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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 area" 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 (CYA) for a
study of juvenile diversion and with the Department of Corrections for
a study of adult diversjon. The present report deals with the former

study.

In July, 1974, the CYA 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 extensijve survey
of 74 diversion projects (Phase 1) and a more detajled 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

0f 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 noz 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. A1l three groups were comprised of justice system

referrals alone.

0f 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.

P

Reduction of recidivism

Recidivism was studied by means of quasi~experimental designs and
individual record searches on 1,345 Clients and 1,192 Comparisons.1 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--Zf 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 #wo (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

demonstrated. 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-

jvism 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., self-, parent-, and school-
referrals--who (a) would not have been prbcessed 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 Teast 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-
seling (9%) was a distant third. No more 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, Tittle 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
counseling. Youths who participated in family counseling 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 theijr

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' 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. 7 o ‘ Group 1. Non justice system, self-referred youths who seek assistance:
b

These were designed to strike a balance between the valid claims, but often First choice: Non justice system program on a voluntary basis.

conflicting requirements, of five common goals of diversion: (1) avoidance ’ ! Second chofce: Justice system program on a voluntary basis.

of negative labelling and stigmatization; (2) reduction of unnecessary soc- e .- Diversion without programming--in this case, refusal of service--

ial control and coercion; (3) reduction of recidivism; (4) provision-of- y v S would not be appropriate for these youths.

j ; i j i em costs. Relative . f “- o
service (assistance); and (5) reduction of justice syst b - Group 2. Non justice system, parent- and school-referrals who are

: ; ! intain at least some control . .
to these goals--and given society's need to maintain at sent for service (assistance) and/or control:

over certain offenders--the following options were considered for each group 3

Bt
A
A

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

; Second choice: Justice system program on a voluntary basis.

[ C

: . . . : ogramming) ; . . . . - .
A Outright refease (diversfon wTthout prosr . Diversion without programming may be appropriate if a need for ser-
. . . ; - cy operated) program, P ‘ . . . |
P fon Justice systen {e.g-, privateragency o ) pres 3 @ i. vice and/or control is not apparent to intake staff or diversion
) <o
on a voluntary basis; ? ; L coordinators.
C. Non justice system program, on a nonvoluntary basis; 1 % P

Group 3. Justice system referrals with no prior arrests:

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

bapmas 2

on a voluntary basis; : o Any of the following options might be appropriate: outright release;

E. Justice system program, on a nonvoluntary basis. T non justice system program on a voluntary basis; non justice system
. 3 ),

pameeaTy
4

rogram on a nonvoluntary basis. First choice among these options
Of these options, the following were recommended for the respective youth- prog Y S P

3' i would depend on (a) whether there is an apparent need for service and/
groups described below: ] j

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

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

be the principal concern (if control is primary: recommend nonvoluntary

[
.

2"Vo]untary" and "nonvoluntary" refer to the basis on which youths may
participate in the given type of program.
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program). In lieu of the latter options, justice 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 systam 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-groups, these recommendations would only be used
with individuals considered acceptable for diversion. That is, factors

such as "nature of instant offense" and "offense history" could not haye

-Xvi-
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ruled out diversion. (Two additional sets of recommendations were presen-

ted, based on different ways of classifying youths.)

Scope and relevance of findings

EJDP's findings and recommendatjons 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 1imited
to justice system programs alone. This is true of non justice system re-
ferrals as well: Since these individuals were quite common among the pro-
jects studied, EJDP's results and guidelines are not 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.] (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 rele-

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 ijts
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 Youth 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,




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

R RS S

e o e RS b T SRR i v 2 e e

- 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. Ell1jott et al. (1975) believe that diversion should include

the following features:

Clients are referred to an existing agency which offers

formal or informal youth development servi ;
; vic
prevention activities. P e or delinquency

The receiving agency is not part of t ustd
system. P f the formal justice

Referral is a substitute for further offici i
adjudication. fficial processing and

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

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 brojects 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 §ystem. (EJDP's specific definition of diversion

is presented in Chapter 2.)

