

the traditional justice system. More specifically, if the present diver­

sion projects had not existed these individuals would either have been 

(1) sent to Probation by the Police, (2) placed on informal probation, or 

(3) petitioned to Court. Of these three groups the largest subgroup (31% 

of all Clients served) was comprised of individuals who would have been 

sent to Probation intake by the Police. Youths who would have been placed 

on informal probation comprised 7% of all Clients served; and, individuals 

who would have been petitioned to Court comprised the remaining 13%. All 

three groups were comprised of justice system referrals only. 

Figure 5: Percentage of Clients who Would Have Been Further Processed 
by Traditional Justice System if Diversion Projects Did Not 
Exist 

Type Of Client 

Youths Who Would 
Have Been Processed ~, 
Within The Traditional ~ 
Justice System 

Includes 
51% of 

All Clients 
Served 
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Alternate Disposition 

I Refer to Probation Intake: 31% 

I Place on Infonnal Probation: 7% I 

I Petition to Court: 13% 

As seen in Figure 6, of all Clients who were served by Phase 2 diver­

sion projects, the remaining 49% would not have been processed within the 

traditional justice system. In this respect they received services andl 

or controls that they would not have received if the diversion projects 

had not existed. Of these youths, the largest subgroup (28% of all Clients 

served) was comprised of non justice system referrals, i.e., youths who 

came to the diversion project via a school-, parent-, or self-referral. 

The second largest subgroup (14% of a'il Clients) consisted of justice 

system referrals who would have been counseled and released by the Police 

if the diversion projects had not existed. The third and final subgroup 

(7%) were justice system referrals who would have been dismissed at Pro­

bation intake if the diversion projects had not existed. 

Figure 6: Percentage of Clients who Would Not Have Been Further Processed 
by Traditional Justice System if Diversion Projects Did Not 
Exist 

Type Of Client 

Youths Who Would Not 
Have Been Processed ~ 
Within The Traditional 
Justice System 

Includes 
49% of 

All Clients 
Served 
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Representation or 
Alternate Disposition 

School-, Parent-, or Self­
Referral: 28% 

I Counsel and Rel ea-se: 14%"----J 

I Dismiss at Probation Intake: 7%1 



Reduction Of Recidivism 

On 6-months followup from point of instant arrest, 25.4% of the 

Clients and 30.7% of their matched Comparisons were arrested (law + 

status arrests combined). This difference was statistically reliable 
1 

and represented a 17.3% reduction in recidivism. It was accounted for 

largely by law arrests: focusing on these arrests alone, the recidivism 

rates for Clients and Comparisons were 15.7% and 20.3% respectively, a 
2: 

reduction of 22.7% These analyses were conducted on justice system re-

ferrals only, since it was not possible to obtain comparison cases for 

non justice system youths, i.e., school-, parent-, and self-referrals. 

The analyses were carried out relative to 11 of the 15 Phase 2 projects 

since it was not possible to establish valid comparison groups for the 

remaining 4. 

Although Clients had a lower recidivism rate than Comparisons for 

the 11 projects combined, they did not have a lower rate in all project~ 

individuaLLy. Specifically, in 8 of the 11 projects there were no signifi-
3 cant differences in the recidivism rates of Clients and Comparisons. In 

1 
During the 6-months fo110wup the number of law + status arrests per 

youth was: Clients - 0.41; Comparisons - 0.49. This is a 16.3% reduc­
tion in rate of arrest. 

2 
During the followup period the number of ~ arrests per youth was: 

Clients - 0.22; Comparisons 0.29. This is a 24.1% reduction in arrest 
rate (illegal behavior). 

3 
See qualifying remark in Chapter 6, n. 15. 
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the 3 remaining projects ("successful" projects), Clients had a signifi­

cantly lower rate than Comparisons on 6-months followup; here, the reduc­

tion in recidivism ranged from 33 to 56%. In 2 of the successful projects 

these findings held up on 12-months fdllowup; they also held up in the 1 

such project on which an 18-months followup was conducted. In these same 

2 projects, the typical Client remained in the program for 8.5 and 1.5 

months respectively. Given the 12-months findings, this suggested that 

the impact of diversion may sometimes extend beyond the period of direct 

program involvement. 

The above findings did not apply to all youths equally: In the 11 

projects combined, there were no significant differences in the recidivism 

rates of Clients and Comparisons who had (a) no arrests prior to their 

instant arrest, and (b) two--and also two or more--priors. However, among 

individuals who had one prior arrest, Clients did perform significantly 
1+ 

better than Comparisons: on 6-months followup, 32.3%·of the former and 
5 

44.1% of the latter were arrested, a reduction in recidivism of 26.8%. 

Covariance analyses indicated that these results were not a product of 

preexisting differences between Clients and Comparisons with respect to 

age, sex, ethnicity, instant arrest, and source of referral. 

I+Individuals with 0, 1, and 2 priors comprised 76, 15, and 5% of the 
total sample, respectively. 

5This difference, and that 'for law arrests in particular (29.5%) was 
statistically significant. 
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As indicated, in the 11 projects combined, reduction in recidivism 

was associated with II moderate ll risk (one prior arrest) rather than with 

1I10werll or IIhigherll risk youths. However, in 2 of the 3 successful pro-

jects, Clients typically fell within the higher risk category: their 

average number of prior arrests was 3.3 and 2.7 respectively. (For their 

Comparisons the figures were 1.8 and 2.2.) Thus, the fact of higher risk 

did not inevitably rule out the possibility of relatively successful inter­

vention. This was also supported by the specific finding that, for the 3 

successful projects combined, Clients whose record contained two prior 

arrests were significantly less likely to be rearrested than Comparisons 

whose prior record was the same. 

In all 3 successful projects, Clients and Comparisons had more prior 

arrests than their counterparts in each of the 8 remaining projects--those 

for which no significant differences were found in the recidivism rates 

of Clients and Comparisons. In these 8 projects, most youths (Clients 

and Comparisons a.like) had very few priors--we11 under one, on the average-­

and were therefore rather low (good) risks. This fact in itself may have 

placed a major constraint on the extent to which a positive outcome--i.e., 

reduced recidivism-·could be obtained. In effect, with these projects, 

there was very little room for improvement in the first place. 
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When the 6-months followup period was compared with a 6-months base­

line period that preceded each youth1s instant arrest, it was found that 

most Clients in the 11 projects actually had not changed from baseline 
6 

(pre) to followup (post). For example, two-thirds of all youths had no 

arrests at pre and no arrests at post. (These were low-risk youths-­

individuals with no known offense history.) Nevertheless, at least one­

fifth of all individuals changed for the worse, e.g., no arrests at pre 

but at least one arrest at post. 

Cost Of Diversion 

During the project year that was assessed, funded expenditures for 

individual, Phase 2 diversion projects ranged from a low of $39,322 to a 

high of $250,000. The average expenditure was $101,957. The number of 

Clients served ranged from 196 to 806--the average being 408. Cost per 

case therefore ranged from a low of $107 to a high of $600, and the ave­

rage cost was $250. 

The great variation in number of Clients served and, indirectly, 

in cost per case, was mostly due to inter-project differences in (1) 

number of potential Clients within the catchment area; (2) criteria 

6 
The instant arrest was excluded from all pre/post analyses. 
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used for accepting Clients; (3) size of program, e.g., number of 

staff; (4) different ways of counting Clients, and (5) amount and dura­

tion of service. Factor (5) was partly a function of project orientation 

and main approach, e.g., use of recreation or short-term family counseling 

versus use of longer-term individual counseling. 

For the 3 projects that were successful in reducing recidivism the 

average budget was $129,324, the average number of Clients served was 

341, and the cost per case was $379. For the 8 remaining C'unsuccessful ll ) 

projects the average budget was $67,294, the number of Clients served 

was 463, and the cost per case was $145. Thus, compared to lIunsuccessfulll 

projects, those which significantly reduced recidivism had a budget that 

was almost twice as large; they served 26.3% fewer individuals, and their 

cost per case was considerably greater. 

Does this mean that increased funding, or more money spent per Client, 

directly reduced recidivism? Probably not. For example, the positive 

relation between cost and outcome may have been due to a further relation­

ship between cost and intervening factors such as better trained staff, 

or salary structures that attracted more experienced or better trained 

staff. These possibilities, or hypotheses, could not be tested in the 

present study. 

Finally, for 1974, the estimated average cost per Law Enforcement 

arrest for. 11 EJDP-eva1uated projects was $511; for Probation processing 
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it was $477. Using these figures together with actual recidivism rates 

for Clients and Comparisons in the same 11 projects, an average savings 

of $31.95 was found for each diversion Client who was referred from a 

justice system source. This savings basically reflected the cost of re­

arrests--fewer of which occurred among Clients than among Comparisons. 

The figure of $31.95 means that for every 100 diverted, justice system 

referrals whose background is comparable to that of 100 youths processed 

by the traditionaZ justice system (nondiverted youths), one could theoret­

ically generate a savings of approximately $3,200 in terms of avoided fut­

ure Law Enforcement plus Probation costs. 

Non justice system youths--e.g., self-, parent-, and school-referrals-­

who (a) would not have been processed by the traditional system but who (b) 

were served by justice system operated diversion projects represented an 

additional cost to the justice system, at least in the short-run. Those 

served by non justice system projects represented a cost to society, but-­

at least in the short-run--not to the justice system. 

Additional Findings 

Substudies and supplementary analyses yielded several additional find­

ings. Chief among them were the following: 
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Type of cases diverted 

Cases most likely to be selected for diversion were those which 

involved misdemeanor arrests rather than felonies or prior experience 

with diversion. Specifically, youths most often selected for diversion 

were misdemeanants with no prior arrests and misdemeanants with one or 

two prior arrests for which they were released rather than convicted. 

Individuals Zeast likely to be selected were those with a prior felony 

conviction and those who had previously terminated a diversion program, 

or had been terminated, due to lack of interest. Other findings indic­

ated that when it came to rul ing out the possibil ity of diversion, the 

existence of a prior offense history and a prior conviction was sometimes 

given more weight than the fact of a felony instant arrest per se. 

Coercion versus client participation 

Questionnaire responses by 32 Detectives and 12 Diversion Coordina­

tors suggested that there is no simple answer to the question of whether 

diversion is primarily coercive or noncoercive, from the standpoint of 

decision makers. For example, there was some evidence that differing 

degrees of coercion as well as Client participation in decision-making 

are involved at differing points in the overall diversion process. 

7This substudy was 'based on a questionnaire, not on a review of 
actual referrals. 
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Moreover, it is possible that coercion and Client participation often 

coexist, that is, operate at essentially the same time and in relation 
• 8 

to the very same lssue. In any event it seems clear that both factors 

do exist within the context of diversion. 

Offender characteristics and recidivism 

Clients with the following characteristics had a significantly lower 

recidivism rate than that of matched Comparisons: (1) they were female; 

(2) they were Anglo or Mexican-American; (3) their prior record contained 

one arrest; (4) they were referred to diversion for a status offense. 

~~hile it was these characteristics that best predicted a reduction 

of delinquent behavior for Clients relative to Comparisons, they and 

other characteristics failed to effectively predict that behavior in an 

absolute and practical sense of the term. Specifically, multiple regres­

sion analyses indicated that even an optimal (linear) combination of 

characteristics such as these accounted for no more than 10 to 20% of 

the variance in performance (recidivism on 6-months fo110wup). Thus, 

such characteristics--while able to distinguish the Client from Compari­

son group on subsequent de1inquency--were unable to effectively predict 

8 

For example, coercion in the background and Client participation in 
the foreground. 
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the delinquent behavior of Clients and Comparisons as individuaZs: the 

margin of error, for example, the percentage of incorrect predictions, 

was simply too high. 

Granted such practical limitations, it was also observed that 

CZients with the following characteristics were those least likely to 
9 

be rearrested on 6-months followup: (1) they were female rather than 

male; (2) they were Anglo rather than Non-Anglo; (3) they had no 

prior arrests rather than one or more arrests; (4) they were referred 

to diversion for a law rather than status arrest; (5) they were referred 

to diversion by Law Enforcement rather than pj~obation. In short, these 

were the features that distinguished the more successful from the less 

successful Clients. 

Program elements used 

The percentag~ of youths-who were exposed to given program elements--
10 

i.e., who participated at least once--was as follows: 

9 In this substudy~ Clients of anyone group--e,g" those with no prior 
arrests--were evaluated in relation to CZients of all remaining groups 
combined, not in relation to Comparisons. 

10 - h Since many youths were exposed to more than one element, t e percen-
tages in this section total more than 100. 
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individual counseling - 52; group counseling - 9; family 

counseling - 72; academic tutoring, group education, etc. - 5; 
recreation, social/cultural enrichment - 5; referral to other 

11 
resources - 2; other - 5. 

Thus, family counseling was the program element to which most youths (72%) 

were exposed; individual counseling was next. 

Of all service hours provided, the following percentage was devoted 

to each program element: 

individual counseling - 38; group counseling - 11; family 
counseling - 35; academic tutoring, group education, etc. - 3; 
recreation, social/cultural enrichment - 6; referral to other 
resources - 1; other - 6. 

Thus, the largest portion of all service hours was devoted to individual 

and family counseling; together, these elements accounted for 73% of the 

total. As before, group counseling was a distant third. 

The hours of service that the average youth received were as follows, 

for each program element: 

11 

individual counseling - 2.1; group counseling - 0.6; family 
counseling - 1.9; academic tutoring, group education, etc. - 0.2; 
recreation, social/cultural enrichment - 0.3; referral to other 
resources - 0.1; other - 0.3. 

"Other" mostly included phone contacts. 
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Thus, the average youth received about 2 hours of individual counseling, 

2 hours of family counseling, and one-half hour of group counseling. To 

be sure, no one youth was likely to receive prec"isely this amount of 

service or, for that matter, all three types of service. As to each 

remaining element, little service was received. 

Before continuing, two points might be noted. (1) In projects 

that comprised the program-elements analysis (above and below), the total 

duration of Client/program contact was approximately 6 weeks for the vast 

majority of youths. (2) Of the three successful projects mentioned in 

earlier sections, the first emphasized individual counseling, the second 

focused on family counseling, and the third emphasized group work and, 

to a lesser extent, recreation. 

Program elements and recidivism 

Youths who were exposed to (1) individual counseling performed better 

than those who were not. This also applied, though not as strongly, to 

those participating in (2) group counseling. On the other hand, youths 

who participated in (3) family counsel ing performed worse than those who 
12 

did not. Clients who were exposed to (4) academic tutoring, group 

education, and/or employment counseling, (5) recreation and/or social/ 

cultural enrichment, (6) referral to other resources, or (7) !lother" 

12 
This was despite the relative success that one project did have with 

this approach. 
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activities, performed neither better nor worse than those not exposed. 

Here, as elsewhere, performance referred to arrests on 6~months followup, 

from point of instant arrest. 

Individuals who received 3 or more hours of "all services combined" 

(elements 1 through 7, above) performed better, in terms of law arrests, 

than those who received fewer than 3 hours of service. Essentially the 

same applied to "all counseling services combined" (elements 1 through 3): 

more service was associated with better performance. Finally, individ­

uals who made more visits to their d'iversion project outperformed those 
13 

who made relatively few. 

For boys with prior arrests and those without prior arrests the one 

program element that appeared to "work" was individual counseling. For 

girts with priors'and those without priors no program element was found 

to work; moreover, for girls with priors, exposure to family counseling 

was associated with worse performance than no exposure at al'J . 

Approaches used in three successful projects 

During one-to-one interviews, workers from the three projects that 

reduced recidivism were asked to systematically assess each of 35 inter­

vention approaches, relative to their frequency-of-usage and amount of 

13 
Youths who made more visits did not have a smaller number of prior 

arrests. In this respect they were not better risks from the start. 
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impact on project Clients.
14 

Following are the three approaches seen 

by workers as having the largest amount of positive impact: 

Informality--1ack of social distance (e.g., minimize social 
or personal distance between yourself and the youth). 

- Expressing personal concern for/acceptance of youth.(e:g., 
help the youth feel that you really do care about hlm ln 
more than a formal, 'its-my-job' fashion). 

- Frequency of contact (e.g., make sure that you and the youth 
are in frequent contact). 

In general, approaches that were seen as having the most positive impact 

were those which had been most often used. However, certain approaches 

were seen as having considerable impact even though they were not among 

those most often used. Included were such methods and areas of focus 

as "being personally available during crises," and "recreation, sociali­

zing. 1I Still other approaches that were often used were not among those 

with the most perceived impact. 

The following were seen as having the least positive impact: 

Involving youth in the communi~y (e.g:, involve the youth 
in civic activities and communlty proJects). 

- Familiarizing youth with authorit~ figures ,(e:g:, expose 
youth to police and probation offlcers as lndlvlduals, by 
means of i nforma 1 meeti ngs, 1 ectures and on'-s i te tours). 

14 ""1 d t th" ff t Because of EJDP's limited resources, a S1ml a~ a a ga erlng e or 
was not undertaken with the remaining Phase 2 proJects. 
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Using power/authority (e.g., make sure the youth sees you 
as the main source of power with whom he must deal when 
making decisions and plans). 

In general, approaches with the least amount of perceived impact were 

those least often used. Nevertheless, some approaches that were seldom 

used were not necessarily those with little perceived impact. Included 

were: "being forceful, blunt"; "being unpredictable, doing the unexpec­

ted"; "using a practical emphasis"; etc. Thus, when these approaches 

weTe used, they were not necessarily seen as having little impact. 

Limitations Of This Study 

Findings from the projects and Clients that were studied in Phase 

2 can probably be generalized to a sizable portion of all diversion pro­

jects and Clients, but certainly not to all. The main reasons for this 

will now be summarized. 

In the following respects, the 15 projects that were studied during 

Phase 2 were representative of all OCJP-funded juvenile diversion pro­

grams that were operated in California during 1974: (1) target-area size; 

(2) proportion of projects that served youths primarily in large-sized 

cities, small-sized cities, and rural areas, respectively;- (3) duration 

of project operation at time of study; (4) percent of staff-time used 

for direct services to Clients; (5) organizational structure; and (6) 
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ratio of Law Enforcement-operated to Probation~operated programs. However, 

they were markedly under-representative of private agency-sponsor?d as well 

as non justice system, city/county-governed operations. That is, Phase 2 

projects, collectively, were somewhat heavily weighted in favor of justice 

system operations when compared to the full range of OCJP-funded projects. 

(Non OCJP-funded diversion projects were virtually nonexistent within 

California in 1974, and were never studied by EJDP.) 

Focusing on Clients, Phase 2 individuals were representative of the 

total OCJP sample in terms of age, sex~ and--except for a moderate under­

representation of Blacks--ethnicity. However, Phase 2 Clients were more 

likely to have been referred from justice system than non justice system 

sources when compared to the total OCJp sample. Taken together, these 

and related findings suggested that Phase 2 projects were comprised of 

Clients who may have been somewhat more involved in delinquency, or at 

least more delinquently oriented, than those in OCJP-funded projects as 

a whole. 

The following should also be kept in mind. The Phase 2 Client group 

consisted, literally, only of those individuals who "showed up" at diver­

sion: it included no youths who were referred to a project but who, for 

whatever reason, did not show up. Unfortunately, EJDP collected no infor­

mation that would directly indicate how many individuals were referred to 
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diversion but did not show up, as compared to every individual who was 

referred and did show up. Despite this lack of hard data, indirect evi­

dence suggested that most individuals who were referred to diversion-­

at least by justice system agencies--did in fact show up. 

Finally, as indicated, the 6-months recidivism analysis focused on 

justice system referrals alone. Although these individuals were quite 

similar to non justice system referrals on sex and ethnicity, they were 

approximately one year younger than the latter. Moreover, they were 

far less likely than non justice system youths to have been referred in 

connection with a status offense. Given these findings and given the 

. difference in performance between Clients referred for law offenses as 

compared to status offenses (p. 82), particular caution is called for 

in terms of generalizing the present recidivism results from justice 

system to non justice system referrals. 
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Chapter 12 

DISCUSSION 

A basic goal of the Evaluation of Juvenile Diversion Project was 

lito develop model juvenile diversion programs, based on the evaluations 

of program strategies and program impact ll
• This mandate may be inter­

preted in more than one way: It can refer to an account of individual 

projects that seem to hold promise relative to a wide range of situations; 

indeed, at first glance, this is all the mandate would seem to imply. 

However, it can also relate to an entire system of diversion programs, 

one that would include a set of overriding objectives and policies in 

terms of which individual projects would function and derive their mean­

ing. These interpretations are not mutually exclusive: the latter in­

cludes and extends beyond the former. 

In this chapter we will concentrate on the latter interpretation, 

for two reasons. First, at a practical level, EJDP uncovered no individ­

ual project that seemed ideal for all youths under all conditions, or for 

most youths under most conditions. Second, and more basic, in reflecting 

on our experiences of the past three years it became increasingly clear 

that any project will be seen as either appropriate or inappropriate 

depending on its role with respect to speci.fied objectives. That is, 

no project operates or is evaluated in a vacuum; instead, preexisting 
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goals can largely determine which clientele may be considered appropriate 

for the project to handle, what outcomes or products may be desirable, 

and, in some cases, which approaches are most likely to be used. To 

reflect this point of view our discussion and brief outlines of "model 

juvenile diversion programs" will first be organized around a series of 

specific goals. These outlines will then be brought together to suggest 

a tentative system of model programs and related policies--one that will 

attempt to build upon, yet balance, the merits of the several goals in 

question. 

Five possible goals of diversion will be considered: 

#1 Avoidance or reduction of labelling and stigmatization; 

#2 Reduction or elimination of social' controls and coercion; 

#3 Reduction of illegal behavior (recidivism); 

#4 Provision of services; 

#5 Reduction of costs. 

Despite some overlap each goal will be discussed in turn; this will more 

clearly highlight their differing implications with respect to model­

building. As in earlier chapters, we will not focus on diversion from 

long~term incarceration, e.g., that which is ordinarily associated with 

state-operated institutions. We will concentrate mainly on diversion 
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1 as practised by Police, Probation, and the Courts instead. 

Finally, it might be noted that our discussion and suggestions con­

cerning Goals #1, #2, and #4 are not derived from EJDP data as such, at 

least not primarily. Instead, they follow logically from the respective 

definitions of the "problem ll
, from various assumptions that are part of 

those definitions, and from the statements-of-goals themselves. On the 

other hand, our discussion and, especially, our suggestions which relate 

to Goals #3 and #5 do spring primarily from the findings of EJDP. Beyond 

this, in the case of all five goals we have attempted to give scientific 

data .. -empirical findings--precedence over lIintuition ll and often-encountered 

positions that may seem self-evident to many individuals but which are far 

from obvious to others. At any rate we have tried, where possible, to 

test .. -and, in Chapter 13 (Conclusions), to integrate or temper--these 

intuitions and positions in the light of available, objective information. 

Diversion and Specific Goals 

Goal #1: Avoidance or reduction of labelling and stigmatization 

The significance of Goal #1 derives from the widely held assumption 

that the greater a youth's involvement in the formal justice system, the 

1 
As indicated in Chapter 3, n. 3, less than 1% of all Law Enforcement 

referrals were diverted from long-term institutionalization--specifically, 
referral to the CVA. Such a sample did not allow us to meaningfully 
address this potential area of diversion. 
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greater his chance of (a) being negatively labelled by others, (b) devel­

oping a delinquent self-image, and (c) being stigmatized and materially 

hampered because of his official record. The existence of these factors, 

in turn, is thought to increase his chance of continued involvement in 

delinquent behavior. For present purposes we will accept these views as 

entirely valid. 

Now, let us assume that the principal or sole object of diversion 

is the avoidance or reduction of negative labelling and stigmatization. 

Relative to formal justice system processing, this goal may be achieved 
2 

in two broad areas. First, one can divert individuals from initiaZ 

processing within the justice system. Here, one would attempt to mini­

mize rather than increase overall contact with the system; in this respect 

one's il1111ediate goal would be not to "widen its nets". Second, one can 

divert individuals from continued processing by the system of which they 

may already be, or have been, a part. Here, it is assumed that "deeper" 

involvement in the formal justice system directly increases the chance of 
3 

negative labelling, stigmatization, and various harmful experiences. 

2Labelling and stigmatization would presumably be eliminated, not merely 
reduced, if the formal justice system were entirely abolished. However, 
individuals concerned with labelling and stigmatization generally agree 
that the system cannot be entirely abolished; they believe this is probably 
an unrealistic and 1n many respects undesirable goal. 

3The following is usually viewed as the standard series of increasingly 
"deep" steps, relative to involvement in the justice system: Police arrest 

+ referral to Probation intake + placement on informal Probation + placement 
on formal Probation + commitment to state agency (long-term institutionali­
zation). Referral to Court generally occurs prior to formal Probation. 
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Specifically, then, avoidance or reduction of labelling may be 

accomplished most directly and comprehensively by policies that emphasize 

the following: 

(l) For non justice-system referrals. Divert all non justice­

system referrals from initial processing within the formal justice system. 

Specifically, help all school-, parent-, self-, and other-referrals 

establish contact with 

(a) non justice-system operated projects. 

If such projects are unavailable, divert these individuals to 

(b) Police or Probation sponsored/operated projects 
that would not involve them in the formal justice 
system with respect to booking, official and/or 
permanent records, etc. 

(2) For justice system referrals. Release individuals who would 

have been counseled and released after being arrested by Law Enforcement 

agencies--individuals who, for example, do not seem in need of assistance 

or external controls. More specifically, recol1111end no program whatsoever 
4 ("diversion without programming") for non self-referrals of this type. 

However, one might recommend non justice-system projects and, secondarily, 

4 
This might also apply to certain non justice-system youths--for instance, 

individuals referred by parents or schools~-who, in the opinion of intake 
staff, are not in need of assistance or controls. 
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justice system projects if counsel and release would have occurred only 

because no diversion project was available at a time when assistance 

seemed to be needed, yet formal justice system processing appeared in­

appropriate. An identical policy might be pursued with individuals 

whose dismissal at Probation intake would have occurred for similar reasons. 

Selected implications. As indicated, these policies would be approp­

riate if onels sole object were the fullest possible implementation of 

Goal #1: reduction of labelling. With specified exceptions, such poli­

cies would apply to all individuals who fall within certain status or 

disposition categories, for example, alZ non justice-system referrals or 

all youths who would have been dismissed at Probation intake for reasons 

mentioned above. In short, decisions that would be made in order to imple­

ment these policies would not be based on the individual IS background 

characteristics, e.g., features that were empirically found to be assoc­

iated with greater or lesser likelihood of future offending. 

In the area of costs, since far fewer cases would be processed and 

supervised if Goal #1 were implemented, justice system expenses might well 

show an immediate and substantial drop. Whether such savings would be 

maintained in the long run would depend largely on the frequency with 

which these youths were arrested subsequent to having been diverted. 
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The projected short-term savings assumes, of course, that staffing 

patterns would vary as a direct function of caseload size or total volume-­

i.e., fewer cases, fewer staff. However, this particular variation is 

by no means inevitable; that is, agencies may choose to maintain their 

present level of staffing despite reduced caseloads that result from 

diversion. This choice may reflect their wish to provide increased super­

vision to the non diverted, more delinquently involved youths who would 

continue to be part of their now-reduced caseloads. While such a policy 

would perhaps preclude the short-term savings mentioned above, it could 

conceivably lead to a long-range savings for the justice system as a 

whole. Such a savings would largely result from reduced recidivism on 

the part of non diverted youths. Aside from possible savings, the increa­

sed supervision that would be experienced by these more delinquently in­

volved youths would, by definition, mean greater amounts of social control. 