Other Views of Diversion
The October 1976 issue of Crime and Delinquency focused exclusively
on juvenile diversion. Collectively, its articles reviewed numerous pros

and cons of diversion. Several authors pointed to particular issues




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 with small
numbers, ambiguity about process elements, and other shortcomings.
On balance, these evaluation studies stand as testimony to the need
for large-scale, sophisticated evaluation of new programs. Clearly,
there is insufficient evidence in the nine studies examined 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 more effective. As a
consequence, those charged with decision-making may be less reticent
to take formal action. . . The result could be an increase in the
number of juveniles under the control of the state. . . . (17)

Lundman concluded "it 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
more serious delinquency. By implication, then, diversion itself might
not reduce more serious subsequent delinquency. (25)

Also in this 1976 review, Nejelski 1nd{cated 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:
EJDOP staff first identified a1l projects that were funded, or likely to be
funded, by 1974 OCJP monies.! Through an extensive review of individual
project proposals 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 withiﬁ 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 projects that met

{In 1974, OCJP allocated $5 million to more than 70 juvenile diversion
projects.




these specifications, (c) acquaiit 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 was 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 projects 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.

Phas§_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

9 msn

study of selected projects. EJDP then reviewed the resulting list of
projects in 1ight of the following criteria for inclusion in this more
detailed study:

1. Each project must be receiving, or planning to receive, 1974
0CJP 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.?

4. Clients within each project must be ethnically representative of

youths within the target area served.

In addition, projects as a group had to represent:
5.- California as a whole, in terms 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
plients were Anglo; three projects had at Teast 50% Blacks; two had between

40 and 90% Mexican-Americans; and, in two projects, 20% were Native-
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As seen later, this requirement did not exclude projects that provided
services on a contrac?ua] basis. It was mainly designed to exclude activi-
ties ordinarily classified as delinquency prevention.




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 spent 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 Location
Compton Area Juvenile Diversion Project . . . . . . . . .. Compton
Imperial County Delinquency Intervention/Diversion E1 Centro -
Fremont Youth Service Center . . . . « « « « ¢« + ¢« o Fremont

Fresno County Probation Department Diversion Project . . . Fresno

Pre-Trial Intervention and Diversion Project . . . . . . . Irvine
La Colonia Youth Services Project . . . . . . « « ¢« ¢« ¢« « La Colonia
Mendocino Lake Youth Project . . . . « ¢« « ¢ ¢« o o o o o Mendocino/
Lake Counties
Project Interface . . . « « « ¢ ¢ ¢ v o v 0 e e e e e e Simi Valley
New Directions . « « « ¢ v ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o o 0 o 0 e Stockton
Vacaville Youth Service Diversion Unit . . . . . . . . . . Vacaville
Vallejo Youth Service Bureau . . . . « . « ¢« o o ¢ o v Vallejo

Mid-Valley Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Project . . . . Duarte

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

Curbstone Youth Service Center . . . . « « ¢ ¢ o o o v o Sacramento

Siskiyou County Juvenile Diversion Project . . . . . . . . Yreka

Sheriff's Juvenile Diversion Program . . . . . « « « « ¢ = San Diego
-8~
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Project Location
Southeast Involvement Project . . . .. .. .. .. ..... San Diego
Streetwork for Girls . . . . ... St e e e e e e e e e e San Francisco
West San Gabriel Valley Juvenile Diversion Project . . . . . 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 detailed review of these projects can be found i
tat _ : _ in: Lewis, R.,
A descg1pt1pn of fifteen juvenile diversion 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

ocbjectives of EJDP: "to develop a strategy for the evaluation of juvenile
diversion at the individual project Tevel", and "to 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 lTead 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 migﬁt
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 Tine with EJDP's commitment to provide 0CJP 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 QCJP
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 participaticn 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

-11-

or factors that were shared by many if not most projects.! This procedure
| = resulted in nine major categories, each of which appeared consistent

with the broad objectives of 0CJP. These categories were as follows:

1. Divert youths from, or provide alternatives to, criminal
Justice processing.
: 2. Reduce costs within criminal justice system.
4 % 3. Reduce crime, delinquency, arrests, and recidivism.
3 é 4. Improve, integrate, and coordinate existing services to youth.
4 5.

Develop new services and expand existing services within the

community.

foni it

6. Change Clients' behavior and/or attitude.
g E‘ 7. Improve Clients' family functioning.
8. Involve the community in the areas of delinquency prevention

and child service.