Finally, for justice- and non justice-system referrals alike, if 

diversion without programming were routinely given preference to diversion 

with programming--i.e., to recommendations (la) and (lb) above--individuals 

who might otherwise have received service and/or control would receive 

essentially none. This brings us to the second goal. 
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Goal #2: Reduction or elimination of social controls and coercion 

It is often stated that agencies of society exert too much control 

over too many individuals, juvenile offenders being a prime example. For 

instance, it is widely believed that status offenders should not be punis-. 
hed or controlled by being placed on Probation, and that many nonstatus 

offenders who are on Probation should receive neither the type nor amount 

of control that they do, Moreover, it is often believed that many indi­

viduals who have made official or even informal contact with the justice 

system are unjustifiably coerced, or deceived, into accepting services 
5 

which they neither need, want, nor are likely to profit from. (4) 

Sometimes these services are themselves assumed to be a disguised form 

of social control. For reasons such as these, the reduction or elimina­

tion of controls and/or coercion is frequently viewed as a central--or 

even the paramount--goal of diversion. 

Social control and coercion may be reduced or eliminated in essen­

tially the same manner as that described under Goal #1, the avoidance of 

labelling. For instance, it might be argued that unnecessary social 

5 
This view is often held by persons who believe that--within a justice 

system context--the utilization of almost any form of programmed assistance 
(typically counseling) implies that there is something wrong with the indi­
vidual who is being assisted. Here, assistance is usually said to be based 
on a "medical model" which assumes that all Clients are somehow defective 
or sick. This assumption-of-defect is thought to be communicated to 
Clients, and to have a negative effect on both their self-concept and 
relationships with others. 
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controls can be substantially reduced by diverting (a) all non just'ice­

system referrals (e.g., self-referrals), individuals who accounted for 

no less than 28% of all Clients served by diversion projects. A simi"lar 

policy might be adopted with (b) justice system referrals who would have 

been counseled and released, or those dismissed at Probation intake (14% 

and 7% of the total diversion population, respectively). 

Regardless of referral source, social control and overt or covert 

coercion might be reduced by diverting youths to non justice- rather than 

justice-system sponsored diversion projects. Sometimes, of course, pro­

jects that are sponsored or operated by non justice-system agencies may 

be nonexistent or unavailable. In such cases the choice may have to be 

between increased depth of invoZvement in the justice system, on the one 

hand, and comparatively moderate amounts of coercion on the other. For 

instance, if one wished to minimize or avoid possible stigmatization and 

negative experiences associated with formal Probation or long-term instit­

utionalization, the best available or perhaps only acceptable choice might 

be a Police- or Probation-operated diversion project that still involved 

explicitly or implicitly coerced participation. Quite aside from the 

question of coercion, it might be noted that the present study produced 

no evidence that non justice-system projects would operate either better 

or worse than justice system projects relative to future offending and 
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overall costs. There were too few non justice-system projects to allow 

for valid and reliable comparisons in this regard. 

Selected implications. Within the context of diversion, the most 

direct way to eliminate coercion and greatly reduce social controls would 

probably be to make participation in such programs an entirely voluntary 

matter. If this were done, the following might be expected to occur: 

(1) Many youths who, let us assume, need little or no assistance 

and control would probably choose to avoid the programs in question. 

These individuals might comprise a sizable portion of the 67%-of-all­

Clients group who not only had no record of arrests prior to their instant 

arrest, but who remained free of arrests during the 6-months followup 

(p. 99).6 Thus, relative to the behavior of many such individuals there 

might be comparatively little loss to society in terms of future offen­

ding; from a somewhat different perspective, there would be essentially 

no gain in terms of reduced recidivism. Relative to the youths themselves, 

there would be little loss in terms of overall personal adjustment as a 

result of their voluntary nonparticipation. In any event, the number of 

individuals who might comprise this group is probably very large. 

6To be sure, 6 months is a short time-period, one which justifies no 
more than tentative conclusions~-here and elsewhere. 
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(2) If participation in diversion projects were made voluntary, 

many youths who would reject such programs would not receive assistance 

that they might have received if participation were nonvo1untary. Stated 

differently, many such individuals might have made constructive use of 

the available services despite, say, their (a) moderate initial resistance, 

(b) uncertainty, or (c) perhaps even sustained mixed feelings concerning 

the nonvoluntary programs in question. 8y way of contrast, individuals 

whose opposition to a diversion program is very strong would not be 

likely to remain in it, let alone profit from it, even if participation 

were nonvoluntary. 

(3) With respect to social controls it might be ~rgued that if 

diversion were made entirely voluntary, a restraining force which is needed 

for at least some individuals would no longer exist, and their feelings of 

responsibility for illegal behavior would be accordingly reduced. Assuming 

they do exist, many such individuals might fall within the group whose rate 

of offending was found, in the present study, to remain unchanged from 

baseline to followup, and within a second group whose level of illegal 

activity showed an increase. Together, these groups comprised at least 

one-fourth of all justice system Clients (p. 99). At any rate it might 

be argued that the use of coercion and social control is more important 

for some youths than for others, e.g., for multiple offenders than for 
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those who have few if any prior arrests: As seen on p. 93, youths who 

had 2 prior arrests were twice as likely to be rearrested on 6-months 

followup as those who had none. 

Thus, if social control--a potential deterrent--were indeed elimin­

ated, a central question might be: Is the resulting gain in terms of 

personal freedom for these individuals worth the possible loss to other 

individuals, e.g., loss of property? 

Goal #3: Reduction of illegal behavior (recidivism) 

If reduction of repeat offending were the sole object of diversion, 

our model-building approach would be quite different from that used to 

implement Goals #1 and #2: avoidance of labelling and reduction of social 

controls. There, decisions regarding the diversion of youths were based 

on broad status and disposition categories within which those individuals 

fell, e.g., thei'r status as a non justice-system referral or their dispos­

ition with respect to counsel and release. To reduce recidivism, on the 

other hand, decisions would relate to Client characteristics and program 

inputs that are associated with greater or lesser amounts of repeat 

offending.
7 

Policies that would reflect this type of decision will now 

7As in earlier chapters, "recidivism" will refer to illegal behavior, 
especially arrests. It will not refer to "reinstitutionalizati?n", "pro­
gram failure", etc.--actions, statuses, or judgments that sometlmes reflect 
agency policies and discretionary decision-making by program staff as much 
as they reflect illegal behavior per se. 
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be outlined (statements which follow, under "Client characteristics" and 

"Program inputs", are based directly on EJDP findings; those which appear 
8 under "Client/program combinations" are inferences from these findings). 

Client characteristics. To implement the goal of reduced recidivism, 

diversion efforts would focus mainly on individuals whose offense history 

contained one arrest prior to their instant arrest. Secondary emphasis 

would be on those with two prior arrests. Youths with no prior offenses 

would receive relatively little attention. (Among youths with no priors, 

four-fifths remained arrest-free during the 6-months followup. This pro­

portion was substantially higher than in the case of individuals whose 
9 record contained one and, especially, two prior offenses. ) 

8 

Three points should be noted. (1) Statements concerning Client char­
acteristics will relate to justice system (JS) referrals only, since EJDP 
was unable to include non JS referrals in its 6-months followup of Clients 
versus Compari sons. The extent to whi ch EJDP I s findings wou1 d apply to 
non JS referrals is essentially unknown. (2) Statements regarding program 
inputs will apply to JS and non JS referrals alike, since the analyses on 
which these statements are based included JS as well as non JS Clients. 
(3) In light of (1) and (2) above, statements that relate to Client char­
acteristics and program inputs combined will apply p~imarily but not exclu­
sively to JS referrals. 

9 
As seen on p. 93, for Clients with no prior arrests the rate of recid­

ivism was 36% lower than that of Clients who had one prior arrest; it was 
51% lower than those with two prior arrests. For youths with one prior 
arrest, 32% of the Clients and 44% of their Comparisons were rearrested 
during the followup period; for those with two arrests the figures were 
43% and 49% respectively. However, for individuals with no priors the 
figures were 21% and 21% respectively. Thus, Clients with no prior record 
showed no reduction in recidivism relative to their Comparisons. 
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Since recidivism was 28% lower for female Clients than for their 

Comparisons, and since it was 25% lower among Clients referred for status 

offenses than among their Comparisons, particular attention would be paid 

to these groups of youth. However, males would in no way be ignored, nor 

would individuals referred for law offenses--especially if their prior 

record contained one or more arrests. 

Program inputs. To implement the goal of reduced recidivism, diver­

sion programs would place primary emphasis on either individual or group 

counseling. Except where staff have received relatively high levels of 

specialized training, family counselinq would be deemphasized--but not elim-
10 

inated. (As seen in Appendix S, youths who participated in individual 

counseling had the same number of prior arrests as those who participated 

in family counseling; in this respect, their preexisting "level of risk" 

was equal. In the case of boys, the number of prior arrests was somewhat 

greater among those who participated in individual as compared to family 

counseling. Youths who participated in group counseling had more prior 

arrests than those exposed to individual and family counseling alike.) 

Whatever approach is used, several hours of service would be involved. 

10 
The first part of this statement springs from the fact that the only 

diversion project in which family counseling proved successful was one 
in which staff apparently received an unusually high degree of training 
in this particular modality. (See p. 27 regarding the New Directions 
project. (18)) 
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Client/program combinations. For males with at least one prior arrest, 

individual counseling would receive particular emphasis. Here, an effort 

would be made to involve the Client in at least 4 sessions, extending over 

a minimum of six weeks. (In the case of group counseling at least 7 ses­

sions would be held.) For youths with two or more prior al"rests program 

involvement would be considerably longer, e.g., several months in length. II 

While increased program involvement would raise the average cost for these 

Clients, it might result in a long-term savings for the justice system as 

a whole. 

Goal #4: Provision of services (programmed assistance) 

Several observations and assumptions underlie the view that diversion 

programs should be used as a service-resource. Chief among them are the 

following: 

'while most youths eventually "outgrow" delinquency with litt"le outside 
12 

intervention, a sizable portion do not. Among the latter, illegal behav-

ior often continues at the same level throughout much of adolescence, and 

sometimes begins to rise. However, several factors and conditions can 

11 

, For the La Colonia and Compton projects, average length of program 
lnvolvement was 8.5 and 5.6 months respectively. (See pp. 92-98 and 
Appendix M regarding prior arrest record of program participants.) 

12 
In a recent study, for instance, it was found that 28% of all youth­

ful offenders who were counseled and released were rearrested within 6 
months. (?4) It mig1t be argued that these youths were not showing signs 
of outgrowlng, or at least quickly outgrowing, their delinquent behavior. 
Moreover, many such individuals were in their later teens at the time of 
rearrest. 
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contribute to the reduction or elimination of such behavior and to the 

attainment of improved overall adjustment. One set of factors might in­

volve the avoidance of: negative labelling and resulting negative self­

concepts; stigmatization and related self-fulfilling prophecies; etc. 

Yet, behavioral change and improved adjustment may not necessarily result 

from an absence of various factors, or from "doing nothing at alP. 

Change may require, or at least be assisted by, the presence of specific 

"i nputs II as well. 

One type of input might include those services which are designed 

to help individuals: (a) recognize and more effectively utilize their 

abilities so they can take better advantage of social opportunities that 

arise; (b) learn new patterns of interacting with others; or (c) clarify 

and resolve debilitating feelings or conflicting desires. In working 

toward these and other goals, the positive impact of programmed assistance 

would hopefully outweigh any negative effects of labelling, stigmatization, 

and implicit messages of IIdefect"--assuming these factors could not be 

avoided in the first place. 

Thus, if the principal or sole object of diversion were that of pro­

viding assistance as a way of changing behavior and/or improving overall 

adjustment, this might be achieved most directly--and perhaps efficiently 

as well as humanely--by making the preceding inputs or services available 
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mainly to individuals who strongly desire them or might readily be brought 

to recognize their potential value. Together, these youths co~ld include 

many non justice-system referrals--especially self- and parent-referrals-­

who feel they would not receive, or in fact would not receive, such ser­

vices by any other means. They would also include many justice system 

referrals who would have been counseled and released by Law Enforcement 

mainly because further justice system -handling seemed unnecessary and 

perhaps inappropriate from the standpoint of social controls, inadequate 

with respect to quantity and quality of available services, or both. 

Also included might be numerous individuals who would have been dismis­

sed at Probation intake for essentially the same reasons. 

Utilizing this approach, implementation of Goal #4--provision of 

services--would almost cey'tainly involve a widening of service-agency 

II nets II for justice- and non justice-system referrals alike. In this 

context, such nets would not be viewed as a sinister, oppressive, or 

inevitably harmful force. Instead, to persons concerned solely with the 

achievement of Goal #4 the widening of nets would be considered a posi­

tive development since the central issue is simply: How and where can 

needed services, or potentially constructive opportunities, best be 

provided? 
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From this perspective the following would apply if the only avail­

able and adequate services happened to be those supplied by Law Enforce­

ment- or Probation-operated diversion projects: It would be completely 

appropriate to widen the given justice system nets, i.e., to utilize 

such projects, as a way of accomodating individuals who might need as 

well as profit from those services. Yet, exclusive concern with the 

provision of services would not mean that diversion projects (collectively) 

must be operated by justice system agencies in particular, or by such 

agencies alone. Obviously, any system or agency that offers service 

rather than no service, or offers seemingly adequate rather than inade­

quate service, can theoretically contribute to that goal. To be sure, 

projects that provide such services while operating outside the jurisdic­

tion of Law Enforcement and Probation might be more successful in also 

achieving the goals of reduced stigmatization and fewer social controls. 

Additional considerations. As indicated on p. 128, the average 

diversion youth received 5.5 hours of service during his or her six weeks 

on the project. One may well ask if this actually is more service than 

he or she would have received, say, under formal Probation supervision-­

albeit over a much longer timespan. If the number of service hours were 

approximately equal it might be contended that the present, limited-term 

diveI'sion approach would still have at least two possible advantages over 
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formal Probation: (a) greater concentration of services, especially at 

a time that is closer to original crisis events or pOints of felt-need; 

(b) greater support by staff for integrated case planning and program 

implementation, presumably in response to the narrower time-constraints 

under which they work (i.e., decisive impact must occur more rapidly). 

On the other hand, it might be argued that this same diversion approach 

involves at least two major drawbacks: (a) little opportunity to deal 

with or forestall longer-range effects of the original crisis events or 

felt-needs, e.g., little chance to observe and uncover related, possibly 

underlying events or feelings; (b) little opportunity to help the indi­

vidual test-out and derive satisfaction from strengths and skills (e.g., 

interpersonal or vocational) that may take several months to develop in 

the first place. Unfortunately, EJDP was unable to gather data that 

might have helped sort-out these possible advantages and disadvantages. 

Goal #5: Reduction in costs 

Three types of cost-reduction (savings) may be distinguished: immed-

iate justice system savings; lower per-case program costs; long-term 

justice system savings. Each type of savings will be considered separ-

ately. 
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Inmedia'te justice system savings. Rapid, short ... tenn savings may be 

achieved in two main ways: (a) reduce the number of justice system cases, 

or (b) shift cases to non justice system resources. 

The assumption which underlies the first approach is as follows: 

As individuals are diverted from the justice system, a corresponding sav-
13 

ings can be realized. In implementing this approach there are no spec-

ial restrictions as to which youths can be diverted. For instance, it 

would make no difference whether an individual were a justice system or 

non justice system referral; both categories would be appropriate for 

diversion. Nor would one have to consider the individual's proposed 

disposition, e.g., (a) outright release, unaccompanied by programming, 

or (b) diversion to a specific program. In short, to maximize inmediate 

savings one would divert all individuals who possibly couZd be diverted 

from the justice system--everyone for whom diversion seems feasible, 

e.g., tolerable to society. 

Thus, the present approach (sheer reduction in number of justice 

system cases) would be more in line with Goals #1 and #2--avoidance of 

labelling, and reduction of social controls--than with #3 and #4--
14 

reduction of recidivism, and provision of services. In fact, in this 

13 
As seen on p. 20fi, this does not mean that a savings necessarily wiZZ 

occur. In addition, outer limits doubtlessly exist in connection with 
this assumed relationship. 

14 
(See next page.) 
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approach, Client characteristics, program inputs, and program features 
15 

would have no direct bearing on the question of whether or not to divert. 

All that would matter is that diversion actually takes place wherever it 

can possibly be allowed. 

The assumption which underlies the second approach ("shift-cases­

to-other-service-agenc1es") is as follows: As more youths are shifted 

to non justice system resources, more money can be saved by the justice 

system. While this approach may certainly reduce justice system costs, 

it would not necessarily reduce overall costs to society. In contrast, 

the earlier approach C'divert-whenever-possible") may involve an actual 

reduction of social costs if indeed youths are reZeased outright--diverted 

without prograrmning--rather than shifted to a non justice system resource. 

14 
(From preceding page) With Goals #1 and #2 the main idea was to 

avoid or reduce contact with the fonnal justice system for as many youths 
as possible; in no case was contact to be increased. However, with Goals 
#3 and #4 some individuals would, by design, have substantially less chance 
of being diverted than others. Indeed, diversion itself, including diver­
sion to justice-system operated projects, would not necessarily be a pre­
ferred approach with all youths. 

15 
For instance, none of the following would be of direct relevance to 

the question at hand: number of prior arrests; type of intervention; 
amount of program involvement (e.g., number of visits). 
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16 
Lower per-case program costs. Reduction of per-case costs in jus-

tice and non justice system projects may be achieved through more rapid 

case turnover and larger caseloads as well. In both instances, Client 

characteristics and program features can playa central role. 

For example, to maximize case turnover, diversion projects might 

give special emphasis to youths with no prior arrests. The assumption 

would be that most such individuals need less service or control than 
17 

others, and could therefore complete their program in less time. 

Other things being equal, projects that accepted a high percentage of 

these individuals (good- or optimal-risk youths) would presumably have 

more rapid turnover than those which handled a substantially lower per­

centage. If one di"d not care about maintaining a given, minimum level 

of contact with Clients--say, 6 or more hours of service during the 

16 
Here, we are not focusing on overall program budget. Overall budget--

generally a direct function of program size and number of paid staff--may 
vary independently of per-case costs. For instance, large-sized, rela­
tively expensive programs may be established in heavily populated areas, 
or perhaps in response to high crime rates; on the other hand, small­
sized, relatively low-budget programs may be established in thinly popu­
lated at'eas, or perhaps in response to low crime rates. Yet, in both 
types of program, per-case costs may be identical. 

17 
Stated differently, such individuals are presumably less likely than 

others to be rearrested during any given time-period. Other things being 
equal, they might also be more likely to fulfill the requirements for 
acceptable program completion wjthin that same period. In this respect, 
shorter, less expensive programs might be established for these youths. 
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course of their program--then, as rate of case turnover increased (due to 

a rising percentage of good-risk youths), average caseload size might also 

be increased. These changes would, of course, result in fewer contacts 

or fewer service-hours, or both. 

Per-case costs could also be reduced through an increased use of 
18 

volunteer staff. Whether this approach would be easier to implement 

in justice- rather than non justice-system projects, at least most such 

projects, is unknown. However, in EJDP' s survey of 74 diversion projects 

it was found that twice as much volunteer service was provided to Clients 

of private-agency projects than to those of justice-system projects--22% 

and 11% of all services, respectively. (2) These differences may not 

be a function of differing Client characteristics alone. 

It seems almost impossible to simultaneously implement and achieve 

all of the goals discussed thus far. For instance, the present goal 

(reduced per-case costs) would not be entirely consistent with that of 

reduced recidivism. Specifically, to achieve the latter objective, 

program-inputs would primarily focus on individuals who have one prior 

arrest, and little attention would be given to those with none; this 

would apply to justice- and non justice-system projects alike. On the 

other hand, to reduce per-case costs, y014ths with no prior arY'ests would 

18 
This would also apply to lower-salaried, e.g., paraprofessional, staff. 
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be focused on, i.e., would be those most likely to receive program-inputs. 

Similarly, the reduction of per-case costs--insofar as it involves reduced 

overall contact with good-, moderate-, and relatively poor-risk youths 
19 alike--would not be consistent with Goal #4 (provision of service). 

Finally, a key method that might be used to achieve lower per-case 

costs--namely, increasing the percentage of good-risk youths who comprise 

diversion programs--would not be entirely consistent with the basic strat­

egy used to achieve immediate justice system savings. Specifically, to 

help maximize per-case savings, diversion programs would regularly handle 

as high a percentage of good-risk youths as possible. However, to maxi­

mize immediate justice system savings, the strategy would be to divert 

all youths who possibly could be diverted--and good-risk youths would 

presumably be the leading candidates in this regard. Apparently, these 

two objectives cannot be maximized at the same time, at least not by 

this particular method and strategy. 

19 
If one wished to achieve reduced per-case costs yet maintain a given, 

minimum amount of contact or service (e.g., 6 or more hours of contact, 
regardless of program length), one might use the following strategy to 
partially offset the reduced amount of contact that would ordinarily be 
associated with the present goal: Establish organizational- and work­
patterns that allow a higher percentage of project time to be focused on 
interactions with Clients and significant others. These patterns might 
incl ude highei'~ ratios of 1 ine staff to administrators, less "paperwork", 
etc; hopefully, they would lead to an increase in direct or collateral 
interactions. Volunteer services might be us~d as well. 
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Long-term savings for the justice system. Before proceeding, certain 

terms must be defined: "Long-term savings" (Goal 5c) refers to all forms 

of reduced or avoided expenditures that extend over a period of at least 
20 two years and which, conceivably, might also become permanent. II Reduced 

expenditures~' are those which result from (a) Zower recidivism rates among 

diverted youths (e.g., Clients) than among similar individua')s who have 

not been diverted (Comparisons), and fronl (b) Zower per-case costs of 

diversion projects as compared with those of standard justice system pro­

cessing. "Avoided expenditures" are standard justice system costs (e.g., 

investigation, court appearance, and supervision) that are not incurred, 

simply by virtue of the youths' diversion from that system. These savings 

would occur whether or not the diverted youths are later rearrested and 

regardless of specific per-case costs; of course, the fewer rearrests 
21 there are, the more justice system costs can be avoided in the long-run. 

20 
Since EJDP's followup data did not extend for two years, the present 

discussion will mostly involve a combination of inference and extrapolation 
from information that was obtained. (For present purposes there rlould be 
little point in distinguishing a third level of savings--namely, "i,,~dium­
rangel' savings--one that would fan between the short-term and long-term 
categories.) 

21 
Two points might be noted. First, for present purposes it may be use-

ful to distinguish between originally and subsequently avoided costs. Orig­
inally avoided costs are those which result from diversion that occurs at 
point of instant a:lTest, viewed as a starting point for any given followup. " 
Subsequently avoided costs are those which result from diversion that occurs 
in connection with any and all rearrests. The lower the rate of recidivism 
(rearrest), the greater the subseauently avoided costs~-that is, the lower 
the absolute expense to the justice system in the 1ong-run. Second, for 
(footnote continued on next page) 
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Three additional points should be kept in mind: (1) When one imple­

ments the goal of immediate savings by diverting youths from the justice 

system, one automatically establishe.s potential long-term savings as well. 

That is, immedi ate (short-term) savings--simply by being maintained for 

a sufficiently long time--may become an integral part of long-term savings 

themselves. (2) The potential sa~ings under consideration relate to 

youths who would actually be diverted. As such, they should be disting­

uished from other savings that might result from lower recidivism rates 

on the part of ~~ndiverted youths--individuals who remain within the jus­

tice system. (3) Potential long-term justice system savings would be 

increased to the extent that any progr'anuned diversion were operated by 

non justice rather than justice system agencies. These savings would 

involve avoided rather than reduced costs since justice system expenses 

would simply not be incurred subsequent to diversion, barring future 

arrests. With these points in mind, the following would apply to good­

risk youths--individuals with no prior arrests: 

1. If a high percentage of good-risk youths were diverted to non 

justice system projects, a substantial long-term savings might resuH. 

(footnote 21 continued from preceding page) any.given time-period, 
"reduced expenditures II may al so be thought of as the numeri ca 1 di fference 
between (a) standard justice system costs among nondiverted youths, on 
the one hand, and (b) avoided costs among comparable diverted youths, on 
the other. 

-224-
I 
I 

This seems probable (a) mainly because justice system costs would be avo·id­

ed for a very large number of youths (thereby creating large, potential 

long-term savings); (b) because, in the present study, good-risk Clients 

and Comparisons both performed quite well in absolute terms (therefore, 
2.2. most potential savings would probably be maintained through time); and 

(c) despite the fact that these groups of youth performed equally well 

relative to one another (therefore, essentially no reduced costs would 

be expected). 

2. Similar long-term savings might be obtained for good-risk youths 

who would be diverted without programming. However, since EJDP collected 

no recidivism data on such individuals and matched Comparisons, we cannot 

realistically estimate how these youths would perform in absolute as well 
23 

as relative terms. 

2.2.1n absolute tel~s, one-fifth of all good-risk, justice system referrals 
were rearrested on 6-months followup. (This ratio is almost identical to 
that obtained in the independent study cited in n. 23.) Counting law 
arrests only, the figure was one-eighth (Table 25). The following might 
also be noted. These findings relate to a group of projects most of which 
were operated by justice system agencies. As a result, in this section 
we are extrapolating from justice system to non justice system projects, 
on the assumption that recidivism rates would be approximately the same 
in each, for comparable good-risk youths. Findings from the study mentioned 
in n. 23 suggest this may be a reasonable assumption. 

2.3 

A recent independent study suggested that, on 6-months followup, re­
arrests for such individuals~-specifically, a counseled-and-released group-­
are about the same as those for matched youths who were randomly diverted 
(footnote continued on next page) 
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3. If good~risk youths were diverted to justioe system projects, 

few if any long-term savings might result. Specifically, there might be 
24 

few avoided costs at all, since justice system handling is still invol-

ved. Moreover, in view of EJDP's 6-months fol1owup on good-risk, justice­

system referred Clients and Comparisons, there might be essentially no 

reduced costs as well. Thus, for example, Table 43 suggests that no cost 

reducti·on would occur in projects whose average youth has well under one 
25 

prior arrest. 

The following would apply to moderate- and poor-risk youths--indivi­

duals with one prior and two prior arrests, respectively: 

1. Since long-term savings can result from reduced recidivism, one 

strategy that may be used to bring about these savings would be identical 

to that described for the reduction of illegal behavior. Here, diversion 

(footnote 23, continued from preceding page) to (a) a Law Enforcement­
operated project, or (b) projects which operated outside the formal justice 
system. (24) Despite its s.trong research design this study experienced 
very serious implementation problems--compounding of program-inputs and 
apparent lack of certain critical inputs, in particular. For this reason, 
its findings must be accepted with considerable caution. 

24 
At least "originally avoided costs" (see n. 21). 

25 
That is, for projects A through H coll ectively, the average savings 

was 3¢ per Client: $25 f BOO youths. As seen in Table 43, col. 10, $25 
is the net savi ngs for proJ ects A, B, D, G, and H, mi nus the net loss for 
projects C, E, and F. In these projects combined, the average number of 
prior arrests was 0.3. Seven of these projects were operated by justice 
system agencies. 
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projects would concentrate mainly on youths with one prior arrest and, 

secondarily, those with two or more. Little program input, counseling 

or otherwise, would be directed at individuals with no prior arrests. 

This strategy would be generally consistent with the findings from 

Wolfgang's classical study of a juvenile birth cohort and with those from 

Venezia's recent replication of that study. (27, 26) These findings 

suggest that: (a) little if any official action might be called for 

in response to an individual's first offense (i.e., with youths who have 

no prior arrests), since roughly half of these youths do not commit a 

second offense anyway--certainly not for several years, and even in the 

absence of specific programming; (b) for individuals who do commit a 

second offense, intervention might well be in order since the chances of 

additional delinquency are fairly substantial from that point forward, 

certainly in the absence of specific programming. Here, programming would 

refer to service and/or control. 

2. The preceding strategy would differ from that which focuses on 

the reduction of per-case program costs. For example, in the latter 

approach primary emphasis might be on good-risk youths; and, the main 

object would be to minimize overall contact and/or increase rate of turn­

over. However, in the preceding strategy, projects would focus on 

moderate-risk or (especially) poor-risk youths and might, by design, 

have mope contact with Clients than those which handle good-risk youths. 
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(Thus, in La Colonia and Compton~~the only projects that dealt 

chiefly with poor-risk youths--an average of over 50 hours were spent 

with these Clients. For projects described in Chapter 8 the average 

was 5.5.) For this reason, higher per-case costs might be expected in 

the former projects; and this, indeed, was observed in the present study. 