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

Categories 1-3 led to the following questions:
| i 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?
i 3. What does the project cost?

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

e
precane

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

% § rgmaining categories or objectives appeared to partly represent means-to-

T ISorting was first done by each staff m ; i
i Staff as a group. Yy ember; after that, it was done by

N ]
bt 1
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ends with respect to these objectives. In addition, overall EJDP and
diversion project resources did not make it feasible to study all nine

areas. For these and related reasons, staff decided to focus ori 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 referred 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 se1f, parents, or school.

-13-
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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
Probation, 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 Clients repre-

sent an immediate 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. Tﬁeir specific purpose was to
elicit information that would 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 individual's instant arrest

and resulting entry into the project.
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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 usua11y.comp1eted
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 Enforceient 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

2Byreau of Criminal Statistics information was used for the Vacavilie
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 individuals
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
Jjudges, 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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3y May of 1975, the YDF #1 was being used in most projects. By
October, 1975, the YDF #2 was implemented in most projacts.

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.?

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.

.3Basica11y, service brokerage involved the following: (a) directing
Clients to service-providing agencies; (b) paying those agencies for
services that were provided: - :
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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
18-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 youths ("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 {s, random assignment--sense of the term.

At any rate, each diversion project was studied, described, and
evaluated individuallyz- 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."
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 any one 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

“The 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.

-19-
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Chapter 3
OVERVIEW OF PROJECTS AND CLIENTS

Before presenting the 15 projects that were evaluated in Phase 2, the
following question should be addressed: to what extent did these projects
represent all 74 programs that were surveyed by EJDP in Phase 1?1 That is,
to what degree did Phase 2 projects typify the full range of 0CJP-funded,
Juvenile diversion programs that were operated in California during 1974?2
Basically, the answer is "pretty much--but with notable exceptions”.

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 cities, 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.

1The 15 projects had, of course, been included among the 74 that were
surveyed.

2
Non-0CJP-funded diversjon projects were virtually nonexistent within
California in 1974, and ‘were never studied by EJDP.

3In the present report, Law Enforcement will refer to Police, Sheriff,
and other criminal justice agencies (e.g., California Youth Authority).
Aﬁproximate1y 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. i
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 gach of
the two most commonly used progfam elements: individual and family counsel-

ing.* 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 Blacks--ethnicity.> 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

“More specifically, somewhat fewer of their €lients participated in
individual counseling and substantially more participated in family

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
Tine, 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.® 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, lTiterally, only those who "showed
up": they include no individuals who were referred to a project but who,
for whatever reason, did not show up.” 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 compared
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

®During the survey, no information was c i
) ollected as to number of prior
arrests. Thus, a d1rec§ comparison could not be made between Phase é
g:ggsigi-and survey projects with regard to delinquency involvement or
ion.

"Nor do they include individuals who were not a j
_ ccepted by the project
4ue.t9 lack of case]oaq openings. EJDP believes there were few sgchJ
individuals; however, it has no hard data to support this belief.
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the agency under whose auspices it operated.® 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 Tess than completely
voluntary, from the standpoint of those Clients.? 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 1ikely 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.

E1 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 99

had a prior arrest record.

3(Continued from preceding page) 1in 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 Mesa and administered by a
management board which represented a number of local Police Departments.
Most referrals (80%) were from the Police Department. PIDP 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 delin-
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.
[ts 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 Police Department and most referrals (79%) were from
Law Enforcement. Basic activities included: Individual and family

counseling, academic tutoring, recreation, drug and other education, and
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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
community resources with respect to youthful offenders. It was operated
by the Vallejo Police Department and {ts 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, E1 Monte, South E1 Monte,
and West Covina. It was sponsored by the County of Los Angeles and
administered by the Mid-Valiey 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 Dijamond 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 ot
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 well.
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.!® There were two categories of
Clients: Dayroom Clients ("Walk-Ins") and Treatment Clients ("Referrals").
Basic program elements included individual counseling, dayroom counseling,
family counseling, and group counseling; other services were tutoring :

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

o pad

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

biers

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.)

10This refers to the Treatment group only (see text). For all Clients
combined, the largest referral source (64%) was self (see "Walk-Ins").

NI
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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 counseling. OFf 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
d?ring their 1974 or 1975 0CJP 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 system referrals was between 50 and 90; in only

three projects was it 35% or Jess.tl

11{n Table T, percentage of referrals relates to all individuals who were
serviced by the diversion project during its (Continued on pPg. 32)
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TABLE 1: Number of Clients Served and Percentage of Justice System
Referrals -in Phase 2 Projects®
No. of % of Justice

Project Clients Served System Referrals
1. Compton 402 35
2. E1 Centro 571 72
3. Fremont 384 84
4. Fresno 806 84
5. Irvine 455 80
6. La Colonia 196 51
7. Mendo/Lake 250 25
8. Simi Valley 225 52
9. Stockton 425 90
10. Vacaville 225 79
11. Vallejo 788 83
12. Duarte 551 83
13. Pomona 385 45
14. Sacramento 224 14
15. 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: 1In 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.!2

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 1 out 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

T¥(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.)

121¢ represents approximately half of all justice system Clients who
were serviced by these projects during their 1974 or 1975 0CJP 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:  Age and Sex of Clients in Phase 2 Sample, by Percent
Age Sex
Project Under 14 14-16 17 & Up Male Female
1. Compton 32 68 0 53 47
2. ET Centro 18 50 32 62 38
3. Fremont 22 62 16 78 22
4. Fresno 14 68 18 42 58
5. Irvine 30 59 11 49 51
6. La Colonia 18 53 30 68 32
7. Mendo/Lake 11 56 33 61 39
8. Simi Valley 10 56 34 49 51
9. Stockton 4 69 27 39 61
10. Vacaville 14 64 22 81 19
11. Vallejo 35 39 25 73 27
12. Duarte 22 53 24 66 34
13. Pomona 15 60 25 66 34
14. Sacramento 18 41 40 61 39
15. Yreka 11 61 28 48 52
Average 19 58 23 58 42
~-33«
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Clients. This was also true, but to a Jesser 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.

Ethnicity. 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 "Qther" (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 Jess. Similarly, five pro-
Jjects 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 fn

which the projects were located.
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TABLE 3: Ethnicity of Clients in Phase 2 Sample, by Percent
Ethnicity
Froject Anglo Mex-Amer, Black Other Unknown

1. Compton 11 5 84 0 0
2. El1 Centro 43 54 3 v 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. Vacaville 91 5 3 2 0
11. 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. (1) "Prior arrests" refer to those which 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 arrest". 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 i1legal behavior
for which adults and Juveniles have been charged, and may have been
detained. Included are theft, burglary, assault, use of narcotics,

etc. "Status offenses" or "statys arrests” refer to behavior for which
only juveniles can be charged and detained, €.9., 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 Taw arrests; 0.22 status arrests). However, as seen in Table 4,
a clear mqjority 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 lTeast 80% of all youths had no prior

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

youths as well. 1In 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 deTinquency, at least by