Specifically, among EJDP-evaluated programs, higher per-case costs were 

found in (a) all 3 projects that dealt, on the average, with moderate-

or poor-risk youths than in (b) 7 of the 8 projects that handled, on the 
26 average, individuals with well under one prior arrest. 

3, If short-term (e.g., 4-to-8 week) diversion projects were used 

to achieve long-term savings, this might reduce the chances of negative 

labelling. (Here, "reduction ll would be measured relative to the tradit­

ional justice system.) This reduction would seem especially likely to 

occur if non justice system projects were used to achieve the savings in 

question. However, if Zonger-ter.m (e.g., 4-to-8 month) projects were used 

to achieve such savings this might not reduce the chances of negative 

labelling, at least in projects that were operated by justice system 

agencies. On the other hand, if long-term projects were operated under 

26 
Specifically, compare the per-case costs for (a) La Colonia, Stockton, 

and Compton, individually, with (b) those for projects A through H, also 
individually. Apart from these project-by-project comparisons, the aver­
age per-case cost for these two groups of projects was $379 and $145, 
respectively. (See Table 40 and Appendix M.) 
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the auspices of non justice system agencies the reduction in question 

might still occur. Naturally, short- as well as longer-term projects 

could both be used to achieve the savings in question. It would not 

be necessary to choose one type of program and ignore the other. 

4. Regardless of auspices, labelling and stigmatization might be 

more likely to develop in connection with longer-term nonvoluntary as 

compared to voluntary projects. This could also occur in projects that 

contained a high proportion of poor-risk and few if any good-risk youths; 

such projects might, for instance, gain a reputation for handling "nothing 

but bad kids II. 

Projects that mainly deal with moderate-risk or (especially) poor­

risk youths may be more like'Jy to last several months than those which 
27 

focus chiefly on good-risk youths. For this reason alone it might be 

somewhat difficult for them to operate on a strictly voluntary basis, 

even outside the justice system. Here our assumption is that most youths, 

regardless of prior record, would be less likely to volunteer for longer­

term than for short-term programs. At any rate, if longer-term programs 

27 
This applied in La Colonia and Compton, the projects that mainly 

handled poor-risk youths. However, it was not observed in Stockton, 
the only project that dealt, on the average, with moderate-risk youths. 
(See Append1~ M.) 
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were operated on a nonvoluntary basis, the goal of 10ng-tenn savings 

through reduced recidivism might be at variance with that of reduced 

social controls and coercion. 28 

In the next chapter we will draw together the themes anc issues 

that have been reviewed. 

,,', 

28 
Degree of nonvoluntary participation could perhaps be reduced in pro­

grams that were found to have considerable drawing-power. Such a reduction 
would make the ab~ve objectives at least partly compatible with one another. 
Drawing-power might be based, for example, on a program's positive repu­
tation among local youths and its ability to deliver concrete benefits and/ 
or personal satisfactions. 
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Chapter 13 

CONCLUSIONS 

Guidelines For Diversion 

Basic issues 

The preceding discussion has drawn heavily on the fact that many 

differences exist not only among youths, but among diversion alternatives. 

Youths, for example, differed from each other with regard to number of 

prior arrests, source of referral, and reasons for referral. Diversion 

alternatives differed as to auspices (justice vs. non justice system), 

basis of participation (voluntary vs. nonvoluntary), and extent of pro­

gram involvement (e.g., short- vs. longer-term). 

The discussion also emphasized that at least five major goals exist 

relative to diversion: avoidance of negative labelling, reduction of 

social control, reduction of illegal behavior, provision of service, and 

reduction of costs; Some of these goals appeared qu"ite compatible with 

one another; others were only slightly or moderately so. Finally, it 

was apparent that, in our view, the goal of reduced social control co­

existed with society's need to maintain sufficient control, at least 

with some offenders. 

-231-



Given these differences among youths, among diversion alternatives, 

and among major objectives, the following question arises: Can a set of 

guidelines be developed that would help practitioners and policy makers 

determine which youths might best be recommended for which alternatives-­

guidelines that would also reflect most of the social needs, humanitarian 

values, and practical concerns that are expressed in the five major objec­

tives? Based on our review of these goals, such guidelines do appear 

possible. This is despite the fact that, in attempting to develop a 

balanced representation of goals which are not always mutually compatible-­

specifically, in trying to develop an integrated set of recommendations 

that embody as many of the above needs and values as possible--it is 

logically impossible to do complete justice to the claims of each indi­

vidual goal. Moreover, in any specific case, universal agreement is not 

likely to be reached as to exactly what constitutes an optimal balance. 

In the following pages we will present two such quidelines, also 

referred to as systems of diversion. These alternate systems (in essence, 

sets of recommendations) were developed not because of the acknowledged 

difficulty in balancing the five major objectives, but because of the 

widely differing opinions within corrections as to how youths might best 

be categorized--in this case, categorized relative to the question of 

how and where youths should be diverted. For instance, should candidates 
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for diversion be distinguished from one another in terms of prior a:lTe:sts, 

sourae of I'eferraZ, or reasons for I'eferraZ~~or on some entirely different 

basis instead? Relative to this question, wide differences of opinion 

would doubtlessly exist within as well as across many groups of practit­

ioners, policy makers, and researchers. Given this situation, we felt 

it necessary to use more than one basis for differentiating--thus "cate­

gorizing"--youths. 

As seen on pp. 234-246, we ended up with rather similar recommenda­

tions despite the differing approaches, i.e., the separate categorization 

of youngsters, that were used in each of the two guidelines. This simil­

arity or convergence is perhaps an indication that each set of recommen­

dations actually does reflect most of the concerns and several of the 

major suggestions that were presented in Chapter 12. In this respect 

these recommendations. would be more a product of the intended balance-of­

objectives than of the particular ways in which youths, and diversion 
1 

alternatives, were categorized. 

(A third set of guidelines is presented in Appendix A-l. While 

this set is the most complex of the three, it is also the most complete; 

lAt another level this convergence partly reflects the positive correl­
ations among factors, and/or sets of factors, that were used for classify­
ing youths. (As seen on pp. 234-246 and Appendix A-l, some factors were 
used in more than one set of guidelines, individually or in combination.) 
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for one thing it contains several recommendations which, of necessity, 
2 

remain implicit in the previous guidelines. ) 

3 
Recommendations 

A. Guidelines relating to referral source and prior record. This 

set of recommendations relates to five groups of youth and five diversion 

alternatives. In effect, each recommendation is an attempt to match a 

particular group of youths with the most appropriate or acceptable diver­

sion alternatives. These youth-groups and diversion alternatives will 

now be specified. 

Briefly, youths are first divided into non justice system and jus­

tice system referrals. Non justice system referrals are then subdivided 

2 
Although the third set used still another method for categorizing 

youths, the recommendations which it contains are quite consistent with 
those which comprise the preceding guidelines. Nevertheless, the present 
set would probably be the most difficult to implement, not because of its 
relative complexity but mainly because of the numerous diversion alterna­
tives that it requires. 

3 
These recommendations, which reflect certain shared characteristics 

of youths, need not be regarded as hard-and-fast rules. Here, the follow­
ing might be kept in mind. Wherever possible, decisions that directly 
affect human beings should be based not only on factors or features which 
those individuals share with many other individuals, but on those which 
contribute to their uniqueness as well. Shared characteristics, for exam­
ple, would include number of prior arrests or justice- versus non justice­
system status--in short, bases on which individuals may be grouped together 
and responded to in a relatively uniform way. Individualizing features, 
on the other hand, would refer to their particular life-circumstances plus 
their personal interests, abilities, and limitations. 
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into self-referrals and non self- (parent- and school-) referrals. Jus­

tice system youths are subdivided with respect to number of arrests: 1, 

2, and 3 or more--that is, 0, 1, and 2 or more pPior arrests. These 

subdivisions of non justice and justice system youths result in the five 

groups mentioned above. (Non justice system referrals are not subdivided 
. 4 

wlth respect to arrests.) 

The five diversion alternatives are as follows (in each category 

other than outright release, the diversion alternative is linked with 

either a voluntary or nonvoluntary form of participation): 

4 

1. Outright release. 

2. Non justice system program on a voluntary basis. 

3. Non jllstice system program on a nonvoluntary basis. 

4. Justice system program on a voluntary basis. 
5 

5. Justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis. 

As suggested on p. 232, youths can be grouped together with respect 
to any of several factors (bases of classification). Factors used in the 
present system were selected because of their probable relevance to a wide 
range of diversion options. 

5 
In any given locale or jurisdiction, some of these diversion alterna­

tives may not exist. Moreover, even if every alternative did exist, short­
or longer-term programs might be present, but not necessarily both. Never­
theless, in any given locale some individual programs may be flexible enough 
to allow for short- or longer-term involvement, depending on each youth's 
needs or circumstances. Apart from this, some programs may be able to 
work with an individual on a voluntary or nonvoluntary basis. 
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Identical categories are used in the remaining systems as well. (See 
pp. 241-246 and Appendix A-l.) 

Before proceeding it should be kept in mind that the recommendations 

which follow apply only to youths who wouZd have been diverted--i.e., who 

~e in fact diverted--from traditional justice system processing. (This 

applies whether they were referred from justice or non justice system 

SOUPces.) That is, neither their instant offense, their prior record, 

nor any other factor would have made these individuals unacceptable for 

diversion, e.g., unacceptable in the view of diversion coordinators or 

non justice system staff. This applies to youths with 0,1, and 2 or 

more prior arrests--justice and non justice system referrals alike. (In 

the case of other youths who have the same number of prior arrests, diver-

sion wouZd have been considered unacceptable, e.g., due to the nature of 

their instant offense. Since the recommendations which follow presuppose 

diversion, they do not apply to this group of youths.) In short, for the 

present youths the appropriateness or availability of diversion would not 

be at issue. The only question would be: What kind of diversion should 
take place? 

As shown in Table 44, the following diversion alternatives WOUld be 

recommended for the five groups (categories) of youth, respectively: 
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TABLE 44: D1version Alternatives Recommended for Youths Grouped Mainly on Basis of Referral Source and Prior Arrests 

Diversion Alternatives 

Non Justice System, Non Justice System, Justice System, Justice System, Youth Groups Outrisht Release Voluntary Program Nonvo1untary Program Voluntary Program Nonvoluntary Program 

1. Non Justice System 
1st 

2nd 
Referrals (Self-
referra 1 s) Choice 

Choice 

2. Non Justice System 
a 1st 

2nd 
Referrals (Parent/ --

Choice 
Choice 

School referrals) 

3. Justice System Referrals 1st, 2nd, 1st, 2nd, 1st, 2nd 
a or 3rd or 3rd or 3rd 

with No Prior Arrests 
Choiceb 

Choiceb 
Choiceb 

4. Justice System Referrals 
1st 3rd 2nd 4th 

with One Prior Arrest 
Cho1ce Choice Choice Cholcec 

5. Justice System Referrals 
3rd 1st 4th 2nd 

with Two or More Prior 
Choice Choice Choice Choice 

Arrests 

Note: (1) Diversion alternatives for which a blank cell ("--") appears are not recommended for the given referral group. (2) Youths might be 
reco~endej for short- or longer-term programs depending largely on how much service and/or external control they appear to need. 

aMay be recommended under specified conditions (see text). 

bFirst choice among the alternatives in question depends on (a) whether there is an apparent need for service and/or external control 
and, if there is such a need, (b) the extent to which either service or control appears to be the principal· concern (p. 241). 

cRecommended only if there is an apparent need for external control. 

, 



Category 1. Non justice system, self~referred youths who seek 

assistance: 

First choice: Non justice system program on a voluntary basis. 

Second choice: Justice system program on a voluntary basis. 

None of the three remaining alternatives would be appropriate for 

these youths--outright release (in this case, refusal of service) 

included. 

Category 2. Non justice system, parent- and school-referrals who 
6 

are sent for service (assistance) and/or control: 

First choice: Non justice system program on a voluntary basis. 

Second choice: Justice system program on a voluntary basis. 

None of the three remaining alternatives would be recommended. 

However, diversion without programming--in effect, outright release-­

may be appropriate if a need for service and/or control is not appar­

ent to intake staff or diversion coordinators. 

6Relative to categories #2 through #5, we have assumed that voluntary 
programs would exert less control over most youths than nonvoluntary pro­
grams, even if the former were operated by justice system personnel and 
the latter by non justice system staff. 
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Category 3. Justice system referrals with no prior arrests: 

Any of the following might be appropriate: outright release; 

non justice system program on a voluntary basis; non justice 

system program on a nonvoluntary basis. 

First choice among these alternatives would depend on (a) whether 

there is an apparent need for service and/or control and, if there 

is such a need, (b) the extent to which either service or control-­

i.e., one or the other--appears to be the principal concern. 

Specifically, if no such need appears to exist, outright release 

would be the most appropriate cho;~e. If service (assistance)' is 

the primary concern, the program should be voluntary; if control 

is uppermost, it should be nonvoluntary. 

In lieu of the' latter alternatives, justice system programs that 

operate on a voluntary basis might be utilized. However, non 

justice system programs--those mentioned immediately above--would 

be preferred. Justice system programs that operate on a non­

voluntary basis would not be recommended. 

Category 4. Justice system referrals with one prior arrest: 

First choice: Non justice system program on a voluntary basis. 

Second choice: Justice system program on a voluntary basis. 

Third choice: 'Non justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis. 
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Fourth choice: Justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis. 

These choices are listed in order of increasing degree of social 

contr01--at least, in our perception. Since voluntary programs 

would be recommended over nonvoluntary programs (justice system 

operated or not), this implies that social control is not ~een 

as an overriding consideration for youths with one prior arrest. 

Nevertheless, since programming of some type is likely to be 

important, outright release would not be recommended. 

Category 5. Justice system referrals with two or more prior arrests: 

First choice: Non justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis. 

Second choice: Justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis. 

Third choice: Non justice system program on a voluntary basis. 

Fourth choice: Justice system program on a voluntary basis. 

Here, nonvoluntary programs would be preferred to voluntary pro­

grams, given the delinquent involvement of these youths. Outright 

release would not be recommended. 

In the present system as a whole, not just Category 5, youths might 

be recommended for short- or longer-term programs depending largely on 

how much service and/or control they appeared to need. This would espec­

ially but not exclusively be the case ~l1th justice system referrals. 
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We will now turn to a second set of guidelines, one that might be 

used either as an adjunct to or a substitute for the present set. These 

guidelines. may be used by individuals who would prefer to match youths 

with specified diversion alternatives mainly in terms of the youths' 

apparent need for assistance and/or control. As before, the recommen­

dations that are presented will apply only to individuals who would be-­

that is, who are--diverted from traditional justice system processing, 
7 

regardless of their referral source. 

B. Guidelines relating to reasons for referral. In the preceding 

section youths were differentiated from one another on the basis of their 

referral source and prior arrests. In the present section they are dif­

ferentiated in terms of their "reasons for referral II , instead. Seven 

reasons--thus, seven categories of youth--will be distinguished, chiefly 

7 
The following distinctions might be kept in mind relative to assistance 

(service) and control (surveillance, etc.). (1) Some youths are sent to 
diversion programs because traditional justice system services seem inade­
quate from a quantitative or qualitative point of view, or because tradit­
ional controls seem neither appropriate nor nece3sary. (2) Some individuals 
are diverted without progY'amming--i.e., released outright--because the 
seemingly necessary type of services or the appropriate level of control 
are not available anywhere, even within existing diversion programs. If 
other diversion programs had been available, those individuals might not 
have been released outright: (3) Still other youths are diverted without 
programming not because traditional justice system and diversion services 
seem inadequate, and not because traditional controls seem inappropriate 
or unnecessary, but mainly because no type of assistance or control appears 
to be needed, within or outside the traditional system. 
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in relation to the individual's apparent need, or lack of need, for ser­

vice (assistance) and/or control (e.g., supervision by others). These 

categories of youth, or II referral groups", are as follows: 

1. Service is wanted by youth; no control is needed (this 

category includes self-referrals only). 

2. Neither service nor control is needed. 

3. Service is needed; no controls are needed. 

Controls are needed; no service is needed. 

Primary need is for servi ce; some control is 

Primary need is for contro 1 ; some service is 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. Considerable service and control is needed. 

needed. 

needed. 

Groups #2 through #7 may each include justice and non justice system 

referrals, in varying proportions. (In EJDp·s study-sample a high pro­

porti on of youths who fell within groups #3 through #7 wer'e probably 

justice system referrals.) Whatever the proportion may be, the follow­

ing would apply: (a) to implement the present system, diversion coordin­

afors or intake staff would have to make a judgment regarding the degree 

of service and control that is needed by each youth; (b) this judgment 

may be made independently of the individual·s justice or non justice-
8 

system status, and of his offense history as well; (c) the five diver-

sion aZternatives that will now be considered in connection with each of 

S(See next page.) 

-242-
'1" 
1 

the seven referral groups are the same as those already described. 

As seen in Table 45, the following alternatives would be recommended 

for the seven groups of youth, respectively: 

8 

Group 1. Service is wanted by youth; no control is needed (this 

group includes self-referrals only): 

First choice: Non justice system program on a voluntary basis. 

Second choice: Justice system program on a voluntary basis. 

No other alternatives would be appropriate for these youths. 

Group 2. Neither service nor control is needed: 

First choice: outright release. 

No other alternatives would be appropriate. 

Group 3. Service is needed; no controls are needed: 

Fir~t choice: Non justice system p-rogram on a voluntary basis. 

Second choice: Justice system program on a voluntary basis. 

No other alternatives would be appropriate. 

(From preceding page.) For instance, some individuals who have no 
prior arrests may nevertheless be thought to need considerable control, 
even though they are seen as acceptable for diversion. (See Appendix 
A-l for related discussion.) 
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TABLE 45: Diversion Alternatives Recommended for Youths Grouped on Basis of Need for Service and Control 

Diversion Alternatives 

Non Justice System, Non Justice System, Justice System, Justice System, 
Youth Groupsa Outright Release Voluntary Program Nonvoluntary Program Voluntary Program Ilonvoluntary Program 

1. Service Wanted by Youth; 
1st 2nd No Controis tleeded (Self- Choice referrals only) Cho1ce= 

2. No Service Needed; No 1st 
Controls Needed Choice 

3. Service Needed; No 1st 2nd 
Controls Needed Choice Choice 

4. Controls Needed; No 1st or 2nd 1st or 2nd 
Service Needed Choiceb Choiceb 

5. Service Mainly Needed; 1st 3rd 2nd Some Controls Needed Choice Choice Choice 

6. Controls Mainly Heeded; 1st or 2nd 3rd 1st 0" 2ed Some Service Ileeded Choiceb Choice Choice 

7. Considerable Service 2nd 1st 
and Control lIeed~d Choice Choice 

Note: (1) Diversion alternatives for which a blank cell (10 __ 10) appears are not recommended for the given referral group. (2) Youths might be 
recommended for short- or longer-term programs depending largely on how much service and/or external control they appear to need. 

aGroups iI2 through M7 may lnclLllie justice as well as non justice system ref~rra1<_ 

bFirst choice among the alternatives in question would depend on the extent to which external contrDls appear to be needed. 

• 

, 
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Group 4. Controls are needed; no service is needed: 

Either of the following would be appropriate: (a) Non justice 

system program on a nonvoluntary basis, or (b) justice system 

program on a nonvoluntary basis. First choice among these alter­

natives would depend on the extent to which external controls 

appeared to be needed, in the opinion of diversion coordinators 

or intake staff. No other alternatives would be recommended. 

Group 5. Primary need is for service; some control is needed: 

First choice: Non justice system program on a voluntary basis. 

Second choice: Justice system program on a voluntary basis. 

Third choice: Non justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis. 

Because the need for controls is not considered strong, voluntary 

programs would be preferred over those of a nonvoluntary nature. 

Group 6. Primary need is for control; some service is needed: 

Etther of the following would. be appropriate: (a) Non justice 

system program on a nonvoluntary basis, or (b) justice system 

program on a nonvoluntary basis. Fi~st choice among these alter­

natives would depend on the extent to which external contro"s 

appeared to be needed. 
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Third choice: Justice system program on a voluntary basis. This 

alternative would be appropriate if the need for controls, though 

primary, is not especially strong, and if the preceding alternatives 

are nonexistent or unavailable. 

Group 7. Considerable service and control is needed: 

First choice: Justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis. 

Second choice: Non justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis. 

No other alternatives would be appropriate. 

General Observations and Concluding Remarks 

Is diversion. worthwhile, and, if so, how might youths best be diverted? 

In answering these questions one should consider the several objectives div­

ersion can serve, and the differing youths who are involved. 

Our findings and analyses suggest that diversion can serve a number 

of important goals. Included are the reduction of (a) negative labelling 

and stigmatization, (b) unnecessary social control and coercion, (c) recid­

ivism, and (d) justice system costs; also included is the provision-of­

service. Achievement of one or more such objectives, even to a modest 

degree, would represent a positive contribution to individuals and/or 

society. Individually and collectively, these contributions would, and 
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probably do, make diversion worthwhile. This is not to say they are always 
9 achieved--that every project is successful in all areas. 

Our findings and analyses also suggest there may be no "best" way to 

divert youths, independent of one1s particular objectives, one1s available 

alternatives (e.g., types of program), and the particular youths themselves. 

Thus, the preceding chapters suggest that some youths and some objectives 

might best be served by short-term, voluntary, nonjustice system programs; 

that others might best be served by longer-term, nonvoluntary, justice sys­

tem programs; and that still others may best be served by a combination of 

these "lighter" and "heavier" approaches, e.g., short-term, nonvoluntary, 

justice system programs. Finally, they suggest that many youths, and a 

number of goals, can perhaps be served by outright release alone. 

In short, to implement the above objectives for any heterogeneous 
10 

group of youths, the availability of several diversion alternatives 

(options) would be especially useful. Ideally, these would include short­

and longer-term, voluntary and nonvoluntary, justice and non justice sys­

tem programs, among others. Theoretically, the more options that are avail­

able (outright release included), the more objectives one could address 

9 
Such contributions would be of va1ue despite the fact that all five 

goals cannot be achieved simultaneously; these contributions could exist 
even if all youths happened to be alike. In addition, any given goaZ 
would remain potentially valuable even if it was much more difficult to 
achieve than others, or was appropriate for a narrower' range of youths. 

10 
For instance, a group that consists of justice and/or non justice 

system referrals with 0, 1, and 2 or more arrests. 
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simultaneously; that is, the less one would have to ignore any particular 

objective or restrict one I s efforts to one or two goals alone. Simil al~ly, 

the more options available, the broader the range of youths that could be 

handled relative to any set of goals. Conceivably, some individual programs 

would be flexible enough to encompass a number of options; this might re­

duce thE number of programs required, without reducing the options them­

selves. 

If the preceding approach were used--if youths were matched with op­

tions that seemed particularly relevant to specified goals--many potential 

pitfalls might be avoided. For instance, diversion might not end up pro­

ducing mope negative labelling and stigmatization than may already be pro­

duced by traditional justice system processing, or, say, more social con­

trol and coercion than already exists. Similarly, diversion might not 

result in fewep services than are presently provided by traditional pro­

cessing, or in a loss of critical controls. 

Thus, to maximize benefits and minimize harm, diversion would be 

utilized in a differentiated way--that is, no single approach would be 

recommended for all categories of youth. Yet, however differentiated 

it might be, diversion would not be offerred as a panacea relative to 

all five objectives, or for various shortcomings of the traditional sys­

tem. Nor would it automatically be preferred to traditional processing 
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itself, for every type of youth. Instead, 1ike any tool in any field, it 

would--or at least should--only be used where it is of relevance to mean­

ingful objectives, and where equally or more effective tools do not exist. 

In closing, a few words should be said regarding status offenders, 

family counseling, when to intervene, the scope of EJDP's findings, ·and 

the current relevance of its results. 

Status offenders. EJDP's data on prior arrests and rearrests indicate 

that justi ce system youths referred for status offenses were not~ better r'i s ks 

than those referred for law offenses. In this respect, the former youths may 
11 

have had as much need for assistance and/or control as law offendel"s. 

Family counseling. EJDP's relatively negative results on family coun­

seling do not mean this approach should necessarily be avoided. However, 

since youths who participated in this approach were neither better nor 

worse risks than those who participated in individual counseling--an 

approach for which fairly positive results were obtained--these findings 

raise a number of issues,. and suggest the following hypotheses. 

Family counseling may constitute a relatively volatile approach for 

many participants. That is, more than other approaches, counseling sessions 

lrEJDP collected no prior-arrest data on nfln justice system r~fe~r~ls-­
status offenders or otherwise. Thus, we cannot say that these lndlvlduals 
were either better or worse risks than justice system referrals, whatever 
their instant offense. 
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of this type may elicit negative interactions or rapidly arouse feelings 

which, unless resolved, can lead to further problems or acting-out. Once 

elicited or aroused, these interactions and feelings may be very difficult 

for numerous parents and youths to resolve in two or three such sessions. 

If this is true, it may be that family counseling must either be used more 

intensively (i.e., more sessions conducted) than in the present projects-­

and very skillfully in any event--or, barring such usage, should not be 

used at all. Regarding present usage, the average participant received 

less than three hours of exposure to this approach. 

As an alternate or complementary hypothesis, family counseling 

should perhaps be used more selectively than it was: In the diversion 

projects studied, no less than 72% of all youths participated in this 

approach--much more than in any other approach. In short, most--often 

virtually all--Clients who were diverted to projects which happened to 

emphasize or otherwise offer family counseling ended up participating in 

this approach, regardless of their specific circumstances; in this respect, 

little screening or selection was apparently involved. This may have 

resulted in the inappropriate or less than optimal assignment of many 

youths--especially those who were referred to these projects on an essen­

tially nonvoluntary basis. To be sure, the issue of appropriate assignment 

would exist in connection with other approaches as well; however, as sugges-

ted earlier, the implications of inappropriate assignment may be more serious 
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12 
relative to family counseling. 

Since we:-': not know exactl./, hO\'/ much Cl ient sel ection existed with 

respect to either family counseling O)~ any other approach, we cannot really 

say that anyone approach was definitely "better" or "worse" than any other. 

To further complicate the matter, differing amounts of intervention were 

received by ·individuals who participated il1 differing approaches, e.g., 4.0, 

2.7, and 7.1 hours of service and/or control in the case of individual, fam­

ily, and group counseling. Yet we do know that (a) youths who participated 

in such approaches as individual counseling, group counseling, and recrea­

tion were less likely to be rearrested on 6-months followllp than those who 

did not participate, whereas (b) the reverse was true in the case of family 

counseling (Appendix Q). Moreover, for youths who participated in these 

approaches, the absolute rate of recidivism was substantia11y lower than 

in the case of family counseling. 

Despite these findings, complications such as differential selection 

and differing amounts of intervention highlight the fact that various condit­

ions must be controlled before definite conclusions can be drawn regarding 

12 

Thus, for example, other things being equal, inappropriate assignment 
may be less important relative to individual counseling than family coun­
seling. If indeed it exists, this difference in importance could perhaps 
b~ accounted for--at least partially--on the hypothesis that (a) ordinar­
ily, small amounts of individual counsel ing are potentially 1 ess "volati 1 e" 
than small amounts of family couns.eling, or that (b) with most youths, it 
is easier to "put the lid back on when necessary", in the context of indi­
vidual counseling. 
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the effectiveness of one approach as compared to another. This is apart 

from the fact that a thorough test of any approach should include some 

assurance that the quality of service which is given to Clients is reason­

ably adequate, whatever the amount of intervention may be. Establishment 

of these controls, and the monitoring of services to Clients, were beyond 

the scope and authority of EJDP. r4oreover, the assessment of specific 
13 

treatment approaches was not among its top priorities. 

Intervention: when and how much. A pressing need within juvenile 

justice is that of determining the optimal point at which to first inter­

vene. On the one hand, intervention (defined here as diversion with pro­

gramming) that occurs too early may not only be superfluous and a waste 

of resources, it can sometimes open the door to negative labelling and 

self-fulfilling prophecies. On the other hand, intervention which first 

occurs after a youth has become somewhat committed to delinquency may be 

quite difficult to carry out--even in the longer-term, relatively expensive, 

nonvoluntary programs that may be used. 

EJDP's findings suggest that, with most youths whose record contains 

no violent offenses, initial intervention might optimally take place at 

13 
Thus, for example, EJDP never attempted to assess--or, for that matter, 

operationally define--quality of service. We implicitly assumed, rightly 
or wrongly, that quality of service was at least adequate (by some undefin­
ed standard) in all projects that were studied, and/or that these projects 
were in any event representative of all others wi th respect to qual ity. 
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point of second offense, certainly no later than the third. This policy 

would seem appropriate in terms of balancing the social needs, humanitar­

ian values, and practical concerns that are reflected in the five objec­

tives mentioned above. From this perspective, for many or perhaps most 

youths, intervention which occurs fairly close to an optimal point may 

remain both appropriate and feasibZe in the context of short-term, rela­

tively inexpensive, voluntary programs. 

At any rate, it appears that little intervention may be called for 

with most individuals who have no ~rior arrests; however, this policy 

would not apply to youths who specifically seek assistance, and to those 

for whom an apparent crisis exists. On the other hand, for individuals 

with two or more prior arrests considerably more service and/or control 

may be necessary than was offerred or required in most projects. 

Scope of findings. EJDP's findings and recommendations relate to a 

sample of projects which, in most cases, were operated by justice system 

agencies. However, since about one-fourth of this sample consisted of 

non justice system projects, the validity of these findings and recommen­

dations is not limited to justice system programs alone. This is true of 

non justice system referraZs as well: Since these individuals were quite 

common among the projects studied, EJDP's results and guidelines are not 
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14 
restricted to justice system youths alone. 

Current relevance of results. The types of diversion project that 

were studied by EJDP continue to exist. In fact, approximately half of 

the specific projects surveyed in 1974 are still in operation, and most 

such projects handle the same kinds of youth. This suggests that EJDP's 

findings and recommendations are of relevance today; it reflects the per­

ceived utility of the projects as well. Nevertheless, during the past 

few years there has been increasing emphasis, at least in California, on 

projects which are operated by non justice system agencies and which main­

ly handle status offenders. These developments suggest a need for infor­

mation that relates primarily or exclusively to projects and youths of 
15 

this type. 

14 
This applies despite the fact that EJDP's recidivism findings related 

to justice system youths only, (EJDP did not analyze non justice system 
referrals with respect to recidivism.) If recidivism rates for non justice 
system referrals had turned out to be substantially different than those 
for justice system referrals, the preceding guidelines would have to be 
modified to some degree, though perhaps not greatly. 

15 
One such data~collection effort is currently underway within the Youth 

Authority. 
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APPENDIX A: Highlights from a Survey of 74 Diversion Projects 

In the fall of 1974, EJDP carried out a survey of 74 OCJP-funded juvenile 

diversion programs throughout California. The goals of this survey were to 

describe each program in general as well as specific terms and to provide 

data for the selection of a subsample of projects for intensive evaluation 

by EJDP. Data for this survey were collected mainly via interviews; these 

were supplemented by a questionnaire. The main findings were as follows. 

Main Findings: 

1. Projects surveyed were located in 18 of 21 OCJP regions and in 

21 California counties. 

2. Most projects were providing service within a city or county; 

however, target areas ran~ed in size from more than two counties 

to less than two-and-one-half square miles. 

3. Sixteen projects were operat.ed by LaW" Enforcement; 18 projects 

by Probation; 23 pr'ojects by private agencies; and 16 projects 

were run by other types of organizations. 

4. Most projects had either a management (primarily policy-making) 

board or an advisory (primarily planning) board. Youth were 

represented on 26 of 64 boards. 

5. Budget information was available for less than 50% of all projects. 

Using Fiscal Year 1974 funds, 19 projects were or would· be in their 

first year af OCJP funding; 28 projects were in their second year; 

and 26 projects were in their third year. 
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APPENDIX A: (Cont'd) 

6. The median number of paid staff in Law Enforcement projects was 4; 

the median number in Probation and private agency projects, 7; in 

other projects, the median number of paid staff was 6.5. 

7. Private agency projects were using more volunteers (median = 25 

volunteers) and receiving more contributed volunteer time (median = 
80 hours per week) than were other types of projects. 

8. One-third of total project staff time was used for individual, 

family, and group counseling (collectively). More than half of all 

Clients were involved in either individual or group counseling. 

9. Seventy-one percent of all project directors and 91% of all 

referral sources felt that project services we'c'e adequate for the 

types of Clients referred. 

10. Almost all projects referred some Clients elsewhere for service. 

Where no grant funds were involved, outside service was usually 

provided by tax-supported agencies. 

11. Sixty-one percent of project Clients were males and 39% were 

females. Forty-two percent of Clients were 13 to 15 years of age, 

6% were under 10 years of age, and 4% were over 21 years of age. 

12. The percentage of Clients who were referred to projects as a result 

of specific 601 and/or 602 behavior (status offenses and criminal 

acts, respectively) ranged from a high of 80% in Law Enforcement 

projects to 60% in "Other" projects. Across all projects, 51% of 

all Clients were referred for status offenses, 36% were referred 
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APPENDIX A: (Cont'd) 

for criminal acts, and 13% were referred for other than offense 

behavior. 

13. As offense behavior which results in referral to projects increases 

in severity, the percentage of female Clients decreases and the 

percentage of male Clients increases. These trends are similar to 

those found elsewhere, for juvenile arrestees. 

14. The attitude of a youth was mentioned (by 75% of the Client 

referral sources) more often than anything else as influencing the 

decision to refer or not r.:~fer to ·~diversion project. 

15. Procedures for referring youths to projects varied from very formal-­

in which several documents may be completed and forwarded to the 

projects--to very informal. In the latter case, the referral may 

only have required a phone call to the project; or, the youth may 

simply have been given the project's address and phone number. 

16. Fifty-four percent of the projects completed intake screening and 

made the decision to accept or not accept a youth within 24 hours; 

21% of all projects required more than 48 hours to complete this 

process. 

17. According to directors and staff combined, 42% of all Clients 

participated in diversion projects as a result of pressure from 

the referral source. Directors reported that 41% of all Clients 

participated voluntarily. 

-257-



APPENDIX A: (Cont/d) 

18. The most common reason for projects not accepting youths as Clients 

was that he/she had allegedly been involved in serious delinquent 

or criminal behavior. 

19. Thirty-three percent of the projects were engaged in some form of 

evaluation. 

20. Fifty-seven percent of the projects reported that--as a result 

of project efforts--far fewer youth were being processed by the 

juvenile justice system. 

21. Referral agencies felt that either they or the community would be 

negatively affected if the projects were not in existence. 
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APPENDrx A: Youth Data Forms 1, 2, and 3 

.. BEFORE AMklflG FORM REAo INSTRucflo4s oN BAcK OF LAST pAGE 
(2) L YOUTf/ DATA FORf.! 1 I 1. Name of Youth: (ProJeot Use Only) ill (3-6 ) (7-11 ) 
2. Project cOde:1 I I I p. Youth cOdeCI I I [ I 

Mo. Day Yr. Date Mo. Day Yr. Ukn 
(12-13 ) (1~-15 ) (16-17 ) (lB) 12. Referral Source decided (12-13) (1~-15) (16-17) (IB) 

~. Date of Birth O:=J [0 c:r::J Date Ukn: 0 to refer youth. 
·OJ OJ CD Orl/A 

(19-20 ) (21 ) 13. Project first notified (19-20) (21-22) (23-2~) (25) (26) 
5. Present Age:Q] Age Ukn: 0 of referral by source • 

'COOJCDOO 
1~. Proj ec t and youth first (27-2B )(29-30) 131-32) (3) (34) 6. Sex: (22 ) 7· Ethnic Group: (£hlli One) (23 ) face to face contact. 

·OJOJITJ 00 Male 8 1 Anglo-American. ·01 
Female 2 Asian"American. · . 

• 02 Yes No Ukn 
Black-American. . ·03 15. ~ prior project contact 1 2 3 
Mexican-American. · · o~ with youth. . (35) 0 0 0 Native-American • 

• 05 
(Specify) • 16. Youth previously accepted 1 2 3 Other · • 06 as client • (36) 0 0 0 ~(~J 

(Leave .ank) 17· Youth previously rejected 1 2 3 
as client. m)O 0 0 . . B. Enrolled or enrolled last day of 1~5t school session: 

(~One Only) (26 ) IF 16 or 17 is ~. give (38-42 ) (43 ) 
Yes. .0 1 9. Last school (27-28 ) prior Youth Code. I I I I I I 0 Ukn 

grade comPleted:o:=J 
. Yes (Suspended ) • . 0 2 

No (Expelled ). . 
'B 3 (29 ) 18. Youth accepted as Project Client on Current No (Excluded ). • 4 Grade Ukn: 0 Referral: (~4) No (Dropped Out) 
'0 5 Mo. Day Yr. 

No (Graduated) • . 0 6 Yes 

B~ (45-46 ) (~7-~8 ) (49-50 ) 
Unknown. 

'0 7 No OJ OJ OJ 
10. Referred By: Check one only and specify (Leave 1 Ro. If nor. Blarok i e~~~rt~~ ?~ client. 'iny lO~t. asenc Z/1nst1tution: (30 ) 

Law Enforcement (Specify Agency). '0 I (31-32 ) 

rM~)OJ) c:r::J -
?robation (Specify Agency). .0 2 ?3r;l) 19. The following are dispositions/decisions which may 
Other Criminal Justice Agency • ·0 3 (35-3 ) be made in relation to a youth. Check a box which 
(Specify) 

~ 
best describes the next course of action you believe 

School (Specify). ·0 4 the referral ~ would have taken IF the youth 

~) 
had not been referred to the proJect ("self" and 

Other Non-Criminal Justice Agency • . 0 5 "parents" MAY be referral sources) • (Check One OnlZ) 
(Specify) 

OJ NO Action. 
(53-54 ) 

Parent/Guardian • "§' . '0°1 
~lf. • 7 P.elease or counsel/reprimand and release 

·0°2 . . 
School discipline (suspension. etc.) . Other (Specify) • . . • 8 (41-42 ) 'B03 

OJ 
Refer to non-criminal Justice agency. • 04 
Refer to pl·obation •• 

'005 
11. I~~ediate reason(s) for referral: Specify as Cite to probation/Juvenile traffic • ·006 

accurately as possible (for example: "lleeds Job". Deliver to/retain 1n looal custody. 
'0°7 

"Behind in school". "Refuses to obey parents". Informal supervision (prior to oourt 
"Runaway" • "Pe~ty Theft (488 PC)". "Har1juana hearin8'J. 

·008 
Possession (11530 HSC)". "26 '"PH in Golf Cart File petition. 

·009 
(M21716 Vc)". etc.): Detention hearing. • • . ·010 

Refer to non-probation criminal justice 
agency. .... '8 11 

Informal probation (by court w/out wardship) 12 

(Leave Blank) Non-custody placement. ·013 
(~3-46) (47-50) Deliver :j non-local custody. ·01~ 

CI I I I [ I I I I Unknown. .. . ·015 
Other (Specify) .[]16 (51-54 ) (55-58 ) 

(Lealie Blank) [ I I I I [ I· I I I (55-56 ) 
(79 -80) (79 -aO [0 ~/l/75 @IT) @TI] 
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APPENDIX B: lCont'd) 
Instructions for Completing YOUTH DATA FORM 1 

fURPOSE: This form is to be used to obtain standardized information on youth who are being 
considered as possible project clients. A client is any person who, for the purpose of 
reporting to governing and/or funding bodies, receives direct service(s) from, or as a 
result of, your project. 

ON WHOM SHOULD FO&~ BE COMPLETED: Complete the form for each person under the age of 18 who 
is referred to the project regardless of the source of referral (e.g., complete a form 
even on 'self' referrals). Do not complete a form for any referred youth who is, at 
the time of referral, already a project client. 

WHEN SHOULD THE FO&~ BE COMPLETED: Assign a Youth Code number and complete as much of the 
form as possible immediately upon being notified of a referral. The remainder of the 
form should be completed when it is decided that the youth definitely is or is not a 
projec~ client. If the decision has not been made within five working days of the date 
on which the project 'was first notified (see Item 13), complete all items except #18 at 
that time. Item 18 would then be completed when the acceptance/non-acceptance decision 
is finally made. 

DISTRIBUTION: When the form is completely filled out, file the carbon copy (numerically by 
Youth Code number, Item 3) for the Evaluation of Juvenile Diversion Programs project. 
The original is for use within your project. 

INFORMATION RECORDING: 
Please place "1's" or "x's" inside appropriate boxes to avoid misinterpretation. 

For example, 

For all dates (Items 4, 12. 13. 14. 18). use two-digit numbers for Mo •• Day and Yr. 

For example. Mo. 
fOT'6l 
~ 
I 1 I 4 i 

Yr. 
I 7 I Ii I 

"01m" means "Unknown"; N/A means "Not Applicable". "Leave Blank" boxes should not be 
marked. They are for data encoding purposes only. 

Item 1: Youth Name to be filled-in only if you wish. Youth Code number is sufficient for 
EJDP purposes. However, it will be n,ecessary for the project to maintain a 
separate list of refet'red youths' names with their assigned Youth Code numbers. 

Item 2: Project Code is the four-digit OCJP project number. 

Item 3: Assign a Youth Code number to each youth who is referred rather than only to those 
who are eventually accepted. Unless other specific arr~gements have been made, 
begin numbering referrals (as soon as notice is received that a referral is being 
made) consecutively beginning with "10001", "10002", etc. Please do not skip 
numbers in the sequence nor assign the same Youth Code DU more than one referral. 

Item 4: If at all possible', fill in Date of Birth. If this is DDt known. check the box 
for "Unknown". 101hether or not the date of birth is knCPm:l. write in the youth's 
current age as a two-digit number (e.g •• [QJ[[J) if it is known. If current 
age is unknown, check to indicate. 

Item 9: Enter last school grade completed as a two-digit number (e.g., [OJ[j]). 

Item 10: In addition to checking the box to indicate the general category of referral 
source (e.g., "Law Enforcement" or "School"), where sp~fics are asked for, 
please be as specific as possible (e.g., "Firebaugh, P.;n:.", "Johnson Jr. HL", 
etc.). 

Items 16 & 17: If you checked "Yes" on either item, in the space Jj1>rovided write in the 
Youth Code number which was previously assigned. 
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APPENDIX B: (Cont'd) 

BEFORE MARKING FORM, READ INSTRUCTIONS ON BACK OF PAGE 

1. Nale of person cOlpletlng this fori: I YOUTH DATA FORM 2 I 

(3-6) 
3. Project Code9 I I I 

(12-13) (14) 

2. Nale of youth: (Project Use Only) 

(7-11 ) 
4. youth Code: ,';.1 ...A.I--L.l ...11~1 ...J 

(15) 
(check one) Active 01 

(2) 

rn 

Inactive 0 2 (16-21) 
5. At the end of reporting month: OJ, 1970, client project status las: 

~o. Yr. 
Case Closed 0 3. Date Closed:[]][DCO 

110. Day Yr. 
6. Has there been any recurrence(s) of the reason{s) for referral to the project during this reporting lonth? Yes No Ukn 

, 2 3 
Reason No. 1:. _________________________________ _ 

(22) 0 0 0 
Reason No. 2:. ________________________________ _ 

(23) 0 0 0 
7. If client's status Is "Inactive" or "case closed", specify primary reason: (check one only) 

(24) (2~) 

Needed servlce(s) not available •••••••••• 0 5 
No longer meets eligibility criteria ••••••• 0 6 

COlpletlon of project progral ••••••••••• 0 1 
Client refused further service(s) ••••••••• 0 2 
Referred to other servi ce provi der (no further 

project service nor follol-up) ••••••••• 0 3 
No servlce(s) required currently ••••••••• 0 4 

(specify), ___________ _ 

other {specify), __________ .0 7 

8.r-------------------------~~~~~~~~---~~~~~~~------------------------~ 

Servi ce(s) Recei ved 
Ourl n Renort i no /ronth 

(29) 

No Service(s) Provided •• U!iklp to 
Itel 9) 

Counseling, Individual •••••••• 

Counseling, Group •••••••••• 

Counseling, Falilily •••••••••• 

utor I ng, Acadelill c. • • • • 

Elp I oYlent Counse Ii ng • • • 

30-31 

CD 
OJ rn 
(45-46) 

rn 
(50-51 ) 

IT] 

Total Client Visits 11th Service Provider(s): 

32-34 

I I I I 
r4Bfl, 
~ 
I I I I 

(47-49) 

I I I I 
(52-54 ) 

I I I I 

Durino Reoortino lrionth 

~ecreation ••••••• 

Soci ai/Cultural Enrichlllent •••••• 

Group Education (Drug, Sex, etc.) •• 

Referral to Other Resources ••••• 

Other (specify) ______ _ 

Service 
Hours 

,(55 j 56l 
LLJ 
(60-61 

Service 
Provider 
(57-59) 

, , i i 

I I I I 
(62-64 ) 

I 1 I 1 
(67-69) 

I I I I 

~ 
cITI 

9~. Were servl ce(s) provl ded by other than pro ject funds and/or pro ject vo I unteers duri ng th I s rellld1ng month 7 (check one) 
(28) (28) (29-31) 

NDD' (Skip to Itel 10) Yes 0 2 ~ Give code for principal Other Service Provider: I I 1 ] 
4 Give nalB of Other Service Provlder: __________ _ 
~ (35) 

9b. Total client visits 11th all Other Service Provlder(s): LU.J Contacts Ukn: 0 
(36-38) (39) 

Total hours of service from all Other Service Provlder(s): em Hours Ukn: 0 
(~O) 

10. H~ve Incldent(s) other than those Identified In Itel 6 occurred during this reporting month? (check one) No 01 
If ·yes·, specify:, _____________________________ _ YesD2 

11. Co~.ents:~ _____________________________________ _ 

8/15/75 
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APPENDIX B: (Cont'd) 
Instructions for Completing YOUTH DATA FORM 2 

PURPOSE: To obtain standardized information on project clients. 

ON WHOM SHOULD THE FORM BE COMPLETED: On every youth who has been accepted as a project client 
as indicated on the individual Youth Data Form 1. , 

WHEN SHOULD THE FORM BE COMPLETED: Complete Items 2, 3, 4 and the narrative on Item 6 when th~ 
youth is accepted as a project client. The first Youth Data Form 2 report should be 
completed at the end of the month during which youth was accepted. Complete a report at 
the end of each subsequent month, including the month during which termination of service 
(case closure) occurs. 

DISTRIBUTION: When this form ia completed, keep the pink copy for your own use. The origina 
should be delivered to the Evaluation of Juvenile Diversion Programs Project as you are 
doing with Youth Data Form 1. 

INFORMATION RECORDING: Do not use carbon paper. Press firmly, Place numbers, "i" , s, or "X" 
clearly inside appropriate boxes to avoid misinterpretation. 

For example: Mo. ~ Day ~ Yr. rn 
"Ukn" means "Unknown"; EDP boxes along the right-hand side should not be marked; they are 
for data encoding purposes only. Q£~ use decimals or fractions-;r an hour. 

!'I'';:M 1: Name of person completing form at end of service month. 

ITEM 2: Youth Name to be filled in only if you wish. 

~: Project Code is your four-digit OCJP project number. 

ITEM 4: Youth Code is the same number assigned to the client at intake and recorded on 
Youth Data Form I, Item 3. 

ITEM 5: 

~: 

ITEM 8: 

ITEM 10: 

Use the following operational definitions for Client Status: "Active" - client 
currently receiving project services; "Inactive" - client not receiVing senrices, 
~~·t l,o!, not rf''l''' t::e""!!'~"'''r",A' "c~.,,<;! nc-,><;!.j" - d i~"t: "fficiall v tpnninated from 
the project. If "Case Clos~d", be sure to indicate the date ~f closure. 

Specify exactly as the reason(s) appear on Youth Data Form I, Item II, and check 
appropriately. If more than two "Reasons" are reported on YDF I, omit all but 
the two most important/serious. 

In this item, we want to quantify the service provider by project staff, volunteers, 
and others paid from project funds to provide service (e.g., contractors). Under 
Service Hours, record the total number of hours of service rece~ved by the client 
in each appropriate service category. Under Service PrOVider, code "100" if the 
principal provider of the service is a paid staff member; "200", if the principal 
provider is a volunteer; and "300", if the service is purchased from someone 
outside the project. If you wish, you may use the "zero" spaces to further 
specify the service provider (e.g., 101 for Mary Smith and 102 for John Jones, 
both staff members). 

In the columns marked "(26-27)", show the total number of face-to-face client 
contacts with all service providers identified in Item 8. 

Indicate in this item if the client received service from other than those service 
providers specified in Item 8. Please use the codes provided to you to specify 
the type of service provider and name the agency, or affiliation of the person pro­
viding the service. If more than one Other Service Provider provided service, code 
and identify only the one which you feel provided the most important service. 

In Item 9b, indicate the total face-to-face client contacts with and hours of 
client service received from all Other Service Providers. 

Indicate anything which you feel has influenced your working with the client (e.g., 
"family moved out of area", "dropped out of school", etc.). If incidents have 
occurred which, under other circumstances, could result in a referral to the project, 
specify as you would on YDF I, Item 11, and be sure to add a "seriousness" rating 
of 1 to 10. 

ITEM 11: For your own use. 
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[ YOUTH DATA FORN 31 
2 (3-6) (7-11) [KJ Project Code: I I I I 

(18-23) 
8irthdate: CD IT] [[J 

Youth Code: I I D Date 
(12-17) 

Form Completed:c:r:J c:r:J c:r:J 

~10. Day 

Instant Arrest: 

Yr. 

Date: 

(24) 
Date Ukn: 0 

_______ (27-32) m CD CO 
Mo. Day Yr. 

Prior Arrest; Date: 

________ (38-43) m m CIJ 
________ (49-54)[[] CO I I I 
________ (60-65) CO rn CD 

. ______ (12-17}m m CIJ 
(23-24) 

TOTAL law Violations: c:r:J 
(25-26) 

TOTAL Other (status, etc.): c:r:J 

Subsequent Arrest: Date: 

Mo. Day Yr. 

_______ ..,jJ(27-32) m D:J CD 
_______ (38-43) CD CD CD 
_______ (49-54) CD CD CD 
_______ (60-65} CD c:r:J c:r:J 

Mo. Day Yr. . . (71-72) 
TOTAL Law Violations: c:r:J 

. . (73-74) 
TOTAL Other (status, etc.): c:r:J 

9/2/75 
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Mo. Day Yr. 

Sex: (25) 
Male a 1 
Female 2 

Ethnicity: 
Anglo-American. 
Asian-American. 
Black-American •. 
Mexican-American. 
Native-American 
Other .. 
Unknown . . . . 

(26) 
01 
02 o 3 
0 4 
0 5 
o 6 o 7 

Offense Code: Disposition: 

(33-35) UTI (36-37) CIJ 

Offense Code: Disposition: 

(44-46) OJ.'J 
(55-57)1 I I 
(66-68)1 I I 

(47-48) rn 
(58-59) rTl 

(69-70) CD 
(21-22)0:3 

(79-80) 

(18-20)/ 1 I 

Offense Code: 

(33-35) ..... L ,L.J ..J....J 

(44-46) 1 I I I 
(55-57) [j I 
(66-68) [I I 

Disposition: 

(36-37) [IJ 
(47-48) OJ 
(58-59) D:J 
(~9-70) OJ 

@IT] 
~Ut': 

Dup. Co1s. 
1-11 ,CARD 1 

(79-80) 

rmJ 
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APPENDIX C: Estimated Number of Clients With Specified Dispositions. For Nine Diversion Projects 

Type of Disposition 

#0 #1 #2 #3 #4 #5 

No Justice Counsel Refer to Dismissed Informa 1 ' Petition Project System and Probation at 
Disposition Release Intake Probation Probation to Court 

#1 166 0 0 0 165 240 
#2 61 0 291 0 32 0 
#3 129 0 438 112 0 127 
#4 96 25 12 28 25 10 
#5 187 48 3 0 8 4 
#6 108 98 13 0 1 5 
#7 47 21 130 125 18 84 
#8 56 44 11.6 0 2 7 
#9 229 307 ISO 0 28 34 

Total 

571 

384 

806 

196 

250 

225 

425 

225 

788 
Total 1,079 543 1,193 265 279 511 3,870 

-

------------------------------'---------- -.~.-----
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APPENDIX D: Detective Questionnaire 

1. For those cases you chose to divert, what were the most important factors 
in reaching that decision? (Check one or more, and add other items as 
necessary. ) 

___ low offense severi ty 

___ no or few pri ors 

___ sufficient family strengths to support a referral 

other ---
2. For those cases you chose to petition, what were the most important 

factors in reaching that decision? (Check one or more, and add other 
items as necessary.) 

___ severi ty of offense 

__ priors 

__ family too weak to support a referral 

other --
3. Which of the following kinds of cases would normally be eligible for 

diversion from your unit? (Check one or more.) 

--(a) misdemeanants, no prior arrests 

__ (b) misdemeanants, 1 or 2 prior arrests, released (B-8) 

__ (c) misdemeanants with 3 or more prior arrests, released (B-8) 

(d) misdemeanants with prior misdemeanor conviction --
__ (e) prior diversion~ successfully completed 

--(f) prior diversion, terminated due to lack of interest 

__ (g) felony arrest, no priors 

--(h) felony arrest, 1 or more prior misdemeanors, released (B-8) 

__ (i) felony arrest with prior felony arrest 

__ (j) felony arrest, prior felony conviction 
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APPENDIX D: (Cont'd) 

4. Could your unit divert more cases that you now do if: (Check one or more.) 

__ (a) you had more or better agencies to divert cases to. 

__ (b) some of the detectives were more willing to use diversion. 

(c) it were not for community resistance (including victims) 
-- which sees diversion as lenience. 

(d) you had more administrative support for diversion from 
-- within the department. 

(e) none of the above; you are now diverting all you would 
-- want to. 

5. In explaining diversion to the juvenile arrestee, which of the statements 
do you feel would be most appropriate? (Check one.) 

(a) If you donlt attend or don't participate, you can drop out 
-~ of the program, but you wonlt be able to get this kind of 

break again. 

__ (b) If you find you arenlt benefiting from this program, weill 
see if we can work out something better. 

(c) You have agreed to participate in this program; if you donlt, -- you will have to go back to court. 

6. Diversion is most valuable as a way of: (Check one.) 

_____ (a) preventing further delinquency among pre-delinquent juveniles. 

(b) keeping juvenile offenders out of the justice system. --' 
7. In referring a case for diversion, do you normally: (Check one.) 

(a) refer to probation intake with a recommendation to divert. --
(b) refer to the diversion agency or the diversion coordinator 

-~ within your own agency. 

(c) refer to the service-providing agency directly, then notify 
-~ diversion for their records. 
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APPENDIX E: Diversion Coordinator Questionnaire 

1. ~or thos~ cases you ~h~se to divert, what were the most important factors 
ln reachlng that declsl0n? (Check one or more, adding other items as 
necessary. ) 

__ low offense severi ty 

__ no or few pri ors 

__ sufficient family strengths to support a referral 

__ other 

2. For thos~ cases you chose to petition, what were the most important 
~actors ln reaching that decision? (Check one or more, adding other 
ltems as necessary.) 

3. 

__ severi ty of offense 

__ priors 

__ family too weak to support a referral 

__ other 

Consider eacry case you diverted in the IICase Sunmaries ll questionnaire 
and the posslble expl~na~ion of the diversion agreement listed below. 
In trye spac~s below, ln~1cate (by case number) which cases would have 
recelved WhlCh explanatl0ns. 

-_ If you donlt attend or donlt participate, you can drop out of 
the.program, but you wonlt be able to get this kind of break 
agaln. 

__ ~f you find you arenlt benefiting from this program, weill see 
lf we can work out something better. 

-_ You have agreed to participate in this program; if you donlt, 
you will have to go back to court. 

4. Indicate in which of the IIdiverted ll cases you would sign a written 
contract and in which you would have a verbal agreement only. 

Wri tten contract ______________________ _ 

Verbal agreement only ----------------------------
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APPENDIX E: (Cont'd) 

5. For each of the 1~iverted" cases, indicate how you might respond in the 
event that the agency to which the client was referred contacted you to 
request that he be reminded of his obligation to attend regularly. 
(Indicate a unanimous choice by writing "all" if appropriate.) 

---- call the client and remind him, (or request someone else to do 
so) . 

__ explore the possibility of an alternative placement. 

discuss ways in which the client's participation might be -- improved, but decline to pressure the client. 

call the referral agency to ask what they recommend be done -- in this case in the event of poor attendance. 

6. How would you respond if the agency called to indicate that the same 
people no longer wanted to participate in their program. Assume the 
referral was made one month ago. (Write "all" if appropriate.) 

-- talk with the client in an attempt to work out an alternate 
program 

talk with the client and indicate that if he fails to partici--- pate you will have to file a petition. 

-- take action to have a petition filed. 

_____ call the referral agency, asking them what action they 
recommend. 

~---------~ ---

T 

'. ~ 

I , 

APPENDIX E: (Cont'd) 

8. Do you normally close out cases due to lack of client interest? 

9. 

__ (a) yes 

__ (b) no 

Does the service-providing agency nGrmally expect you to exert pressure 
on the client in the event he fails to attend? 

__ (a) yes 

__ (b) no 

10. Follow-up infonnation is ~ important: 

__ (a) to be sure the client is participating as agreed--that is, 
to supervise the client. 

__ (b) to be sure the agency is providing services as agreed--that 
is, to supervise the agency. 

__ (c) to be sure my referrals are accurate--that is, to learn if 
the right cases are being diverted, and to the right agencies. 

11. Diversion is most valuable as a way of: (Check one.) 

______ (a) preventing further delinquency among pre-delinquent 
juveniles. ' 

7. How much of a choice do you give the client in the selection of an agency? 
Indicate which of your "diverted" cases you would assign to each of the 
following categories. 

__ (b) keeping juvenile offenders out of the justice system. 

In these cases, I would invite the client's opinions regarding -- the choice of an agency. 

-- In these cases, I would not allow my decision to be influenced 
by the client's wishes. 

-- In these cases, I would change my mind only if the client 
expressed an objection. 

-- (Does not apply; I really have no choice of agency in the 
first place.) 

J , 
" 

d 
! 

{i 
I 

[ 
I, 
\-\ 
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APPENDIX F: Case Summaries 

After reading each of the following case summaries, indicate whether you would 
petition, divert, or counsel and release. 

In all of the cases that follow, assume the following: 

1. client is 15 years old unless otherwise indicated; 
2. none has been diverted before; 
3. no restitution is required; 
4. none is currently on probation; 
5. all have admitted guilt to the instant offense; 
6. there is no gang involvement; 
7. there exists a good enough case to file a petition if you choose to. 

You will note that the designation "(8-8)" is used in some of the case summaries 
below. "(8-8)" means the case was counseled and released. 

1. John F., arrested for petty theft, was apprehended upon leaving a depart­
ment store with a cassette tape in his back pocket. John was fairly well 
known for previous law violations: a curfew a year ago (8-8), an incident 
involving drinking (8-8), and a call to his home involving a family dispute. 
Later, Johnls father appeared at the station, where he spent some time 
blaming the boyls problems on his alcoholic mother. She was not present 
at the time of the interView, but is still living in the home. Though 
Johnls father has been out of work for over a year, chances of work now 
appear good. John is known by school authorities for his disruptive 
behavior. Would you: 

Petition --- Divert --- Counsel & Release ---
2. Marion S. was arrested for being drunk aftel~ neighbors complained of a loud 

party at her parentis residence. Her record shows three prior arrests, 
two for curfew (both involving some drinking) and ore brief runaway. She 
was released to her parentis custody on each occasion. The school reports 
average grades--well below her estimated potential--but occasionally 
disruptive behavior. Her parents are concerned regarding the outcome of 
the instant offense, and angry at Marion for Violating their trust (they 
were not at home at the time). Would you: 

Petition --- Divert --- Counsel & Release ---
3. Michael P. was arrested with an 18-year-old companion as they were burglar­

izing a house in a well-to-do residential area. Except for two curfew 
violations 12 and 16 months ago (both 8-8), Mike shows no prior law 
violations or other negative reports. When interviewed, he appeared 
cooperative. His parents expressed shock and concern, saying they were 
determined to do what they could to "get to the bottom of this." 
Would you: 

-270-



APPENDIX F: (Cont'd) 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Petition Divert Counsel & Release --- --- ---
Betty B. was arrested in a car in front of a friend's house with her bkOy-
friend and another couple. Betty and her companion were clearly drun ; 
the other couple may have been smoking marijuana. Betty had two .. 
violations during the last year but none earlier: a curfew and a drlnklng 
incident much like the instant offense. Betty is generally a good 
student who is thought to associate with generally conforming and well­
behaved friends. Both parents were cooperative when they met with 
officers, generally denying what may be some friction within the home. 
Would you: 

Petition Divert Counsel & Release --- --- ---
David L. well known to local juvenile officers for his history of 
vandalis~ (restitution payed) and drug use (pills and marijuana--B-B) was 
arrested for burglary when stolen goods were found in the car h~ was 
driving. His adjustment at a continuation scho~l h~s bee~ mar~1nal at 
best, disobedient and disruptive at worst. DaVld 11ves wl~h hlS father-­
his mother is deceased--and although the two have a long hlstory of 
fighting, his father may be somewhat more impressed with the seriousness 
of this offense than has been the case in the past. Would you: 

Petition --- Divert --- Counse 1 & Re 1 ease __ _ 

Sue K. was implicated by other juveniles to whom she had sold or ~iven 
marijuana during the last several months. A search of her belonglngs 
revealed 2-1/2 "lids". She has no prior arrest record, although her 
involvement on this occasion appears extensive. When questioned by 
detectives, she seemed depressed though cooperative. Her.relationsh~p 
with her parents appears strained, though neither party dlscussed thlS 
openly. They seem to minimize the severity of the present offense. A 
conforming student, her grades have slipped some during the last year but 
are still more than satisfactory. Would you: 

Petition --- Divert Counse 1 & Release __ _ 

Fred S. was apprehended in a car with several other minors who were 
smoking marijuana after school. The drug did not appear to have ~el~nged 
to Fred, although he was clearly using it. His record shows two ln71dents 
during the last year when officers were called to th~ house by Fred s 
mother to settle a family dispute between Fred and hlS father. At school, 
his behavior has generally been acceptable, with the exception of one 
incident involving a violent argument with a.male teac~er a.few months ago. 
He seems to get along cooperatively and nonvl01ently wlth hlS mother. 
Would you: 
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7. (Cont'd) 

B. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

Petition --- Divert --- Counsel & Release ---
Tom L. was stopped for questioning with three other minors who were 
loiteri~g around the parking lot of a convenience store at about 11:30 
on a Fr~day night. Tom.and his friends were somewhat intoxicnted, having 
adde~ 11quor to soft dr1nks bought from the store. Neither Tom nor two 
of h1S friends have any prior contacts with the police while the fourth 
b~y has one curfew ~rior. Tom's school adjustment is ~atisfactory and 
hlS parents are anX10US that no further action be taken. Would you: 
Petition --- Divert --- Counsel & Release ---
Police responded to a call from a drug store whose clerk was holding 
Helen P. for shoplifting. Helen and a friend had attempted to take some 
earr~ngs when spotted ~y th~ employee. Though her companion fled, Helen 
remalned and ~ppeared ~mmedl~tely regretf~l and shaken by the experience. 
Her school.adJustment 1S satlsfactory. Wlth the exception of frequent 
quarrels wlth her brother, her home life appears satisfactory. Would you: 
Petition --- Divert --- Counsel & Release ---
Betty M. was taken into custody by store security officers after having 
taken several belts, removed the price tags and stuffed them into her 
~urse. This ~as the third time Betty has been involved in shoplifting or 
ln the co~pany of others who were evidently shoplifting. (One petition 
not slls~alned! one B-8, once she was not arrested, tho:Jgh her friend was.) 
Be~ty 11ve~ w1th her mother, who has been divorced for about a year. On 
th1S occas10n, Betty has cooperated with officers· her mother is 
increasingly upset by her daughter's delinquency but at a loss for an 
adequate solution. Betty's school performance reflects weak grades but 
only minor behavioral disruption. Would you: 

Petition --- Divert --- Counsel & Release ---
John L. was arrested after he and a companion attempted to flee a record 
store with several albums. The proprietor locked the door on the boys, 
after seeing them conceal the albums, but they beat him about the face 
with their fists, pushed him away from the door, and fled. John is known 
for a prior petty theft (B-B) and an incident of 601 incorrigibility which 
was resolved short of court action. His father, who was involved is no 
longer in the home. His mother wants to be helpful but is at a l~ss to 
control his behavior. School officials report he associates with a 
disruptive element. John's other positive association is with an aunt 
who lives alone not far away. Would you: 

Petition --- Divert --- Counsel & Release ---
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12. Susan L. was apprehended in the parking lot of a discount store from 
which she had stolen some pants. Her prior arrest history reflects 
one incident involving a curfew violation which involved some drinking 
(B-8) and one suspicion of shoplifting. School officials report some 
difficulty with Susan's use of bad language and occasionally disruptive 
behavior. When interrogated, she remained rather sullen. Her father 
is not in the home; officers also talked to her mother and aunt, who 
came in together, and who were both obviously upset by this event. 
Would you: 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

Petition --- Divert --- Counsel & Release __ _ 

Lou H. was arrested inside a residence after handing a number of 
valuable items, including watches, a calculator and a clock radio, out a 
a rear window to a companion, who then fled upon the arrival of officers. 
Lou identified his companion, was generally cuoperative, and seemed 
regretful when he later talked to detectives. His parents are concerned 
and cooperative. His record shows one other offense, a curfew (B-8) 
some 18 months ago. Would you: 

Petition --- Divert __ _ Counsel & Release ---
Janet L. was loitering with several other friends, at least some of 
whom were smoking marijuana on a corner of the schoolyard. Although 
she was sullen when in the company of her friends, she later agreed to 
discuss the entire matter with officers. She has not been a problem 
otherwise at school, and her grades have been consistently good. Her 
parents were concerned to learn of her close association with those 
who were smoking marijuana, and are anxiously cooperative. Would you: 

Petition --- Divert --- Counsel & Release ----
Bob F. and a 14-year-old friend were apprehended as they prepared to 
shoot out a streetlight with a BB gun. It was evidently the first 
encounter of either boy with the police, and they were clearly shaken 
by the experience. Although his parents are concerned that no further 
action be taken, they mentioned no other problems of a serious nature. 
He has been dOing fairly well in school. Assuming no restitution is 
needed, would you: 

Petition ---- Divert --- Counsel & Release ---
Jeannette S. tried to keep officers from discovering the 1-1/2 marijuana 
cigarettes which were in her purse along with some minor cosmetic items 
she had taken from a local drugstore. Although Jeannette officially 
lives with her mother, it was learned that she spends a great deal of 
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16. (Cont'd) 

17. 

18. 

19. 

t~me with friends, one of whom is older (17) and evidently more sophis­
t1cated than Jeannette. She does not seem to have much genuine 
communication with her mother (her father is not in the home); her 
mother, in return, attempts to minimize the severity of the offense. 
However, she does have what seems to be a warm relationship with an 
uncle who lives nearby. Grades and school behavior are average to low 
average. Would you: 

Petition --- Divert --- Counsel & Release ---
In a fight with another child, Freddy T. pushed him off his bike and stole 
the bike. Freddy's parents have punished him and want to assure police 
that a similar incident will not reoccur. The school reports that Freddy 
is indeed an agressive youngster, though they have no combative incidents 
to add. Would you: 

Petition --- Divert --- Counsel & Release ---
Donny L. was arrested by officers after they saw him flee from a car he 
~as stripping with two other boys. The car, an expensive one, was parked 
1n the carport of nearby apartments. Donny and his companions were later 
picked up at the home of one of his companions. The car was identified as 
stolen, though there is no indication that Donny was involved in the 
theft. Donny lives with his mother and uncle, and seems to have a better 
relationship with his uncle than he used to have with his father, who 
left the home. Prior arrests include two curfew violations, one of which 
apparently involved some drinking (released to his parents in both cases) 
and a 601 incorrigibility, when his father was in the home. The school 
reports generally slow motivation, average to marginal grades, and a 
minor disturbance abol ~ 6 months ago. Would you: 

Petition --- Divert --- Counsel & Release ---
Mary P. was arrested when she left a store from which she had stolen two 
record albums, hidden under her raincoat. Four months ago she was 
stopped for suspicion of shoplifting, with no conclusive evidence; a year 
ago she was in the company of a girl who was arrested for the same offense. 
As in the past, Mary was courteous and cooperative with officers. She 
lives with her mother, who she describes as often absent in the evenings. 
There has been no father in the home for the last year. There is by now 
little affection left for her mother, and Mary seems more attached to 
the mother of her best friend. She has not been a problem at school, where 
her grades are average. Would you: 

Petition --- Divert --- Counsel & Release ---
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20. Ja~e D: wa~ found with severals~~~:ra~~0~~dt~:-~~~~;~11r~~m~~~~~n~Ch001. 
lIOtl~:~l~~t!n i~r~~; ~~t:r~~~~: and they had shared several canfs of b~etrh' 

~ . 1 d k Jane has one recent cur ew, Wl 
though none was con~plcuoUS ~ run '.. of petty theft several months 
some of the ~ame frlends, an adsusPolC10~ the other girls has two 
ago, from WhlCh she was release. ne? . 
curfew violations. Her parents seem falrly good. Would you. 

Petition __ _ Divert __ _ Counse 1 & Release __ _ 
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APPENDIX G: Technical Details Regarding Severity of Instant Arrest 
and Level of Social-Psychological Adjustment 

A. Severity of Instant Arrest 

The following method was used to divide the 20 illustrative cases into 

arrests of higher and lower severity: 

1. Three EJDP research analysts independently rated each illustrative 

case as to severity of instant arrest. They used the following 5-point scale: 

1 not at all severe; 2 - mildly severe; 3 - moderately severe; 4 - severe; 

5 - extremely severe. 

2. A total score was then deriv2d for each of. the 20 cases. This score 

was the unweighted sum of the three independent ratings that had been made 

for that case. (For example, on case #1 the ratings of the three independent 

raters were 3, 3 and 2, respectively. The total score for case #1 was there­

fore 8.) The total scores of all 20 cases were then added together in order 

to derive an average score for the 20 cases as a group: Using the above­

mentioned ratings, the latter score--namely, the average score-per-case, 

across all 20 cases--was 7.80. This was equivalent to a score of 2.60 per 

individuaZ case, i.e., per rater per case (7.80 divided by 3). Thus, the 

"typical" case was seen as falling about halfway between mildly severe and 

moderately severe in terms of the 5-point scale. 

3. If the total score for any given case was 8 or higher--i.e., if the 

total score fell above the average score per case, for the 20 cases as a group-­

the given case was then considered "high"; in short, the instant arrest in 

question was then regarded as being of higher severity. All remaining 

scores--i.e., those which fell beZow the group average--were considered "low". 
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This procedure resulted in 12 higher severity cases and 8 lower severity 

cases. The specific cases that were designated as IIhigher severityll were: 

case #1, 3, 5, 6, 10, 11, 12, 13, 16, 17, 18, and 19. All remaining cases 

were designated as IIl ower severityll. 

4. Interrater reliability was high: Based on the original independent 

judgments of the three raters with respect to all 20 cases, the intraclass 

correlation was .82 

B. Level of Social-Psychological Adjustment 

The method that was used to divide the 20 cases into poorer or better 

social-psychological adjustment was identical to that which was used in 

relation to severity of instant arrest. Here, the 5-point scale was as 

foll ows: 1 :- very poor [adjustment] ; 2 - poor; 3 - average; 4 - above 

average; 5 - very good or excellent. This procedure resulted in an average 

score of 8.20 per case, or 2.73 per rater per case. Thus, the typica') case 

was seen as falling slightly below lIaverage" relative to the raters' concept 

of social-psychological adjustment. Cases with a total score of 9 or more 

were regarded as being of "better adjustment ll ; the remaining cases were ... of 

II poorer, adjustment". There were 8 better adjusted cases in all--case #4, 8, 

9, 13, 14, 15, 17, and 20. Interrater reliability was the same as in 

the case of instant arrest: for the three raters, the intraclass correlation 

was .83. 

C. Severity of Arrest and Level of Social-Psychological Adjustment Combined 

By using the IIhigher/lower" and IIpoorer/better" classifications mentioned 
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above, all 20 cases were then divided into one of the following groups: 

(a) higher severity/poorer adjustment; (b) higher severity/better adjust­

ment; (c) lower severity/poorer adjustment; (d) lower severity/better 

adjustment. The number of cases that fell into these categories were la, 

2, 2, and 6, respectively. 

D. Relationship Between Severity of Arrest and Level of Adjustment 

Using the total score for each item,l the relationship between severity 

of arrest and level of adjustment was found to be moderately high: The 

Spearman rho was .69. Using the "higher/lower" and IIpoorer/betterll 

classifications, it was .70. 

lAnd adjusting for direction of scale--i.e., for scale-meaning--as needed. 
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APPENDIX H: Comparability of Clients and Comparisons for 11 Projects Combined 

Statistical analyses were performed in order to determine the degree of 

similarity between Clients and Comparisons on each of the following variables 

and factors: age, sex, ethnicity, number of prior arrests, type of instant 

arrest, and specific referral source. The results were as follows: 

Age. Clients (Cl's) were slightly younger than Comparisons (Co's): 

60% of the C1's were under 16; the figure for Co's was 58%. This difference, 

which was not statistically significant, amounted to three months in all: 

the average age for C1's was 15.0; for Co's it was 15.31. (Table H-l) 

TABLE H-1: Age at Referral for Client and Comparison Groups 

Age at 
Referral 

Under 16 

16 & Up 

Total 

Percentage of Youths 

Client 
N = 1,345 

60.2 

39.8 

100.0 

Comparison 
N = 1,192 

57.8 

42.2 

100.0 

x2 = 1.62, df = 1, NS. 

Sex. A lower percentage of Clients than Comparisons were male: 

55% versus 63%. This difference was statistically significant. 2 (Table H-2) 

1Younger adolescent offenders are usually considered worse IIrisksll than 
older offenders, in terms of their potential for future delinquent behavior. 

2Male offenders are usually considered worse risks than female offenders. 
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TABLE H-2: Sex of Client and Comparison Groups 

Sex 

Male 

Female 

Total 

Percentage of Youths 

Client 
N = 1,345 

55.4 

44.6 

100.0 

Comparison 
N = 1,192 

63.4 

36.6 

100.0 

x2 = 16.88, df = 1, P < .01. 

Ethnicity. A slightly higher percentage of Clients than Comparisons were 

Anglo, as compared to all other groups combined. The figure for Clients was 

67% Anglo; for Comparisons it was 61%. This difference was statistically 

significant. 3 (Table H-3) 

Number of prior arrests. Clients were more likely than Comparisons to 

have had no record of prior arrests: 75% of all Cl's had no prior arrests; 

the figure for Co's was 62%. Statistically, this difference was highly 

significant. 4 (Table H-4) 

3Non-Anglo offenders are often considered worse risks than Anglo offenders. 
This may reflect the fact that minority membership is generally related to 
the factor of socioeconomic status. Specifically, Non-Anglo offenders are 
more likely to come from lower- and lower-middle-class--i.e., economically 
poorer backgrounds. 

4Youths who have a prior arrest record are usually considered worse risks 
than those without such a record. 
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Type of instant arrest. Clients and Comparisons were essentially the 

same with respect to type of instant arrest. Fifty-two percent (52%) of the 

Cl 's and 54% of the Co's were referred in connection with a law arrest; all 

others were referred in connection with a status arrest. Statistically, this 

difference was not significant. (Table H-5) 

TABLE H-5: Type of Instant Arrest for Client and Comparison Groups 

Type of 
Instant Arrest 

Law Arrest 

Status Arrest 

Total 

x2 = 1.23, df = 1, NS. 

Percentage of Youths 

Client 
N = 1,345 

51.8 

48.2 

100.0 

Comparison 
N = 1,192 

54.0 

46.0 

100.0 

Specific referral source. s Clients were more likely than Comparisons 

to have been referred by Law Enforcement (LE) rather than Probation: Fifty­

four percent (54%) of the C1's were referred by LE and 46% were referred by 

Probation. The figures for Co's were 39% and 61%, respectively. Statis­

tically, this difference was highly significant. It may be related to the 

fact that Comparisons, on the average, were more likely than Clients to have 

had a prior record. (Table H-6) 

5As indicated on p. 76, all youths who were included in the present 
analyses were justice system referrals. 
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TABLE H-6: Specific Source of Referral for Client and 
Comparison Groups 

Source of 
Referral 

Law Enforcement 

Probation 

Total 

Percentage of Youths 

Client 

N = 1,343a 

53.6 

46.4 

100.0 

Comparison 

N = 1,192 

38.6 

61.4 

100.0 

x2 = 57.26, df = 1, p < .01. 

aExcludes youths whose source of referral was unknown. 
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APPENDIX I: Details Regarding Specific Source of Referral 

In seven of the 11 projects, all followup cases were referred from a 

single justice system source: Law'Enforcement or Probation. In three of 

the remaining four, more than 90% were from a single source. The reason 

for this "all-or-none" (or markedly skewed) representation was as follows. 

As suggested in Chapter 3, referrals to any given project mainly came 

from the agency under whose auspices the project was operated; this was 

especially true of projects sponsored by justice system agencies. Thus, a 

Probation-sponsored project was likely to contain few Law Enforcement 

referrals; and vice versa for a Law Enforcement-sponsored project. Now then, 

EJDP used the following approach in order to hold specific referral source 

constant, across Clients and Comparisons of anyone project. If EJDP staff 

found that a project contained few Clients who had been referred from a 

particular justice system agency--say, Probation--it almost always tried to 

select every followup case (Clients and Comparisons alike) from the agency 

whose Clients were heavily represented on the given project--say, Police. 1 

(In five of the 11 projects, 100% of all Clients, not just followup cases, 

were referred from a single justice system source. 2) 

lThis approach accounts for the percentage differences in figures that 
are shown in Tables 1 and 6, on the one hand, and pp. 24-30 of Chapter 3, 
on the other. 

2In a number of other projects, a large majority of Clients were 
referred from a single justice system source. 
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APPENDIX J: Relationship Between the Number of Law, Status, and La\l/ Plus 
Status Arrests Combined 

The following might be kept in mind regarding the numbers that appear 

in Tables 18, 19, and 20 of Chapter 6: Table 18 contains a set of 

figures that relate to the number of youths with law and status arrests 

combined (one column relates to the number of Clients with these arrests; 

the other relates to the number of Comparisons with these arrests); 

Table 19 contains a set of numbers that relate to youths with law 

arrests; Table 20 contains a set that relate to youths with status 

arrests. These three sets have been reproduced in Table J-1 of the 

present Appendix. They arc presented in the following order: law, 

status, and law + status arrests combined. 

Now then, each set of numbers is based on a separate--i.e., 

independent--computer run. Thus, as seen in Table J-1, 14 of the 1,345 

Clients had three law arrests, 17 of the 1,345 Clients had three status 

arrests, and 41 of these same 1,345 Clients had three law and/or status 

arrests. The number that is shown for law and/or status arrests is 

larger than that for law arrests and status arrests added together, 

because 10 additional Clients had entered the picture during the law 

and/or status arrests run. More specifically, 10 of the 48 Clients who 

had two Law arrests (see Column 1) also had one status arrest. When 

these 10 Clients (youths who had three law + status arrests aombined) 

were added to the above-mentioned 14 and 17, the total number of Clients 

who had three law and/or status arrests became 41. 
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TABLE J-1: Number of Clients and Comparisons with Law, Status, and Law + 
Status Arrests During 6-Months Followup 

Law Arrests Status Arrests All Arrestsa 

Number of No. of No. of No. of 
Arrests Youths Youths Youths 

Clients Compar. Clients Compar. Clients Compar. 
-.' 

0 1,134 950 1,157 1,008 1,004 826 

1 148 163 139 141 203 221 

2 48 55 30 35 83 86 

3 14 18 17 7 41 42 

4 & Up 1 6 2 1 14 17 

Total 1,345 1,192 1,345 1,192 1,345 1,192 

aAll arrests refers to law and status arrests combined. 
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APPENDIX K: Comparability of a Client and Comparison Subsample for 
11 Projects Combined 

Statistical analyses were performed in order to determine the degree of 

similarity between 379 Clients and 379 Comparisons on each of the following 

variables and factors: age, sex, ethnicity, number of prior arr1ests, type of 

instant arrest, and specific referral source. The results were as follows: 

Age. Clients (Clls) were essentially the same age as Compar'isons (Cols): 

56% of the Clls- were under 16; the figure for Cols was 58%. Th'is difference, 

which was not statistically significant, amounted to one month in all: the 

average age for Clls was 15.2; for Co's it was 15.3. (Table K-l) 

TABLE K-1: Age'at Referral for Client and Comparison Groups 

Age at Referral 

Under 16 

16 & Up 

Total 

x2 = 0.26, df = 1, NS. 

Percentage of Youths 

Client 
N = 379 

55.9 

44.1 

100.0 

Comparison 
N = 379 

57.8 

42.2 

100.0 

Sex. A lower percentage of Clients than Comparisons were male: 

58% versus 68%. This difference was statistically significant. 1 (Table K-2) 

lMale offenders are usually considered worse risks than female 
offenders. 
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TABLE K-2: Sex of Client and Comparison Groups 

Percentage of Youths 
Sex 

Male 

Client 
N = 379 

57.8 

Female 42.2 

Total 100.0 

x2 = 7.72, df = 1, P < .01. 

Comparison 
N = 379 

67.6 

32.5 

100.1 

Ethnicity. A higher percentage of Clients than Comparisons were Non­

Anglo, as compared to ail other groups combined. The figure for Clients 

was 44% Non;;;.Ang10; for Comparisons it was 35%. This difference was 

statistically significant. 2 (Table K-3) 

2Non-Ang10 offenders are often considered worse risks than Anglo offenders. 
This may reflect the fact that minority membership is generally related to 
the factor of socio-economic status. Specifically, Non-Anglo offenders are 
more likely to come from lower- and 10wer-middle-c1ass--i.e., economically 
poorer--backgrounds. 
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TABLE K-3: Ethnic Background of Client and Comparison Groups 

Ethnic Percentage of Youths 
Background C1ienta Comparison 

N = 312 N = 340a. 

l\ng10 56.1 65.0 
All others 43.9 35.0 

Total 100.0 100.0 

x2 = 5.42, df = 1, P < .05. 

aExcludes youths whose ethnicity was unknown. 

Number of prior arrests. Clients were a little more l'ikely than 

Comparisons to have had no prior arrests: 69% of all C1's had no prior 

arrests; the figure for Co's was 66%. Statistically, this difference was 

not significant. 3 (Table 1¢~~4) 

TABLE K-4: Prior Arrests for Client and Comparison Groups 

Number of 
Arrests 

Percentage of Youths 

Client 
N = 379 

None 69.4 

1 or more 30.6 

Total 100.0 

Comparison 
N = 343a 

65.6 

34.4 

100.0 

x2 = 1.18, df = 1, NS. 
a 
Excludes youths whose prior arrest record was unknown. 

3Youths who have no prior record are usually considered better risks than 
those who have a record. 
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APPENDIX K: (Cont'd) 

Type of instant arrest. Clients and Comparisons were essentially the 

same with respect to type of instant arrest. Fifty-seven percent (57%) of 

the C1's and 62% of the Co's were referred in connection with a law' arrest; 

all others were referred in connection with a status arrest. Statistically, 

this difference was not significant. (Table K~5) 

TABLE K-5: Type of Instant Arrest for Client and Comparison Groups 

Type of' 
Instant Arrest 

Law Arrest 

Status Arrest 

Total 

x2 = 1.98, df = 1, NS. 

Percentage of Youths 

Client 
N = 379 

57.3 

42.7 

100.0 

Comparison 
N = 379 

62.3 

37.7 

100.0 

Specific referral source.1f. Clients and Comparisons were almost 

identical in terms of specific referral source: Fifty-three percent (53%) 

of the Cl's were referred by LE and 47% were referred by Probation. The 

figures for Co's were 53% and 48%, respectively. Statistically, this 

difference was not significant. (Table K-6) 

4As indicated on p. 76, all youths who were included in the present 
analyses were justice system referrals. 
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APPENDIX K: (Cont' d) 

TABLE K-6: Specific Source of Referral for Client and 
Comparison Groups 

Source of 
Referral 

Law Enforcement 

Probation 

x2 = 0.03, df = 
aExcludes youth 

Percenta·ge of Youths 

Client 
N = 378a 

53.2 

46.8 
.1:-: 

Total -. 100.0 

1, NS. 

whose source of referral 
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Comparison 
N = 379 

52.5 

47.5 

100.0 

was unknown. 
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APPENDIX L~ Covariance Analyses and Background Characteristics 

Covariance analyses 

Using the equalized subsample, covariance analyses were carried out 

for Clients versus Comparisons with 0, 1, 2, and 2 or more prior arrests, 

respectively. The covariates were age, sex, ethnicity, instant arrest, 

and source of referral. The dependent variables were number of law, 

status, and all arrests (law + status) combined, on 6-months followup from 

instant arrest. Results were as follows: 

For youths who had no prior arrests, no statistically significant 

differences in recidivism were found between Clients and Comparisons. This 

applied not only to all arrests combined, but to law and status arrests 

separately. I 

For youths with one prior, significant differences in recidivism were 

found on law and law + status arrests combined; this applied relative to 

status arrests as well. All differences were in,favor of Clients. 2 

For youths who had two priors, no significant differences were found 

between Clients and Comparisons. 3 This applied to individuals with two or 

more priors as well. 4 

IF-test results were as follows, for law, status, and law + status 
arrests respectively (F-ratios are shown for 1 degree of freedom; the 
corresponding level of significance is indicated in parentheses): 0.83 
(.36); 0.05 (.50); 0.72 (.40). 

2F-test results were as follows, for law, status, and law + status 
arrests respectively: 4.30 (.04); 3.91 (.05); 6.17 (.02). 

3F-test results were as follows, for law, status, and"law + status 
arrests respectively: 0.51 (.48); 0.00 (.50); 1.03 (.32). 

4F-test results were as follows, for law, status, and law + status 
arrests respectively: 0.00 (.50); 1.53 (.22); 1.09 (.30). 
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Background characteristics 

Clients versus Comparisons. Using the equalized subsample, similari­

ties and differences in background characteristics were inspected 

separately for individuals with 0, 1, and 2 or more prior"offenses. 

Results were as follows (Chi square tests were used; significance levels 

are shown in parentheses S): 

For youths who had no prior arrests, no statistically significant 

differences were found between Clients and Comparisons on age and source 

of referral. However, the Client group contained proportionately more 

females than the Comparison group (.01); it also contained a somewhat 

higher proportion of Non-Anglos (.10) and was more often referred in 

connection with a status offense (.05). 

For youths who had one prior arrest, no significant differences were 

found between Clients and Comparisons on age, sex, and ethnicity. However, 

proportionately more Clients had been referred (a) in connection with a 

status offense (.05), and (b) by Law Enforcement rather than Probation 

(.01).6 

SAll significance levels that were derived from these tests were 
virtually identical to those obtained as part of the above-mentioned 
covariance analyses, for individuals with 0 and 1 prior offense, 
respectively. (Covariance analyses were not performed relative to youths 
with.2 or more priors; Chi square tests were not performed for those with 
exactly 2 priors.) 

6Spec ifically: (a) 63% of the Clients were referred in connection with 
a status offense, and 37% for a law offense; among Comparisons the figures 
were 43% and 57%, respectively. (b) 46% of the Clients were referred by 
Law Enforcement and 54% by Probation; for Comparisons the figures were 
21% and 79%. 
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APPENDIX L-: (Cont'd-) 

For youths who had two or more priors, no significant differences 

were. found on age, sex, and source of referral. However, proportionately 

more Clients (a) were Non-Anglo (.05) and (b) had been referred in con­

nection with a law offense (.01). 

As indicated, for each set of Clients and Comparisons all differences 

on the above variables were statistically adjusted to the extent possible, 

by the earlier-mentioned covariance technique. 

Clients versus Clients. As seen in Chapter 6, Clients who had 1 prior 

arrest performed better than their Comparisons. This raised the following 

question: In what ways were these Cliients similar to and different from 

all remaining Clients--those with no priors and 2 or more priors combined? 

As in previous analyses, this question was addressed by means of Chi square 

tests. Resultsue'as follows (significance levels are shown in 

parentheses) : 

No statistically significant differences were found between Clients 

who had 1 prior arrest and all remaining Clients combined, as to age, 

sex, ethnicity, and source of referral. However, compared to the latter 

individuals, Clients who had 1 prior were more often referred in connection 

with a status offense (.01). On balance, then, the two groups of Clients 

were fairly similar to each other.. 7 

7The following might be noted. (1) Clients who had 1 prior were similar 
to those with no priors, as to age, sex, and ethnicity. However, those 
with 1 prior were more often referred (a) in connection with a status offense 
(.01), and (b) from Probation (.10). (2) Clients who had 1 prior were 
similar to those with 2 or more priors, as to sex and source of referral. 
However, they were (a) somewhat younger (.10), (b) more likely to be Anglo 
(.05), and (c) more often referred in connection with a status offense 
(.01). 
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Comparisons versus Comparisons. No significant differences were 

found between Comparisons who had 1 prior arrest and all remaining 

Comparisons, as to age, sex, and instant offense. The former individuals 

were more likely than the latter to have been (a) referred from Probation, 

and (b) Non-Anglo. 
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APPENDIX M: Number of Prior Arrests per Youth, by Individual Project 

Project 

Three Successful 
Projects 

La Colonia 

Stockton 

Compton 

Eight Remaining 
Projects 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

Number of Prior Arrestsa 

Clients 

3.26 

1.10 

2.68 

.24 

.18 

.76 

.10 

.00b 

.00b 

.50 

.47 

Comparisons 

1.81 

1. 73 

2.21 

.87 

.29 

1.24 

.98 

.001l 

.21b 

.55 

.43 

aLaw and status arrests combined. - For Clients, the correlation (rho) 
between number of prior arrests and rate of recidivism on 6-months fol10wup 
(Table 21) was + .58 (p < .05). For Comparisons, the correlation was + .87 
(p < .01). This applied to all 11 projects combined. 

bRefers only to the subsqmple th~t was useo" in the 6-months follO\'1up. 
(See, e.g .. , Bohnstedt, et al--Year .. End Report on the,Fremont Project.) 
The number of prior arrests per youth is estimated to be .39 and .05 for 
the total, i.e., unselected sample of Clients and Comparisons in project 
E, and .30 in both cases for those in project F. 
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APPENDIX N: Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses, and Correlations 
Among Predictors 

and Clients + Comparisons, respectively. They were performed relative to 

Multiple regression analyses were carried out for Clients, Comparisons, 

each of three outcome measures: law arrests, status arrests, and all 

arrests combined. l Since they were carried out not only on the total 

sample,2 but the equalized subsample as well,3 the total number of analyses 

was therefore 18 (3x3x2). Results of all analyses are shown on the 

following pages, together with correlations among the independent variables 

(predictors) that were used in analyses #9 and #18. 4 

lThe standard, 6-months followup was used in all analyses. 
2N = 1,345 Clients and 1,192 Comparisons. 
3N = 379 Clients and 379 Comparisons. 

4Identical predictors were used in all 18 analyses. These were: age, 
sex, ethnicity, number of prior law arrests, number of prior status arrests, 
total number of prior arrests, instant arrest, and source of referral. 
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APPENDIX N: I Analyses on Total Sample
a 

Study 
Group 

Cl ients 

Compari sons 

Clients + 
Comparisons 

Outcome 
I~easure: Subsequent Law Arrests 

Predictors ~ 

Prior law arrests .165 

Sex .• 219 

Prior status arrests .231 

(Analysis I/V 

Prior law arrests .237 

Sex .256 

(Ana lysis /14) 

Prior law arrests .208 

Sex .242 

Prior status arrests .260 

(Analysis 1/7) 

Subsequent Status Arrests 

Mul t. R2 Predictors_ t!!ill..:.Jl. 

.027 Ins tant arrest .215 

.048 Prior status arrests .246 

~ Referral source .252 

(Al1lllysis '2) 

.056 Instant arrest .230 

.065 Prior status arrests .285 

Prior law arrests .292 

(A-zalysis 115) 

.043 Instant arrest .221 

.058 Prior status arrests .265 

.067 Prior law arrests 4Zl 

(Al1lllysis 118) 

All Subsequent Arrests 

Mult. R2 Predictors ~ ~lult. R2 

.046 Total prior arrests .191 .036 

.061 Sex &! .m 
...Q§1 

(Analysis 113) 

.053 Total prior arrests .279 .078 

.081 Instant arrest .304 .093 

.085 Ethnicity .313 .098 --

(Analysis 116) 

.049 Total prior arrests .240 .057 

.070 Instant arrest .253 .064 -- --

.074 

(Analysis H9) 

aStepwise computations were programmed to terminate as soon as a given step increased the R2 figure by less than .010. for this reason, the number of 
predictors that appear across the 18 analyses are often dissimilar. 
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APPENDIX N, (Cont'd): II Analyses on Equalized Subsamplea 

Study 
G roup 

Cllents 

Compa rl sons 

Clients + 
Comparisons 

Outcome 
Measure: b Su sequen t Law A rrests 

Predictors !!.!ill.:....li Mult. R2 

Prior law arrests .359 .129 

Instant arrest .408 .166 

Sex .427 .182 

Ethnicity .433 .IB7 

(Analysis li10) 

Prior law arrests .312 .097 

Sex .330 .109 

Total prior arrests .347 .120 

Age .351 .123 

(Analysis li13) 

Prior law arrests .3355 .112 

Sex .366 .134 

Total prior arrests .372 .13B 

(Analysis 1116) 

, 

} 'I .x .. . .. 

Su sequent Status A rrests Al Subsequent Arres ts 
Predictors Mult. R Mult. R2 Predictors Mult. R Mult. R2 

Prior status arrests .231 .053 Prior law arrests .374 .140 

Instant arrest .263 .069 Prior status arrests .396 .157 

Pr10r law arrests .287 .083 Inlhnt Arrest .406 .lIilS 

Total prior ~rrests .310 .096 

Ethnicity .320 .102 

(Analysis 611) (Analysis 1112) 

Prior status arrests .253 .064 Total pri or arres ts • 36!5 .133 

Instant arrest .307 .094 Instant arrest .: .. E! .• 140 

Sex .313 .09B 

(Analysis 614) (Analysis 1115) 

Prior status arrests .243 .059 Total prior arrests .355 .126 

Instant arrest .284 .081 Prior law arrests .366 .134 

Ethnicity .292 .085 

(Analysis li1?) (Analysis 1/18) 
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APPENDIX N. (Cont'd): III A. Intercorrelations Among Predictor Variables. for Total Sampleb 
B. Correlat'llln Between Predictor Var'iables and Outcome Measure. for Total Sampleb 

Predictor Variables 

Age Sex Ethnicity Prior law Prior Status Total Prior Instant Referral Arrests Arrests Arrests Offense Source 
Age 1.00 -.02 .03 .02 -.03 -.01 -.05 .04 
Sex -- LaO -.04 -.16 .07 -.05 .33 -.03 
Ethnicity -- -- LOa -.07 -.10 -.12 -.12 -.03 
Prior law 
Arrests -- -- -- LOa .24 .76 .02 .03 

Prior Status 
Arrests -- -- -- -- 1.00 .69 .23 .01 

Total Prior 
Arrests -- -- -- -- -- LaO .16 .02 

Instant 
Offense -- -- -- -- -- -- LOa .04 

Referral 
Source -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1.00 

bRelates to analysis 19: Clients + Comparisons. on All Subsequent Arrests • 

I - , r .. • q 

Outcome 
Measure 

All Subseq, 
Arrests 

-.02 

-.04 

-.06 

.20 

.20 

.24 

.12 

.04 

• 

, 
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APPENDIX N. (Cont'd): IV A. Intercorrelations Among Predictor Variables. for Equalized Subsamplec 
B. Correlation Between Predictor Variables and Outcome Measure, for Equalized Subsamplec 

Predictor Variables 

Age Sex Ethnicity Prior Law Prior Status Total Prior Instant Referral 
Arrests Arrests Arrests Offense Source 

Age 1.00 -.03 -.04 -.02 -.05 -.05 -.02 .07 

Sex -- 1.00 .02 -.18 -.01 -.11 .29 .01 

Ethnic1ty -- -- 1.00 -.09 -.10 -.13 -.06 -.05 

Prior Law 
Arrests -- -- -- 1.00 .26 .79 .03 .05 

Prior Status 
Arrests -- -- -- -- 1.00 .68 .24 .03 

Total Prior 
Arrests -- -- -- -- -- 1.00 •. 14 .03 

Instant 
Offense -- -- -- -- -- -- 1.00 .06 

Referral 
Source -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1.00 

~Relates to analysis 118: Clients + Comparisons, on All Subsequent Arrests. 

J 

Outcome 
14easure 

All Subseq. 
Arrests 

-.04 

-.11 

-.11 

.34 

.23 

.36 

.04 

.02 

• 

, 

r t 
\ 
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APPENDIX 0: Percentage of Comparisons Rearrested, by Specified Characteristics 
and Factorsa 

Law Arrests Sta tus Arres ts All Arrests 
Characteristics 

and Factors 

Age 

Sex 

Under 16 
16 & Up 

Male 
Female 

Ethnicity 
Anglo 
Non-AngloC 

Prior Arrests 
None 
Some 

Instant Arrest 
Law 
Status 

Referral Source 
Law Enforce­
ment 

Probation 

% of 
Youths 

17.8 
21.7 

24.4 
13.1 

16.8 

28.2 

13.2 
30.2 

18.8 
22.0 

14.3 
24.1 

a6-months followup. 

t " b z-ra 10 

1.56 

*** 4.77 

*** 4.55 

*** 7.30 

1.38 

*** 4.22 

% of 
Youths 

17.8 
14.2 

11.4 

22.5 

16.5 

16.4 

10.5 

22.3 

7.9 
24.2 

8.9 
19.6 

t " b z-ra 10 

1.63 

*** 5.25 

0.09 

*** 5.43 

*** 7.75 

*** 4.90 

% of 
Youths 

30.5 
30.2 

30.6 
30.8 

29.5 

37.9 

21.2 
44.1 

23.8 
38.8 

19.7 

37.6 

z-ratiob 

0.09 

0.05 

*** 3.16 

*** 8.56 

*** 5.58 

*** 6.46 

bU-tests (two-tailed, except for Sex and Prior 
Arrests) . 

cNon-Anglo = Black + Mexican-American + All Others. 

*-p < .01. 
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APPENDIX P: Hours of Service Given to Specified Client Subgroups 

Project Services for Boys W·ith Prior Arrests 

All Youths Participgnts 
Total (N = 43)a . Only 

Type of Service Hours of 
Hours Servicec No. of Hours 

1. Individual Counseling 93 
2. Group Counseling 57 
3. Family Counseling 63 

4. Tutor., Group Educ., 
Employ. Counseling 10 

5. Recreation, Social-
Cultural Enrichment 39 

6. Referral to Other 
Resources 0 

7. Othere 40 

8. All Services 
Combined (Items 1-7) 302 

9. All Counseling 
Combined (Items 1-3) 

10. Total Number of 
Vi sits 

aparticipants + non-participants 
combined. 

213 

258 

cor, in item 10, Number of Visits. 

eUsually phone contacts. For any 
given youth, three phone contacts 
were considered equivalent to one 
hour of service. 
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per d * Youths per 
Youth Served Youthd 

2.2 18 5.2 

1.3 6 9.5 

I 
1.5 26 2.4 

I 0.2 - 3 3.3 
i 
I 
I 

I 0.9 5 7.8 
I 
I 

I 0.0 a 0.0 

0.9 4 10.0 

7.0 38 8.0 

5.0 36 5.9 

6.0 37 7.0 

bRefers to youths who were 
exposed to the given service--e.g., 
individual counseling--at least 
once. 

dar, in item 10, Visits per 
Youth. 

* If one exc.l udes the 5 youths 
who received no service of any 
kind, the figures in this column 
become 2.4, 1. 5, 1. 7, 0.3, 1. 0, 
0.0, 1.1, 7.9, 5.6, and 6.8, 
respectively. 
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APPENDIX P: (Cont1d) 

Project Servi ces fOl~ Boys Without Pri or Art~ests 

All Youths Partici~ants 

Total 
eN = 76)a Only 

Type of Service Hours of Hours No. of Hours 
Servicec 

per Youths per 
Youthd * Served Youthd 

.. 

1. Individual 
Counseling 175 2.3 32 5.5 

2. Group 
I 

Counseling 19 0.3 3 6.3 

3. Family 
Counseling 163 2.1 61 2.7 

4. Tutor., Group 
Educ., Employ. 
Counseling 15 0.2 5 3.0 

5. Recreation, 
Social-Cultural 
Enrichment 16 0.2 4 4.0 

6. Referral to 
Other Resources 15 0.2 4 3.8 

7. Othere 1 0.0 1 1.0 

8. All Services 
Combined 
(Items 1-7) 404 5.3 72 5.6 

9. All Counseling 
Combined 
(Items 1-3) 357 4.7 72 5.0 

10. Total Number 
of Visits 344 4.5 71 4.9 

* If one excludes the 4 youths who received no service of any kind, the 
figures in this column become 2.4, 0.3, 2.3, 0.2, 0.2, 0.2, 0.0, 5.6, 5.0, 
and 4.8, respectively. 
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APPENDIX P-: (Cont I d) ~~--

i Project Services for Girls With Prior Arrests 

All Youths I particigants 
Total eN = 28)a Only 

Type of Service Hours of -
Servicec Hours No. of Hours 

per Youths per 
Youthd * Served Youthd 

I 

'I .. 

1. Individual 
Counseling 44 1.6 15 2.9 1 

2. Group 
Counseling 18 0.6 4 4.5 

; 

3. Family 

I 
Counseling 50 1.8 19 2.6 

I 
.1 

4. Tutor., Group 
Educ., Employ. 
Counseling 9 0.3 3 3.0 

5. Recreation, 
Soci a l-Cultura 1 

;.. 

l 
.j Enrichment 6 0.2 1 6.0 

~ 6. Referral to 
Other Resources a 0.0 a 0.0 

7. Othere 8 0.3 3 2.7 

8. All Services 
K 
:1 

Combined 
(Items 1-7) 135 4.8 26 5.2 

9. All Counsel ing 
Combined 
(Items 1-3) 112 4.0 26 4.3 

10. Total Number 1 
of Vi sits 107 3.8 26 4.1 

r, 
R 
y 

* . . 
,1 
f' ,I 

f" If o~e eXh~ludes the 2 youths who received no service of any kind the 
19ures 1n t 1S column become 1.7, 0.7 1.9 0.3 a 2 a a a 3 5 2' and 4.1, respectively. ' , ,.,.,.,., 4.3, 

." 
\ 

I 
I ..... 

t .1 

J. 

I 
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APPENDIX ,p-: (Cont'd)-_- . 

Project Services for Girls Without Prior Arrests 

All Youths Particigants 

Total 
eN = 94)a Only 

Type of Service Hours of Hours No. of Hours 
Servicec 

per Youths per 
Youthd * Served Youthd 

.. 

1. Individual 
Counseling 187 2.0 60 3.1 

2. Group 
Counseling 56 0.6 8 7.0 

3. Family 
Counseling 190 2.0 67 2.8 

4. Tutor., Group 
Edue., Employ. 

2 0.0 1 2.0 Counseling 

5. Recreation, 
Soci a l-Cu ltu ra 1 

0.2 2 10.0 Enrichment 20 

6. Referral to 
Other Resources 1 0.0 . 1 1.0 

7. Othere 26 0.3 5 5.2 

8. All Services 
Combined 
(Items 1-7) 482 5.1 91 5.3 

9. All Counseling 
Combined 
(Items 1-3) 433 4.6 91 4.8 

10. Total Number 
of Visits 372 4.0 91 4.1 

-
*If one excludes the 3 youths who received no service of any kind, 

the figures in this column become 2.1, 0.6, 2.1, 0.0, 0.2, 0.0, 0.3, 
5.3, 4.8, and 4.1, respectively. 
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APPENDIX P: (Cont'd) 

{( 

1 
,I 

L Praject Services for All Boys 
. 

i 
'i . -' 

r 
') 

All Youths Particigants 
Total (N = 119)a Only 

Type of Service Hours of 
Servicec Hours No. of Hours 

per Youths per . Youthd * Served Youthd 
,-
\ 

1. Individual 
Counseling 268 2.3 50 5.4 

1~ 
), 

2. Group 
Counseling 76 0.6 9 8.4 

\ 
t 

L 

3. Family 
Counseling 226 1.9 87 2.6 

4. Tutor., Group --" Educ., Employ. 
Counseling 25 0.2 8 3.1 

, 
i 
I 

5. Recreation, 
Sod a l-Cu1 tura 1 
Enrichment 55 0.5 9 6.1 .. 

~ 6. Referral to 
i 
.; Other Resources 15 0.1 4 3.8 
.' 1 

ii 
~ -
, 
0 : 

7. Othere 41 0.3 5 S.2 
8. All Services ! 

Combined I 
(Items 1-7) 706 5.9 110 6.4 

9. All Counseling 
Combined 
(Items 1-3) 570 4.8 lOS 5.3 

, 
A 
\/ 
! 

10. Total Number 
of Vi sits 602 5.1 lOS 5.6 

j * th ~f one e~clud~s the 9 youths who received no service of any kind 
e 19ures 1n th1S column become 2.4, 0 7 2 1 0 2 0 5 ' 

6 4 5 2 d 5 • , ., . , . , 0.1, 0.4, ., • , an .5, respectively. 
~ ~ , 

7 . 
( 

f 
~ . 
T -307-
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APPENDIX P: (Cant I d.) 

Project Services for All Girls 
- ---

All Youths Particigants 
Total 

(N = 122)a Only 

Type of Service Hours of Hours No. of Hours Servicec 
per Youths per 

Youthd * Served Youthd 
... 

1. Individual 
Counseling 231 1.9 75 3.1 

2. Group 
Counseling 74 0.6 12 6.2 

3. Family 
Counseling 240 2.0 86 2.8 

4. Tutor., Group 
Educ., Employ. 

2.8 Counseling 11 0.1 4 

5. Recreation, 
Socia l-Cul tural 
Enrichment 26 0.2 3 8.7 

6. Referral to 
Other Resources 1 0.0 1 1.0 

7. Othere 34 0.3 8 4.3 

8. All Services 
Combined 
(Items 1-7) 617 5.1 117 5.3 

9. All Counseling 
Combined 
(Items 1-3) 545 4.5 117 4.7 

10. Total Number 
of Visits 479 3.9 117 4.1 

* If one excludes the 5 youths who received no service of any kind, the 
figures in this column become 2.0,0.6,2.1,0.1,0.2,0.0,0.3, 5.3,4.7, 
and 4.1, respectively. 
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APPENDIX P. (Cont'd) 

Project Services for Youths With Prior Arrests 

All Youths Particigants 
Total eN = 71)a Only 

Type of Service Hours of Hours Servicec No. of Hours 
per Youths per 

Youthd * Served Youthd 

1. Individual 
Counseling 137 1.9 33 4.2 

2. Group 
Counseling 75 1.1 10 7.5 

3. Family 
Counseling 113 1.6 45 2.5 

4. Tutor., Group 
. Educ., Emp loy. 

Counseling 19 0.3 6 3.2 
5. Recreation, 

Social-Cultural 
Enrichment 45 0.6 6 7.5 

6. Referral to 
Other Resources 0 0.0 0 0.0 

7. Othere 48 0.7 7 6.9 
8. All Services 

Combined 
(Items 1-7) 437 6.2 64 6.8 

9. All Counseling 
Combined 
(Items 1-3) 325 4.6 62 5.2 

10. Total Number 
of Visits 365 5.1 63 5.8 

* . If o~e ex~ludes the 7 youths who received no service of any kind, the 
f1gures 1n th1S column become 2.1, 1.2, 1.8, 0 3 0 7 0 0 and 5.7, respectively. • , . , . ~ 0.8, 6.8, 5.1, 
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APPENDIX P: (Cant/d) 

Project Services for Youths Without Prior Arrests 

All Youths Particigants 
Total (N = 170)a Only 

Type of Service Hours of Hours No. of Servicec Hours 
per Youths per 

Youthd * Served Youthd 
.- - <-. 

1. Individual 
Counseling 362 2.1 92 3.9 

2. Group 
Counseling 75 0.4 11 6.8 

3. Family 
Counseling 353 2.1 128 2.8 

4. Tutor., Group 
Educ., Employ. 
Counseling 17 0.1 5 2.8 

5. Recreation, 
Social-CultuNl 
Enrichment 36 0.2 6 6.0 

6. Referral to 
Other Resources 16 0.1 5 3.2 

7. Othere 27 0.2 6 4.5 

8. All Services 
Combined 
(Items 1-7) 886 5.2 163 5.4 

9. All Counsel ing 
Combined 
(Items 1-3) 790 4.7 163 4.9 

10. Total Number 
of Visits 716 4.2 162 4.4 

* If one excludes the 7 youths who received no service of any kind the 
figures in this column become 2.2, 0.5, 2.2, 0.1, 0.2, 0.1, 0.2, 5.4: 4.8, 
and 4.4, respectively. 
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APPENDIX Q: Percentage of Youths R t d 6 earres e on -Months Fol10wup, 
by Program Element 

Type of 
Service 

Individual 
Counseling 

Group 
Counseling 

Fami 1y 
Counseling 

Tutor., Group 
Educ., Emp1y. 
Counseling 

Recreation, 
Soc./Cultural 
Enrichment 

Refer--Other 
Resources 

Other a 

All Services 
Combined 

All Counsel ing 
Combined 

Total Number 
of Visits 

Hours of 
Service 

0 
1 or More 

0 
1 or More 

0 
1 or More 

0 
1 or More 

a 
1 or More 

0 
1 or More 

0 
1 or More 

0-2 
3 or More 

0-3 
4 or More 

0-2 
3 or More 

aUsua 11y phone contacts .. 

* ** p < .10 p < .05. 

Percentage of Youths (N = 294) 
Subsequent Subsequent All 

Law Status Subsequent 
Arrests Arrests Arrests 

22.4 *** 17.6 33.6 *** 
10.7 11.8 20.1 

16.9 15.3 27.8 * 
8.7 8.7 15.2 

12.6 5.7 *** 18.4 * 
16.9 17.9 29.0 

15.6 14.9 26.0 
16.0 8.0 24.0 

15.9 15 .. 1 26.7 
13.9 8.3 19.4 

15.8 13.6 25.1 
13.3 26.7 40.0 

16.0 14.1 26.0 
12.5 15.6 25.0 

20.5 ** 14.2 29.9 
12.0 14.4 22.8 

19.1 * 15.3 < 29.3 
11.7 13.1 21.9 

21.3 ** 15.6 31. 9 ** 
10.5 13.1 20.3 

*** p < • 01. 
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APPENDIX R: Relationship Bebieen Project Services and Cl ient Performance 
in Equalized Subsample, by Subgroup 

Type of 
Service 

1. Individual 
Counseling 

2. Group 
Counseling 

3. Family 
Counseling 

4. Tutor., Group 
Educ., Employ. 
Counseling 

5. Recrea ti on, 
Social-Cultural 
Enrichment 

6. Referral to 
Other Resources 

7. Otherb 

8. All Services 
Combined 
(Items 1-7) 

9. All Counseling 
Combined 
(Items 1-3) 

10. Total Number 
of Visits 

Performance of Boys Hith Prior Arrests 

x2 for 
Subsequent 
Law Arrestsa 

** 4.26 + 

0.77 

0.72 

0.00 

0.28 

1.01 

0.11 

* 2.90 + 

** 4.76 + 

* .3.25 + 

x2 for 
Subsequent 

Status Arrestsa 

1.40 

0.00 

0.46 

0.00 

1.37 

0.13 

1.69 

0.00 

0.86 

0.00 

x2 for 
All Subsequent 

Arrestsa 

** 5.53 + 

0.79 

0.18 

0.00 

2.38 

* 3.63 -

1.12 

* 2.86 + 

** 5.47 + 

* 2.76 + 

a6-months followup fram instant arrest. Number of Clients = 67. 

bUsually phone contacts. 

* p < .10. ** p < .05. *** p < .01. 

"+" means: more service (e.g., more hours of counseling) is associated 
with better performance (fewer arrests). 

"-" means: more service is associated with worse performance. 
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APPENDIX R: (ContJd) 

Type of 
Service 

1. Indi vi dua 1 
Counseling 

2. Group 
Counseling 

3. Family 
Counseling 

4 Tutor., Group 
Educ., Employ. 
Counseling 

5. Recreation, 
Social-Cultural 
Enrichment 

6. Referral to 
Other Resources 

7. Other·b 

8. All Services 
Combined 
(Items 1-7) 

9. All Counseling 
Combined 
(Items 1-3) 

10. Total Number 
of Visits 

Performance of Boys Without Prior Arrests 

x2 for 
Subsequent 
Law Arrestsa 

* 4.22 + 

0.50 

0.22 

0.50 

0.02 

0.17 

0.05 

** 5.60 + 

* 3.49 + 

* 2.83 + 

x2 for 
Subsequent 

Status Arrestsa 

0.13 

0.32 

* 2.72 -

0.32 

0.00 

1.07 

0.01 

0.01 

2.06 

0.40 

x2 for 
All Subsequent 

Ar-restsa 

1.93 

1.30 

1.84 

1.30 

0.00 

0.07 

0.35 

2.33 

** 4.65 + 

1.98 

a6-months followup from instant arrest. Number of Clients = 84. 

bUsually phone contacts. 

* p < .10. ** p < .05. *** p < .01. 

"+" means: more service (e.g., more hours of counseling) is associated 
with better performance (fewer arrests). 

"-" means: more service is associated with worse performance. 
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a 6-·months followup from instant arrest. Number of Clients = 39. 

b Usually phone contacts. 

* p < .10. ** p < .05. *** p < .01. 

"+" means: more service (e.g., more hours of counseling) is associated 
with better performance (fewer arrests). 

"-" means: more service is associated with worse performance. 
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APPENDIX R: ("cont "d) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Performance of Girls Without Prior Arrests 
Type of x2 for x2 for x2 for Service Subsequent Subsequent All Subsequent 

Law Arrestsa Status Arrestsa Arrestsa 

Individual 
Counseling 1.04 0.00 0.27 

Group 
Counseling 0.00 0.00 0.35 

Family 
Counseling 0.00 0.52 0.60 

Tutor., Group 
Educ., Employ. 
Counseling 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Recreation, 
Soci a l-Cultura 1 
Enrichment 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Referral to 
Other Resources 0.00 0.36 0.08 

Otherb 
0.03 0.24 0.74 

All Services 
Combined * (Items 1-7) 0.00 2.89 0.74 

All Counsel ing 
Combined ** 
(Items 1-3) 0.00 5.21 2.51 

Total Number 
of Visits 0.82 0.16 0.62 

a6-months followup from instant arrest. Number of Clients = 104. 

bUsually phone contacts. 

** p < .05. * p < .10. *** p < .01. 

11+" means: more service (e.g., more hours of counseling) is associated 
with better performance (fewer arrests). 

"_II means: more service is associated \'lith worse performance. 
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APPENDIX D· 
h.~ (Cont'd) 

Performance of All Boys 
Type of 

x2 for x2 for x2 for Service 
Subsequent Subsequent A 11 Subsequent Law Arrestsa Status Arrestsa Arrestsa 

1. Individual *** ** Counseling 7.53 + 1.74 6.24 + 
2. Group 

* Counseling 1.33 0.78 2.78 + 
3. Family 

** Counseling 0.07 5.26 0.46 
4. Tutor., Group 

Educ., Employ. 
Counseling 0.15 0.10 0.22 

S. Recreation, 
Social-Cultural 
Enrichment 0.66 1.48 1.60 

6. Referral to * Other Resources 0.00 2.68 3.20 -
7. Otherb 0.02 0.15 0.31 
8. All Services 

Combined *** (Items 1-7) 7.S7 ** + 0.05 4.75 + 
9. All Counsel in"g 

Combined *** ** *** (Items 1-3) 7.48 + 3.98 + 9.42 + 
10. Total Number ** * of Vi sits 4.73 + 0.50 3.73 + 

a 
6-months fol1owup from instant arrest. Number of Clients = 151. 

b Usually phone contacts. 

* p < .10. ** 
p < .05. *** p < .01. 

11+" means: more service (e.g., more hours of counseling) is associated 
with better performance (fewer arrests). 

II_II means: more service is associated with worse performance. 
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APPENDIX R: (Cont'dJ 

Type of 
Service 

1. Individual 
Counseling 

2. Gy'OUP 
Counseling 

3. Family 
Counseling 

4. Tutor.~ Group 
Educ., Emp loy. 
Counseling 

5. 

6. 

7. 
8. 

9. 

10. 

Recreation, 
Sod a l-Cul tural 
Enrichment 

Referral to 
Other Resources 

Otherb 

All Services 
Combined 
(Items 1-7) 

All Counsel ing 
Combined 
(Items 1-3) 

Total Number 
of Visits 

Performance of All Girls 

x2 for 
Subsequent 
Law Arrestsa 

0.14 

0.00 

1.85 

0.23 

0.00 

0.09 
1.04 

0.00 

0.42 

1.43 

x2 for 
Subsequent 

Status Arrestsa 

0.73 

0.05 

* 2.74 -

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

0.13 

1.35 

0.06 

XL for 
All Subsequent 

Arrestsa 

0.85 

0.67 

3.85 

0.02 

0.00 

0.01 
0.56 

0.03 

1.43 

1.43 

** 

a6-months followup from instant arrest. Number of Clients = 143. 

bUsually phone contacts. 

* p < .10. ** p < .05. *** p < .01. 

"+" means: more service (e.g., more hours of counseling) is associated 
with better performance (fewer arrests). 

II_Umeans: more service is associated with iJOrse performance. 

, '( 
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APPENDIX R: (~ont'd) 

Type of 
Service 

1. Individual 
Counseling 

2. Group 
Counseling 

3. Family 
Counseling 

4. Tutor., Group 
Educ., Employ • 
Counseling 

5. 

9. 

10. 

Recreation, 
Sod a l-Cultural 
Enrichment 

Refel~ra 1 to 
Other Resources 

Otherb 

All Services 
Combined 
(Items 1-7) 

All Counsel ing 
Combined 
(Items 1-3) 

Total Number 
of Vi sits 

Performance of Youths With Prior Arrests 

x2 for 
Subsequent 
Law Arrestsa 

1.14 

2.42 

0.45 

0.00 

0.37 

0.00 

0.00 

1.68 

2.24 

** 4.06 + 

x2 for 
Subsequent 

Status Arrestsa 

* 3.09 + 

0.30 

* 3.17 -

0.00 

1.57 

0.00 

0.53 

2.60 

2.69 

0.80 

XL for 
All Subsequent 

Arrestsa 

** 4.76 + 

2.12 

1.55 

0.20 

2.41 

0.00 

0.28 

** 3.85 + 

** 3.91 + 

** 4.29 + 

a6-months followup from instant arrest. Number of Clients = 106. 

bUsually phone contacts. 

* p < .10. ** p < .05. *** p < .01. 

"+" means: more service (e.g., more hours of counseling) is associated 
with better performance (fewer arrests). 

"_II means: more service is associated with worse performance. 
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APPENDIX R: (Cont'd) 

"---- - -----==--~."-="--.....,--...-. ------~------------..-----

Performance of Youths Without Prior Arrests 

Type of 
Service 

1. Individual 
Counseling 

2. Group 
Counseling 

3. Family 
Counseling 

4. Tutor., Group 
Educ., Employ. 
Counseling 

5. Recreation, 
Social-Cultural 

x2 for 
Subsequent 
Law Arrestsa 

*** 6.69 + 

0.38 

0.90 

0.46 

Enrichment 0.00 
6. Referral to 

Other Resources 0.15 
7. Otherb 0.70 
8. All Services 

Combined 
(Items 1-7) 

9. All Counseling 
Combined 
(Items 1-3) 

10. Total Number 
of Visits 

* 3.21 + 

1.54 

** 4.24 + 

x2 for 
Subsequent 

Status Arrestsa 

0.12 

0.56 

** 4.70 

0.57 

0.00 

* 3.44 -
0.85 

1. 71 

0.38 

0.05 

x2 for 
All Subsequent 

Arrestsa 

2.57 

2.39 

* 3.17 -

1.59 

0.00 

0.99 
2.14 

0.18 

0.19 

* 2.83 + 

a6-months followup from instant arrest. Number of Clients = 188. 

bUsually phone contacts. 

* p < .10. ** p < .05. *** p < .01. 

"+" means: more service (e.g., more hours of counseling) is associated 
with better performance (fewer arrests). 

"-" means: more service is associated with worse performance. 
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APPENDIX S: Percentage of Youths With Prior Arrests, By Sex 
and Hours of Service 

Percentage of Youthsa 

Type of Hours of Boys Girls Boys + Girls 
Service Service With With With 

Prior Prior Prior 
Arrests Arrests Arrests 

Individual a 39.2 31.4 36.0 
Counseling 1 or More 49.4 25.0 36.1 

Group a 40.3 ** 23.5 ** 32.3 *** Counseling 1 or More 68.2 45.8 56.5 

Fami ly a 53.7 32.6 42.5 
Counseling 1 or More 40.9 24.7 33.3 

a N = 151 boys, 143 girl s. 

** *** p < • as. p < .01. 
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APPENDIX T: Comparisons Between Analyzed and Unanalyzed Projects 

Analyzed projects were compared to unanalyzed projects with respect 

to seven variables and factors: specific source of referral, global 

source of referral, instant arrest, prior arrests, ethnicity, sex, and 

age. These will now be reviewed. 

The most striking difference between analyzed and unanalyzed projects 

related to 8peaifia 80urae of pefe~aZ. In the case of analyzed projects, 

77% of all youths were referred from Probation while 23% were referred 

from Law ·Enforcement. Among unanalyzed projects, 11% were from Probation 

and 89% were from Law Enforcement. l EJDP staff see no intrinsic reason 

why projects that were more able and/or Willing to supply the data in 

question should also be those whose referrals were more often from 

Probation; what occurred may have been a matter of chance alone, among the 

six projects in question. In any event, the fact remains that Probation 

referrals were over-represented among youths to whom the present findings 
apply. 

At another, more gZobaZ level, there was no significant difference 

between analyzed and unanalyzed projects in terms of source of referral. 

Among the former projects, 30% of all youths were referred from non­

justice system sources while the remaining 70% were referred from justice 

system sources. In the case of unanalyzed projects the figures were 31% 
and 69%, respectively.2 

lThe dif+erence between analyzed (A) and unanalyzed (UA) projects was 
statistically significant (p < .01). 

2The difference between A and UA projects was not significant. 
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APPENDIX T~ (Cont'd) 

A sharp difference was observed between analyzed and unanalyzed 

projects in connection with type of instant arrest. Among analyzed 

projects 65% of all youths were referred in connection with a status 

arrest; the remaining individua1s were referred for a law arrest. In the 

case of unanalyzed projects essentially the reverse applied; here, 

figures were 31% and 69% for status and law arrests respectiveiy.3 This 

finding is perhaps related to the above-mentioned results on Probation. 

That is, the Probation Departments in question may have seen diversion as 

a more appropriate resource for status than for law offenders. (As 

indicated above, unanalyzed projects were much less likely to contain 

Probation referrals in the first place.) 

Among analyzed projects, 32% of all youths had one or more prior 

arrests; among unanalyzed projects the figure was 28%.4 This difference, 

while tending to be statistically significant, amounted to less than 0.2 

arrests per youth. 

A substantial difference was found between analyzed and unanalyzed 

projects with respect to ethniaity. Among analyzed projects, 46% of all 

youths were Non-Anglo while 54% were Anglo. Among unanalyzed projects the 

figures were 23% and 77% respectively.s In all likelihood, this finding 

was primarily a reflection of the specific geographic areas in which the 

various projects ~,fere located. It was probably not related, or was only 

3The difference between A and UA projects was statistically 
significant (p < .01). 

4The difference between A and UA projects tended to be significant 
(p < .10). 

sThe difference between A and UA projects was significant (p < .01). 
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APPENDIX T: (Cont'd) 

marginally related, to the over-representation of analyzed projects with 

regard to either Probation referrals or status offenders as such. 

A moderate, but again statistically significant difference was 

observed in connection with sex. In the case of analyzed projects, 45% 

of all youths were female; among unanalyzed projects the figure was 39%.6 

This may have been related to the findings on status offenders and over­

representation in terms of Probation. 

A substantial yet not extreme difference was found with regard to 

age. Among analyzed projects 49% of all youths were 16 or over; among 

unanalyzed projects the figure was 36%.7 In absolute terms, this amounted 

to a difference of four months per youth. 

6The difference between A and UA projects was significant (p < .01). 

7The difference between A and UA projects was significant (p < .01). 
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APPENDIX U: Further Examples--Youth Intervention Scales and Items 

Scale # Modifying Attitudes TowQl,rd Adults/Establishment 
1 

Scale # 

2 

Scale # 

3 

- Show the youth that many adults are worthy of his respect. 

- Show the youth that there are many adults whom he can trust 
and look up to. 

- Try to convince the youth that you represent more than lithe 
man II , or more than an extension of the! establishment. 

Increasing Interpersonal Sensitivity 

- Teach the youth more mature ways of influencing others. 

- Give feedback and clarification to the youth about the 
personal reactions of others to him. 

- Encourage the youth to perceive, appreciate, and respond 
appropriately to more individual differences among other 
personalities. 

- Encourage the youth to at least consider new ways of per­
ceiving and interpreting the behavior of others (including 
their motives and needs for behaving as they do). 

Increasing Self-awareness/Self-acceptan~ 

- Help the youth understand some of the original sources of his 
present self-image. 

Help the youth change some of his beliefs regarding what and 
who he II should" be or "ought II to be. 

- Help the youth resolve doubts about his basic adequacy and 
worthiness. 
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APPENDIX U: (Cont'd) 

Scale # Teaching Values and Controls 
4 

Scale # 

5 

Scale # 

6 

- Try to get the youth to start "thinking twice" before acting. 

Try to instill in the youth certain basic social values and 
standards. 

Instr'uct the youth on basic "do's" and "dont's" as though he 
were a child. 

Teach the youth how to cope with delay of gratification of 
his needs and wants. 

Enhancing/Promoting a Non-Delinguent Self-Image 

- Expose the youth to adequate males/females who are not 
impressed or taken in by "tough" or "delinquent" mannerisms. 

- Try to extinguish value to the youth of a delinquent self­
image. 

Involve the youth in activities and interests which show 
promise of reinforcing a non-delinquent concept of self. 

Reducing Apathy, Indifference 

- Encourage the youth to more actively care about what happens 
to him. 

Try to gE!t the youth to be more evaluative and responsive to 
his social world. , 

Try to gE!t the youth to be more reactive to the events in his 
life, to take a more active stance in determining what happens 
to him. 
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Scale # Expression of Feelings 
7 

Scale # 

8 

Scale # 

9 

Show the youth that it is all right to direct reasonable 
emotion and anger at their true source (rather than dis­
placing, suppressing, etc.). 

- Help the youth verbalize and more adequately express his 
feelings and emotional reactions to others. 

Emphasize to the youth the importance of expressing his 
inner feelings directly to those whom they involve 
(parents, peers, yourself, etc.). 

- Serve the youth as a source of catharsis, listening to 
expressions of pent up needs, emotions, or fears. 

Family/Parental Relationships 

- Help the youth become aware of the ways in which the personal 
problems of parental figures can interact or have interacted 
with his own development. 

Get the youth to see his parents in a realistic light--their 
strengths, weaknesses, and individual personalities. 

Increase the youth's understanding of the role he has played 
in his family and the particular ways in which this might 
have influenced his life. 

Peer Pressure 

Explain to the youth specific ways in which other youngsters 
may set him up to meet their own needs at the expense of his. 

Serve as a counterforce to the negative effects of peer 
influence on the youth. 

Discuss the issue of the price of loyalty to, or "going along 
with", peers in various circumstances. 

- Suggest to the youth alternatives to conforming behavior on 
his part when he is confronted with peer-pressure situations. 
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APPENDIX U: (Cont'd) 

Scale # Self-understanding 
10 

Scale # 

11 

Scale # 

12 

- Discuss with the youth particular ways in which his unique 
needs and response style can manifest themselves in his 
interpersonal relationships. 

- Increase the youth's awareness of how factors such as guilt 
or feelings of inadequacy can be a destructive force in his 
1 ife. 

- Try to get the youth to begin asking questions (at least of 
himself) regarding inner sources of his behavior. 

- Develop what may approach a professional counseling or therapy 
relationship with the youth. 

- Use review of past life and social history events to help the 
youth better understand his own conduct and feelings. 

(Ego-bolstering via) "Success" Experiences 

Expose the youth to probable success experiences (even though 
they may represent menial challenges). 

- Expose the youth to situations in which he can "win". 

Make sure the youth gets ego-bolstering recognition from 
others (even if only for menial successes or accomplishments). 

Youth-Worker Relationship 

Emphasize to the youth that you expect him to relate to you 
on a quite personal basis. 

Talk with the youth about how he and you are relating to one 
another--about the nature and qualities of the relationship 
between you. 

- Encourage the youth to begin actively thinking about the 
nature of, and changes in, the relationship between you and 
him. 

- Use your relationship with the youth to illustrate (to the 
youth) themes and problems in the way he relates to others. 
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Scale # Practical Emphasis 

13 

Scale # 

14 

Scale # 

15 

Scale # 

16 

- Actively help the youth find and secure job opportunities. 

- Work primarily with performance (e.g., school, employment, 
living arrangements) rather than with emotions and psycho­
logical factors. 

- Teach the youth how to take care of himself and how to meet 
his needs on a practical basis. 

"Progranming"/Rehearsal For Specified Life Situations 

Teach the youth specific alternative ways of "avoiding trouble" 
(e.g., fights, narcotics, etc.) under various circumstances. 

Teach the youth how to handle specific difficulties which he 
may experience when he's on h~s own and you Ire not available 
to him. 

- Review with the youth how he is going to handle difficult 
situations (e.g., temptations, pressures, etc.) which may 
arise when youlre not around. 

Recreation, Socializing 

- Encourage the youth to participate in activities such as 
fishing, baseball, or group field trips. 

Involve the youth in group recreational activities. 

Frequency of Contact 

- Make sure that you and the youth are in frequent contact. 

- Maintain a regular schedule of frequent contact with the 
youth. 
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Scale # Concreteness vs. Abstractness 
17 

Scale # 

18 

Scale # 

19 

Repeat and reiterate any expectations you have of the youth 
so that he will be less likely to forget them as soon as 
you're gone. 

Speak to the youth in very concrete terms, avoiding abstrac­
tions. 

Avoid using adult-level concepts, abstractions, or expl~na­
tions when talking to the youth. 

Informality--Lack of Social Distance 

- Minimize social or personal distance between yourself and the 
youth. 

Talk with the youth about yourself and your feelings in order 
to let him know you on a fairly personal level. 

Invite the youth to your home much as you would a friend. 

Youth's Commitment to Treatment 

- Let the youth know that he must meet you IIhalf-wayll in the 
sense of committing himself to treatment (showing reasonable 
willingness to work on whatever main goals have been E~stab­
lished for him)~ 

Let the youth know that your support of him is largely contin­
gent upon hi's making a reasonable commitment to treatment 
objectives and goals. 
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APPENDIX U: (Cont'd) 

Scale # 

20 

Scale # 

21 

Scale # 

22 

Youth's Participation in Case-Planning & Decision-Making 

Discuss with the youth your treatment rationale, plans, and 
goals. 

Involve the youth as an equal in case decisions. 

Discuss thoroughly with the youth any challenges and objections 
he has to your decision with regard to the handling of his case. 

- Allow the youth to significantly determine the extent of your 
involvement in his life. 

Allow the youth to make nearly all his own decisions largely 
without your participation: 

- Allow the youth to pretty much run his life by himself. 

Discuss and review the progress of treatment with the youth. 

Gaining Youth's Confidence in Worker as Understanding/Capable 

- Demonstrate to the youth that you are capable of understanding 
very personal feelings and needs which he has. 

- Gain the youth's confidence in you as a therapeutic treater. 

Gain the youth's confidence as someone skilled in understand­
ing interpersonal problems. 

Expressing Personal Concern for/Acceptance of Youth 

- Help the youth feel that you do not see him as someone who is 
IIsick ll , IIweird ll , or undesirable. 

Help the youth feel that you accept and care for him as an 
individual--for his own uniqueness, and independently of 
particular problems and behavior. 

Help the youth feel that his personal happiness is quite 
important to you. 

Help the youth feel that you really do care about him in more 
than a formal, "it's-my-job ll fashion. 
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Scale # 
23 

S~ale # 
24 

Scale # 
25 

Scale # 

26 

Expressing Warmth, Friendliness, Affection 

- Give the youth warm, friendly physical contact. 

Relate to the youth in an interpersonally warm or affectionate 
manner. 

- Express to the youth positive affection you feel for him. 

Protecting, Minimizing Demands-Pressures 

Avoid exposing the youth to sophisticated, aggressive, or 
manipulative delinquents. 

Expose the youth to supportive, non-threatening social 
situations. 

Allow the youth to be childish and immature (including 
childish dependency). 

Make only minimal demands and expectations of the youth. 

Avoid exposing the youth to harsh, direct, personal-encounter 
group situations. 

Using Anxiety/Distress as Stimulus/Motivator 

Capitalize on internal pressures (e.g., anxiety, guilt) as 
stimuli for motivating the youth for treatment. 

Capitalize on distress or anxiety in the youth as a stimulus 
for change. 

Being U~edictable, Doing the Unexpected 

Try to prevent the youth from thinking that he can predict 
your responses to his behavior on the basis of simple formulas. 

- Intentionally relate to :ttte:-~.u-~~~_·ttt:ways::wIt.i'Ctt:.wtlI.-:not 
readily fit into his usual manner of perceiving and interpre­
ting others. 

- Maintain an element of unpredictability regarding how you will 
react to the youth under particular circumstances. 
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APPENDIX U: (Cont'd) 

Scale # Behlg Forceful, Blunt 
27 

- In confrontations with the youth, be willing to yell at him 
"tell him off", and be verbally harsh (though not necessar-' 
ily abusive). 

- Be willing to 'tell off' the youth when you feel he needs it. 

- Be verbally forceful, even harsh, when having to confront 
the youth. 

Scale # Using Power/Authority 
28 

Give the youth a relatively specific set of terms or conditions 
which he must meet or live up to while on your caseload. (There 
need not be a great many of these conditions.) 

- Make the youth responsible for failure to follow through on his 
agreements with you by taking privileges or freedom from him. 
(Others may be involved in the agreements, too.) 

Provide support to those living with youth and responsible for 
helping to control the youth's behavior. 

Keep "on top" of the youth; don't accept any shining on; let 
him know that you're usually around and interested in what 
he's doing. 

Make sure the youth sees you as the main source of power with 
whom he must deal when making decisions and plans. 

~1ake sure that the youth does not succeed with "power plays", 
intimidation tactics, or manipulation efforts in your rela-
tionship with him. . 

Scale # Associating Concern with Control 
29 

- Make sure the youth understands that discipline of him by you 
is not to be interpreted as a sign of personal rejection. 

- Emphasize to the youth that his being controlled by you is not 
the same as being emasculated by you. 

Try to convince the~outh that controls, by you, reflect real 
concern for his well being. 
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* Scale # Exposure to Masculine Adult Model 
30 

- Expose the youth to adult models whom he cannot perceive or 
regard as unmanly, weak, impotent, etc. -

- Behave in a definitely masculine (feminine) manner in the 
- presence of the youth. 

* Or, in the case of girls, Feminine Adult Model. 
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APPENDIX V: Instructions for Administration of Youth Intervention Scales 

Part I 

I'd like to get an idea of some of the approaches you used with the 
youths that you worked with on the Project. To do this I'd 
like us to go over 35 items that deal with the way. youth-workfars, counselors, 
etc., sometimes work with youths. 

(Hand person the YI Scales.) 

These items deal with what you might call Areas, Methods, or Goals. In 
other words, they dea 1 wi th Areas that you mi ght have focus€ld on ••. wi th 
Methods that you might have used .. or Goals that you might helve worked toward. 

While you're looking over the items you'll see that each one includes 
a brief example that should help define or illustrate what the item means. 
For example, the first item is a~companied by a statement: "Show the youth 
that many adult are worthy of his respect." That statement would be an 
example of one way in which a youth-worker might go about Modifying Attitudes 
Toward Adults/Establishment. 

Let me give you another small packet that contains additional examples 
for most of the 35 items. --(Hand person the Further Examples packet.)--
Feel free to look over these examples if you want more by way of description, 
on any item. 

OK, now here's what I'd like you to do. I'd like you to answer two 
questiOns about each item. --(Hand person the Questions and Instructions 
Sheet.)-- If you look over this sheet you'll see that the first question 
has to do with: How much did you focus on this area or on this method, etc? 
The second question is: How Much Positive Impact did there seem to be on 
the youths, as a result of your work in this area? 

As you see at the bottom of the same sheet, each question can be 
answered either SLIGHT OR NONE, MOVERATE, MUCH, or VERY MUCH. For example, 
MODERATE would mean that you gave moderate emphasis to this area, or that 
you believe your work in this area had moderate positive impact on the 
youths. 

Before we start on the items, let me-add three-important things: When you 
answer these questions be sure to think of the ma*ority of youths that you 
worked with--that is, at least 70 to 80 percent 0 them. In other words, 
ask YOurself about the extent to which you used each method, or worked 
toward each goal, with most of the youths--not with an occasional or except­
ional youth only. - Another thing: When answering the question about 
Impact, try to emphasize the youths' behavior, but don't feel that you have 
to exclude their attitude. - The last thing is this: Try to focus on the 
time-period during which the youths were officially on the Project, and on 
your caseload only. 

Any questions? (If not, Start.) 
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APPENDIX V: (Cont'd) 

Administrator (Admr.) should begin with item #1 and should work straight 
through without a break, unless the person seems to need one. - Admr. should 
write down SiS answers (and his comments, if possible) on an extra copy of 
the YI Scales. Admr. should not ask S to write anything; this will help S 
to concentrate on the questions per see - Admr. should write the responses 
as follows: 

Slight or None = 1 Moderate = 2 Much = 3 Very Much = 4 

Note. If the person asks what is meant by the term "Much" (e.g., 
"What'slliuch emphasis?"), Admr. should indicate the following: "Think of it 
this way. If you consider the full range of methods that you used with most 
youths, or if you think of all the areas that you focused on, the question 
would be this: Compared with other methods or approaches, was this method 
(e.g., modifying attitudes toward adults/establishment) one that you gave a 
lot of emphasis to ... or gave hardly any emphasis at all? In other words, 
you should look at this as a relative matter. That is, you should compare 
your approach in this area with your approaches in all other areas." 

If the person asks what to base his Impact answers on (e.g., he might 
say that he never saw any official followup records on most youths), Admr. 
should say: "You can answer this in terms of whatever information you were 
able to get, and whatever impressions you were able to form. In other 
words, you can answer this on the basis of your personal knowledge and 
observations of the youths, and on the basis of your own standards as to 
what constitutes positive impact. However, as I mentioned before, do give 
primary emphasis to the. youth's behavior, to the extent possible." 
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APPENDIX V: (Cont'd) 

Part II 

Question #1 

Question #2 

YI Scales: Ques~ions and Instructions Sheet 

AMOUNT OF INTERVENTION 

In your work with most youths, to what extent did you focus 

on this area (or use this method •.. or work toward this 

goal)? 

IMPACT OF INTERVENTION 

When you did focus on this area (etc.), how much positive 

impact did it seem to have? 

In Answering These Questions, Please Choose One Of The Following Terms: 

SLIGHT OR NONE MODERATE MUCH VERY ~'UCH 

* Emphasize the time-period during which the youth was on the Project. 
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APPENDIX W: Youth Intervention Scales 

1. Modifying Attitudes Toward Adults/Establishment 

Show the youth that many adults are worthy of his respect. 

2. Increasing Interpersonal Sensitivity 

Give feedback and clarification to the youth about the personal reactions of others to him. 

3. Increasing Self-Awareness/Self-Acceptance 

Help the youth resolve doubts about his basic adequacy and worthiness. 

4. Teaching Values And Controls 

Try to instill in the youth certain basic social values and standards. 

5. Enhancing/Promoting A Non-Delinquent Self~Image 

Involve the youth in activities and interests which show promise of 
reinforcing a non-delinquent concept of self. 

6. RedUCing Apathy, Indifference 

Encourage the youth to more actively care about what happens to him. 

7. Express i on Of Feel i ngs 

Help the youth verbalize and more adequately express his feelings and 
emotional reactions to others. 

8. Family/Parental Relationships 

Increase the youth's understanding of the role he has played in his 
.family and the particular ways in which this might have influenced his 1 ife. 

9. Peer Pressure 

Serve as a counterforce to the negative effects of peer influence on the youth. 
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10. Self-Understanding 

Use review of past life and social history.events to help the youth 
better understand his own conduct and feellngs. 

11. (Ego-Bolstering Via) "Success" Experiences 

Expose the youth to probable success experiences (even though they may 
represent menial challenges). 

12. Youth-Worker Relationship 

Use your relationship with the youth to illustrate (to the youth) themes 
and problems in the way he relates to others. 

13. Practical Emphasis 

Teach the youth how to take care of himself and how to meet his needs 
on a practical basis. 

14. "Progranming"/Rehearsing P1lr Specified Life Situations 

Teach the youth how to handle specific difficultie~ which .he '!lay 
experience when he's on his own and you Ire not aval1able to hlm. 

15. Recreation, Socializin~ 

Involve the youth in group recreational activities. 

16. Frequency Of Contact 

Make sure that you and the youth are in frequent contact. 

17. Concreteness Vs. Abstractness 

Avoid using adult-level concepts, abstractions, or explanations when 
talking to the youth. 

18. Informality--Lack Of Social Distance 

Minimize social or personal distance between yourself and the youth. 
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APPENDIX W: (Cont I d) 

19. Youth's COl1111itment To The Program 

Let the youth know that he must meet you "half way" in the sense of 
committing himself to the program (i.e., showing reasonable willingness 
to work on whatever main goals have been established for him). 

20. Youth's Participation In Case-Planning & Decision-Making 

Allow the youth to significantly determine the extent of your involve­
ment in his life. 

21. Gaining Youth's Confidence In Worker As Understanding/Capable 

Demonstrate to the youth that you are capable of understanding very 
personal feelings and needs which he has. 

22. Expressing Personal Concern For/Acceptance Of Youth 

Help the youth feel that you really do care about him in more than a 
formal, "it's-my-job" fashion. 

23. Expressing Warmth, Friendliness, Affection 

Relate to the youth in an interpersonally warm or affectionate manner. 

24. Protecting, Minimizing Demands-Pressures 

Make only minimal demands and expectations on/of the youth. 

25. Using Anxiety/Distress As Stimulus/Motivator 

Capitalize on distress or anxiety in the youth as a stimulus for change. 

26. Being Unpredictable, Doing The Unexpected 

Maintain an element of unpt~edictability regarding how you will react 
to the youth under particular circumstances. 

27. Being Forceful. Blunt 

Be verbally forceful, even harsh. when having to confront the youth. 
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28. Using Power/Authority 

Make sure the youth sees you as the main source of power wi.th whom he 
must deal when making decisions and plans. 

29. Associating Concern With Control 

Try to convince the youth that controls, by you, reflect real concern 
for his well being. 

30. Exposure To Masculine Adult Model * 

Expose the youth to adult models whom he cannot perceive or regard as 
unmanly, weak, impotent, etc. 

31. Involving Youth In The Community 

Involve the youth in civic activities and community projects. 

32. Being An Advocate For Youth 

Present the youth's side--and help him obtain his rights--with school 
officials, police, the court, etc. 

33. Using Positive Pee~ Influence 

Encourage youth to interact with non-delinquent peers, and with 
delinquent peers who wish to communicate non-delinquent views. 

34. Familiarizing Youth With Authority Figures 

Expose youth to police and probation officers as individuals, by means 
of informal meetings, lectures and on-site tours. 

35. Being Personally Available During Crises 

* 

Use crisis intervention techniques, 24-hour availability, and/or 
'hot lines' to help youth during emergencies. 

Or, in the case of girls, Feminine Adult Model. 
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APPENDIX X: Extent of Usage and Amount of Impact, for 35 Methods and 
Areas of Focus--Separate by Individual Project 

I - Extent of Usage 

Scale # Method or Area of Focusa 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

Modifying attitudes toward adults/ 
establishment 

Increasing interpersonal sensitivity 

Increasing self-awareness/self­
acceptance 

Teaching values and controls 

Enhancing/promoting a non-delinquent 
self-image 

Reducing apathy, indifference 

Expression of feelings 

Family/parental relationships 

Peer pressure 

Self-understanding 

Ego bolstering via "success" 
experiences 

Youth-worker relationship 

Practical emphasis 

"Programming"/rehearsing for specified 
1 ife situati ons 

Recreation, socializing 

Frequency of contact 

Concreteness vs. abstractness 

Informality--lack of social distance 
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Project and Average Ratingb 

La Colonia Compton Stockton 

3.5 

3.0 

3.5 

3.5 

3.5 

3.0 

4.0 

3.5 

2.0 

3.5 

3.0 

4.0 

3.5 

3.5 

3.5 

4.0 

3.0 

4.0 

3.3 

3.7 

2.7 

3.0 

3.3 

4.0 

3.7 

3.7 

4.0 

2.7 

3.3 

3.7 

2.0 

3.0 

2.7 

4.0 

4.0 

4.0 

1.7 

3.7 

3 ? 
.,J 

1.3 

2.3 

2.7 

4.0 

3.7 

1.7 

4.0 

2.0 

1.3 

1.7 

2.3 

2.3 

2.0 

2.0 

3.0 



APPENDIX X: (Cont'd) 

Scale # 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31-. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

a Method or Area of Focus 

Youth's committment to the program 

Youth's participation in case-planning 
and decision-making 

Gaining youth's confidence in worker 
as understanding/capable 

Expressing personal concern forI 
acceptance of youth 

Expressing warmth, friendliness, 
affection 

Protecting, minimizing demands­
pressures 

Using anxiety/distress as stimulus/ 
motivator 

Being unpredictable, doing the 
unexpected 

Being forceful, blunt 

Using power/authority 

Associating concern with control 

Exposure to masculine adult model c 

Involving youth in the community 

Being an advocate for youth 

Using positive peer influence 

Familiarizing youth with authority 
figures 

Being personally available during 
crises 

-342-

Project and Average Rating 
La Colonia Compton Stockton 

3.0 

2.5 

2.5 

4.0 

3.5 

2.0 

2.5 

2.5 

1.5 

3.0 

2.0 

3.5 

3.5 

3.5 

3.0 

2.5 

4.0 

4.0 

3.3 

3.7 

4.0 

4.0 

2.3 

2.3 

1.3 

3.3 

2.3 

3.7 

3.7 

2.0 

3.3 

3.7 

1.7 

1.7 

3.0 

3.3 

3.7 

3.7 

3.0 

1.0 

2.7 

2.7 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

2.0 

1.7 

1.0 

1.3 

1.7 

3.3 
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APPENDIX X: (Cont'd) 

II - Amount of Impact 

Scale # Method or Area of Focusa 

1. Modifying attitudes toward adults/ 
es ta b li s hment 

2. Increasing interpersonal sensitivity 

3. Increasing self-awareness/self­
acceptance 

4. Teaching values and controls 

5. Enhancing/promoting a non-delinquent 
self-image 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

Redllcing apathy, indifference 

Expression of feelings 

Family/parental relationships 

Peer pressure 

Self-understanding 

Ego bolstering via "success" 
experiences 

Youth-worker relationship 

Practical emphasis 

"Programming"/rehearsin'g for 
specified life situations 

Recreation, socializing 

Frequency of contact 

Concreteness vs. abstractness 

Informality--lack of social distance 
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Project and Average Ratingb 

La Colonia Compton Stockton 

2.5 

2.5 

2.5 

3.5 

3.5 

2.0 

1.0 

2.5 

1.5 

2.0 

2.0 

4.0 

4.0 

1.0 

3.5 

4.0 

1.5 

4.0 

2.7 

2.7 

2.3 

2.7 

2.7 

3.0 

3.3 

2.7 

3.3 

2.7 

2.7 

3.3 

1.7 

2.7 

2.7 

4.0 

3.3 

4.0 

1.3 

2.7 

2.3 

1.3 

2.0 

2.3 

3.3 

3.0 

1.3 

3.0 

2.3 

1.3 

1.7 

2.0 

2.3 

2.0 

1.3 

3.0 
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1· r Project and Average Rating t 
Scale # Method or Area of Focus a La Colonia Compton Stockton 

L ~ 
: i 

19. Youth's committment to the program 3.0 3.3 2.7 it 

20. Youth's participation in case-planning ?-
:! and decision-making 1.5 3.7 3.0 .~ 

APPENDIX Y: Cost per Juvenile Arrest in 1974, by County in which 
Project is Located > 

21. Gaining youth's confidence in worker f 1 J as understanding/capable 2.5 3.3 3.0 I ~ 
~ . 

22. Expressing personal concern fori County Data 
acceptance of youth 3.5 4.0 3.0 ~ ~ : 

'1 a ~ Funds ...... Project Number of Law 
23. Expressing warmth, friendliness, All ocated to 

Youths Enforcement 
affection 3.0 4.0 3.0 1 • > 

Law Enforcement 
Arrested Cost Per 

rt 
;1 : for Juvenil es 
L Arrest 

24. Protecting, minimizing demands-
I.e 

pressures 2.0 2.7 1.0 Three Successful i} 1 
25. Using anxiety/distress as stimulus/ ~ " Projects . 

motivator 3.0 2.3 2.3 La Colonia $ 5,598,840 10,046 557 q' ;) . ,r' -, 
Stockton 

26. Being unpredictable, doing the I 'I ~ 2,436,774 5,668 
.:... .. d .' J 430 

unexpected 2.5 1.7 2.3 Compton 76,722,228 114,606 669 
r: • 

27. Being forceful, blunt 3.0 4.0 1.0 if Eight Remaining 
iI .. - Projects 

28. Using power/authority 2.0 2.3 1.0 A 5,598,840 J 10,046 if I 
557 

29. Associating concern with control 2.0 3.7 1.0 t B 22,413,300 40,035 560 

30. Exposure to masculine adult model c 3.0 3.3 1.7 
C 4,017,600 10 ,981 366 r , 

I D 591,630 1,787 331 
31. Involving youth in the community 1.5 2.0 1.3 1t ~ 

E 10,834,161 22,505 481 
32. Bei ng an advocate foy' youth 3.5 3.7 1.0 L F 2,352,362 3,944 596 

33. Using positive peer influence 2.5 3.3 1.3 
G 2,352,362 3,944 596 

r H 622,644 1,293 482 
34. Familiarizing youth with authority l. 

figures 1.5 2.0 1.7 
> •• 

35. Being personally available during r tl 
crises 4.0 2.3 3.0 0:.... 

[ i : 
aListed below are scale titles only. For furthe~ details see Appendix U. r , 
b1 = Slight or none; 2 = Moderate; 3 = Much; 4 = Very much. f-

t.:;.. rr i ' COr, in the case of girls, feminine adult model. I 
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APPENDIX Z: Cost of Juvenile Probation Processing in 1974, by County 
in which Project is Located 

Project 

Three Successful 
La Colonia 
Stockton 
Compton 

Eight Remaining 
A 
B 

C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 

Projects 

Projects 

Funds 
Allocated 

to Probation 
for Juvenilesa 

1,816,158 
1,882,867 

22,893,876 

1,816,158 
9,003,739 
2,056,626 

381,893 
8,363,655 

721,543 
721,543 
260,400 

County Data 

Number of 
Youths 

Processedb 

4,475 
2,971 

38,218 

4,475 
12,592 
4,786 
1,190 

10,990 
2,666 
2,666 

609 

Probation 
Processing 
Cost pel" 
Casec 

406 
634 
599 

406 
715 
430 
321 
761 
271 
271 
428 

b daT~e~~rfl§~~e~yw~~~ ~:~~~e~fb3u~~~~i~1~~~gai~~n!~~a~op~~~:ii~~m~~~a~;ment u ge . 
juvenile plus adult probatloners. 

bThese figures were obtained from County Criminal Justice Profiles. (5,7) 

cThese figures were obtained by dividing "funds allocated" by "number of 
youths processed". 
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APPENDIX A-l: Further Guidelines--A Third System of Diversion 

As indicated, two sets of guidelines--systems of diversion--are 

described in the text. In the first set, youths are differentiated from 

each other mainly in terms of their referral Source and number of prior 

arrests; in the second they are differentiated on the basis of their 

reasons for referral. In the present system, youths are distinguished 

mainly in terms of their peasons fop pefer.raZ and pPiop arpests. Spec-

ifically, in this third system all seven reasons for referral that are 
1 

used in the second set of guidelines reappear; however, each "reason" 

2 is subdivided on the basis of the youth's prior arrests. The nature of 

these subdivisions will become clear in the following pages. 

In the second set of gui-delines, judgments regarding the degree of 

service and control that are needed by each youth can be made independently 

of the latter's offense history (p. 242). However, since independent 

judgments of these factors are not specifically requtred, there is no 

reason to believe they witZ necessarily be made. On the contrary, it 

is entirely possible that an individual's offense history will itself 

be used as a partial basis fop the assessment of his service-and-control 

needs. In the third set of gufdelines an individual's offense history 

1 . 
As in the first and second set of guidelines, each "reason" corresponds 

to a specific category of youths, or "referral group,l (p. 242). 
2 

See Tables A-l.3, A-l.5, and A-l.7 regarding the distinction that is 
made among youths who have two or more priors. 
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does, or should, make a largely i'ndepen-dent contribution. More specifi­

cally, in the present guidelines it is used, regardless of reasons for 

referral, as the main factor in determining whether a short- or longer-
3 

term program will be recommended. (It is also used, together with reasons 

for referral, to help determine whether a voluntary or nonvo1untary program 

will be recommended.) 

The five diversion alternatives that will now be considered in rela-

tion to each of the seven referral groups are identical to those used in 

the previous guidelines (p. 235). Similarly, the recommendations that are 

presented with respect to these alternatives will apply only to individuals 

who wouZd be diverted from traditional justice system processing (p. 236). 

Recommendations 

As seen in Tables A-l.l through A-1.7, the following alternatives 

("choices") would be recommended for the seven groups of youth respectively-­

separate for each prior-arrest category: 

---Group 1. Service is wanted by youth; no control is needed (this 

group includes self-referrals only): (See Table A-l.1) 

3 
This usage reflects the findings of both Wolfgang and Venezia (p. 227), 

in conjunction with those of EJDP (pp. 183-186). 
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APPENDIX A-l: (Cont1d) 

TABLE A-l.l: Diversion Alternatives Recommended for Youth-Group #1: 
\ 

Siervice Wanted by Youth; No Controls Needed (Self-
RE~ferrals Only) 

Diversion Alternatives 

Outright Release 

Non Justice System, 
Voluntary Program 

Non Justice System, 
Nonvoluntary Program 

Justice System, 
Voluntary Program 

Justice System, 
Nonvoluntary Program 

0 

1st 
S 

2nd 
S 

Number of Prior Arrests 

1 2+a 

n.a. 

1st 
S/L n.a. 

n.a. 

2nd 
S/L n.a. 

n.a. 

Note: (1) Diversion alternatives for which a blank cell (11 __ 11) appears 
are not recommended for the given referral group. 

(2) S = short-term program; S/L = short- or longer-term program. 

aNot applicable (n.a.) since, in this system, it is assumed 
that youths with two or more prior arrests will be judged in 
need of service and/or control, and will therefore fall with­
in one of the remaining youth-groups (#3 through #7). 
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A. Youths with no prior arrests 

First choice: Non justice system program on a voluntary basis 

(short-term program). 

Second choice: Justice system program on a voluntary basis 

(short-term program). 

No other alternatives would be appropriate for these youths. 

B. Youths with one prior arrest 

First choice: Non justice system program on a vo'luntary basis 

(short- or longer-term program). 

Second, choice: Justice system program on a voluntary basis 

(short- or longer-term program). 
It 

No other alternatives would be appropriate. 

---Group 2. Neither service nor control is needed: (See Table A-l.2) 

A, Youths with no prior arrests 

First choice: Outright release. 

No other alternatives would be appropriate. 

4 
See Table A-l.l, footnote a, regarding individuals with two or more 

prior arrests. 
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APPENDIX A-l: (Cont'd) 

TABLE A-l.2: Diversion Alternatives Recommended for Youth-Group #2: 
No Service Needed; No Controls Neededa 

Diversion Alternatives 

Outright Release 

Non Justice System, 
Voluntary Program 

Non Justice System, 
Nonvoluntary Program 

Justice System, 
Voluntary Program 

Justice System, 
Nonvoluntary Program 

o 

1st 

Number of Prior Arrests 

1 

1st n.a. 

n.a. 

n.a . 

n.a. 

n,a. 

Note: (1) Diversion alternatives for which a blank cell (" __ ") appears 
are not recommended for the given referral group. 

aServi ce and control are not wanted by youth, e'j ther. 

bNot applicable (n.a.) since, in this system, it is assumed 
that youths with two or more prior arrests will be judged in 
need of service and/or control, and will therefore fall with­
in one of the remaining youth-groups (#3 through #7). 
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B. Youths with one prior arrest 

First choice: Outright release. 
5 No other alternatives would be appropriate. 

---Group 3. Service is needed; no controls are needed: (See Table A-l.3) 

5 

A. Youths with no prior arrests 

First choice: Non justice system program on a voluntary basis 

(short-term) . 

Second choice: Justice system program on a voluntary basis 

(short-term) . 

No other alternatives would be appropriate. 

B. Youths with one prior arrest 

First choice: Non justice system program on a vo1untar'j basis 

(short- or longer-term). 

Second choice: Justice system program on a voluntary basis 

(short- or longer-term). 

No other alternatives would be appropriate. 

See Table A-l.l, footnote a, regarding youths with two or more prior 
arrests. 
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TABLE A-l.3: Diversion Alternatives Recommended for Youth-Group #3: 
Service Needed; No Controls Needed 

Diversion Alternatives 

Outright Release 

Non Justice System, 
Voluntary Program 

Non Justice System, 
Nonvoluntary Program 

Justice System, 
Voluntary Program 

Justice System, 
Nonvoluntary Program 

o 

1st 
S 

2nd 
S 

Number of Prior Arrests 

1 

1st 
S/L 

2nd 
S/L 

a 
2+ 

1st 
L 

2nd 
L 

2+ 

2nd 
L 

3rd 
L 

1st 
L 

4th 
L 

Note: (l) Diversion alternatives for which a blank cell (" __ 11) appears 
are not recommended for the given referral group. 

(2) S = short-term program; S/L = short- or longer-term program. 
L = longer-term program. 

aServ;ce is also wanted, by youth. 
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C. Youths with two or more prior arrests 

(youths want assistance) 

First choice: Non justice system program on a voluntary basis 

(longer-term). 

Second choice: Justice system program on a voluntary basis 

(longer-term). 

No other alternatives would be appropriate. 

D. Youths with two or more prior arrests 

(no clear desire for assistance) 

Ftrst choice: Justice system program on a voluntary busis 

(longer-term) . 

Second choice: Non justice system program on a vo1unta~y basis 

(longer-term) . 

Third choice: Non justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis 

(longer-term) . 

Fourth choice: Justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis 

(longer-term) . 

6 ---Group 4. Controls are needed; no service is needed: (See Table A-l.4) 

A. Y~uths with no prior arrests 

6 

As in the first set of guidelines, we have assumed that the vast major­
ity of these individuals do not seek external controls. 
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TABLE A-l.4: Diversion Alternatives Recommended for Youth-Group #4: 
Controls Needed; No Service Neededa 

Diversion Alternatives 

Outright Release 

Non Justice System, 
Voluntary Program 

Non Justice System, 
Nonvoluntary Program 

Justice System, 
Voluntary Program 

Justice System, 
Nonvo1untary Program 

o 

1st 
S 

2nd 
S 

Number of Prior Arrests 

1 

2nd 
S/L 

1st 
S/L 

2+ 

2nd 
L 

1st 
L 

Note: (1) Diversion alternatives for which a blank cell (11 __ 11) appears 
are not recommended for the given referral group. 

(2) S = short-term program; S/L = short- or longer-term program; 
L = longer-term program. 

aService and controls are not wanted by youth, either. 
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First choice: Non justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis 

(short-term) . 

Second choice: Justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis 

(short-term) . 
7 No other alternatives would be recommended. 

B. Youths with one prior arrest 

First choice: Justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis 

(short- or longer-term). 

Second choice: Non justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis 

(short- or longer-term). 

C. Youths with two or more prior arrests 

First choice: Justice system program on a nonvo1untary basis 

(longer-term) . 

Second choice: Non justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis 

(longer-term) . 

---Group 5. Primary need 'fs for serVice;, some control is needed: 

(See Table A-1.5) 

A. Youths w.ith no prior arrests 

7For the remainder of this Appendi" no alternatives are recommended 
other than those which are specified for the given referral group. Thus, 
the phrase "no other alternatives would be recommended!! will no longer 
appear. 

-356-

;r I 

'0' 

1 
l.. 

\ 
~ 

ij . 
1 ~ 

j 

u. 

1~ 
"'1" 

:1 .., 
.... 
1 
~ 
"'-

~-
) 

t 
.-
;i 
ij 

II 
i\ L. 

} . 

] 

'" . 
\1 
II 

r 
L 

IT . 

~ 

~ -., 

[ 
~-
lj 
II 
..~ 

f 

! 

T 

, 
~ ! 

j 
J . 

i 

1 

, I 

J 

L 
" ij , 
I [, r' 

i I 
"'" 

• 

APPENDIX A-l: (Contld) 

TABLE A-1.5: Diversion Alternatives Recommended for Youth-Group #5: 
Service Mainly Needed; Some Controls Needed 

Diversion Alternatives 

Outright Release 

Non Justice System, 
Voluntary Program 

Non Justice System, 
Nonvoluntary Program 

Justice System, 
Voluntary Program 

Justice System, 
Nonvo1untary Program 

o 

1st 
S 

2nd 
S 

3rd 
S 

Number of Prior Arrests 

1 

1st 
S/L 

2nd 
S/L 

4th 
S/L 

3rd 
S/L 

1st 
L 

2nd 
L 

3rd 
L 

2+ 

1st 
L 

2nd 
L 

Note: (1) Diversion alternatives for which a blank cell (" __ II) appears 
are not recommended for the given referral group. 

(2) S = short-term program; S/L = short- or longer-term program. 
L = longer-term program. 

aService is also wanted, by youth. 
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First choice: Non justice system program on a voluntary basis 

(short-term) . 

Second choice: Non justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis 

(short-term) . 

Third choice: Justice system program on a voluntary basis 

(short-term). 

B. Youths with one prior arrest 

First choice: Non justice system program on a voluntary basis 

(short- or longer-term). 

Second choice: Non justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis 

(short- or longer-term). 

Third choice: Justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis 

(short- or longer-term). 

Fourth choice: Justice system program on a voluntary basis 

(short- or longer-term). 

C. Youths with two or more prior arrests 

(youths want assistance) 

Pirst choice: Non justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis 

(longer-term) . 

Second 'choice: Justice system program on a voluntary basis 

(l onger- term) . 
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APPENDIX A-l: (Cont'd) 

Third choice: Justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis 

(1 onger-term). 

D. Youths with two or more prior arrests 

(no clear desire for assistance~ 

First choice: Non justice system progr.am on a nonvoluntary basis 

(longer-term) . 

Second choice: Justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis 

(1 anger-term) . 

---Group 6. Primary need is for control; some service is needed: 

(See Table A-l.6) 

A. Youths with no prior arrests 

Pirst choice: Non justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis 

(short-term) . 

Second choice: Justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis 

(short-term). 

Third choice: Justice system program on a voluntary basis 

(Short-term) . 
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TABLE A-l.6: Diversion Alternatives Recommended for Youth-Group #6: 
Controls Mainly Needed; Some Service Neededa 

Number of Prior Arrests 

Diversion Alternatives o 1 2+ 

Outright Release 

Non Justice System, 
Voluntary Program 

Non Justice System, 1st 2nd 2nd 
Nonvoluntary Program S S/L L 

Justice System, 3rd 3rd 
Voluntary Program S S/L 

Justice System, 2nd 1st 1st 
Nonvoluntary Program S S/L L 

Note: (1) 

(2) 

Diversion alternatives for which a blank cell (" __ ") appears 
are not recommended for the given referral group. 
S = short-term program; S/L = short- or longer-term program. 
L = ·longer-tel1n program. 

aService and controls are not wanted by youth, either. 
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APPENDIX A-l: (Cont'd) 

~ B. Youths with on~tor arrest I 

i 
I ~ , 

ii 
~ : 

1 , 

i ) 

l 

1. 
Ir 

I :. ! ? 

I 
r 
J 

First choice: Justice system program on nonvoluntary basis 

(short~ or longer-term). 

Second choice: Non justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis 

(short- or longer-term). 

Third choice: Justice system program on a voluntary basis 

(short ... or longer-term). 

C. Youths with two or more prior arrests 

F1rst choice: Justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis 

(1 onger-term) . 

Second choice: Nonjustice system program on a nonvoluntary basis 

(longer-term). 

---Group 7. Considerable sel1 vice and control is needed: (See Table A-l.7) 

A. Youths with no prior arrests 

First choice: Justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis 

(Short-term) . 

Second choice: Non justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis 

(short-term). 

Third choice: Justice system program on a voluntary basis 

(Short-term). 
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TABLE A~1.7: Diversion Alternatives Recommended for Ycuth~Group #7: 
Considerable Service and Control Needed 

Number of Prior Arrests 

Diversion Alternatives o 1 2+ 

Outright Release 

Non Justice System, 
Voluntary Program 

Non Justice System, 2nd 2nd 2nd 2nd Nonvoluntary Program S S/L L L 

Justice System, 3rd 3rd 
Voluntary Program S S/L 

Justice System, 1st 1st 1st 1st Nonvoluntary Program S S/L L L 

Note: (l) Diversion alternatives for which a blank cell ("_~II) appears 
are not recommended for the given referral group. 

(2) S = short-term program; S/L = short- or longer-term program. 
L = longer-term program. 

aService is also wanted, by youth. 
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APPENDIX A-l: (Cont'd) 

B. Youths with one prior arrest 

First choice: Justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis 

(short- or longer-term). 

Second choice: Non justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis 

(short- or longer-term). 

Third choice: Justice system program on a voluntary basis 

(short- or longer-term). 

C. Youths with two or more prior arrests 

(youths want assistance~ 

First choice: Justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis 

(longer-term) . 

Second choice: Non justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis 

First choice: 

(longer-term). 

D. Youths with two or more prior arrests 

(no clear desire for assistance) 

Justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis 

(1 onger-term) . 

Second choice: Non justice system program on a nonvoluntary basis 

(longer-term) . 
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