most standards.
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i q Type of instant arrest. As shown in Table 5, for a]l projects
%ﬁ g* combined, 50% of the arrests which immediately preceded referral--i.e.,
. . ; , Percent o . .
TABLE 4:  Prior Arrests of Clients in Phase 2 Sample, by Pe 7 ; §é Instant arrests~-involved "602" offenses (Taw arrests) and 49% involved
%5 § : "601" offenses (status arrests). However, there was considerable varj-
Prior Arrests - § §‘ ation from one project to the next. For instance, in three projects
4 | ¢
Project 2 or More H at Teast 98% of the "instants" related to Taw arrests alone; yet in
0 Arrests 1 Arrest Arrests . ;
f ; i four others the figure was below 25%. Moreover, the percentage of
47 - : . instant law arrests fel] between 40 and 60 in no more than three of
1. Compton 11 42 rh i .
. § oo the 15 projects. Thus, although law and status arrests were evenly
91 . 7 e b
2. E1 Centro o I divided for all projects combined, each individual project was 1ikely
3. Fremont 74 19 7 ! L - .
. 17 AN : to be characterized by a clear majority of either law or statys arrests.
4. Fresno 59 24 R ) _ )
14 3 i i Source of referral. As seen in Table 6, for al] projects combined
. Irvine 83 1. :
° 10 57 ' i the Targest single source of referral was Law Enforcement (49%). Pro-
. La Colonia 33 P |
6 17 14 { 'f : bation was a not-too-distant second (34%). "Other" sources--self,
. Mendo/Lake 69 o .
7 / 15 5 n I parents, and school--accounted for the remaining 17%.13
8. Simi Valley 80 4 Do
63 19 18 Lo i As with instant arrests, the variation among projects was great.
9. Stockton ’
8 8 7 i 3‘ For example, in six projects more than 90% of al1 referrals were from
10. Vacaville 84 I S
7 20 9 j Law Enforcement. On the other hand, in four projects more than 90% were
11. Vallejo . ‘
57 14 28 i: ' from Probation. Finally, in one project (Sacramento), 86% were nonjustice
12. Duarte ‘- g
18 17 . system referrals. Thus, in any one project, a single referral source
13. Pomona 65 T , |
. 1
14. Sacramento 62 15 23
15. Yreka 80 13 6 i N 13This 17% was distributed as follows: self and parents - 8%, school -
. & : 6%; other (e.g,, friends, physicians, public or private agency) - 34%.
Average 71 14 15 B These "Other" sources related almost entirely to three of the four pro-
B K Jects that were excluded from the 6-months recidivism analysis because
£ S no Comparison cases (controls) could be obtained for their Clients.
P, (See Chapter 6.)
I 3 é,‘

s iy
e

¥
]

-38-

§
it

-37- 1
I3




b

| T
! o
£~. % “5
| LT
TABLE 5: Instant Arrest of Clients in Phase 2 Sample,.by Percent i. j
3 ; TABLE 6: Referral Source of Clients in Phase 2 Sample, by Percent
Instant Arrest - 3
Project ; 1
Law Arrests Status Arrests Unknown . Referral Source
%- i Project Law . b
1. Compton 21 79 0 3 Enforcement® Probation Other Unknown
2. E1 Centro 71 29 0 i ‘ 1. Compton 100 0 0 0
3. Fremont 100 0 0 : o 2. E1 Centro 1 96 3 0
4. Fresno 3 97 0 ; _! 3. Fremont 100 0 0 0
5. Irvine 54 45 1 , - 4. Fresno 0 100 0 0
6. La Colonia 70 30 0 ; j 5. Irvine 100 0 0 0
7. Mendo/Lake 33 67 0 o % 6. La Colonia 0 100 0 0
8. Simi Valley 29 63 7 ) : 7. Mendo/Lake 0 81 19 0
5 K
9. Stockton 20 80 0 } ) 8. Simi Valley 100 0 0
10. Vacaville 98 2 0 9. Stockton 0 100 0 0
{ i
11. Vvallejo 100 0 0 3~; ! 10. Vacaville 97 0 0 3
12. Duarte 70 28 2 % ; i 11. Vallejo 92 1 2 5
13. Pomona 50 49 1 T : 12. Duarte 78 22 0 0
14. Sacramento 41 58 1 E" 13. Pomona 31 16 54 0
15. Yreka 9 91 0 N 14. Sacramento 5 9 86 0
i i
. Average 50 49 1 3 ; 15. Yreka 80 2 17 0
j
Y ; Average 49 34 17 0
- 3ATmost exclusively Police and Sheriff. (See n. 3.)
& : f
i Cl bSe]f + Parent + School referrals.
‘. o
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was very 1ikely 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?!* Specifically, in what respects
were justice system (JS) and nonjustice system €lients similar to, and
different from, one another? To address this question EJDP compared a
random sample of 379 JS clients with a random sample of 250 non JS
Clients.15 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.

l4Nonjustice system Clients were- referred to diversion either by self,
parents, school, or other sources. None were referred from Law Enforce-
ment or Probation.

15The former group is described on pp. 86-87. The latter consisted
of 25 individuals from each of 10 projects--specifically, 10 of the 1]
that were analyzed in the 6~months recidivism followup (Chapter 6). The
eleventh project (Irvine) was excluded because it (Continued 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 findings alone suggest that one
should be rather cautious about generalizing from justice syétem 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 delinguency on the part of its Clients? (3) What does
the project cost? These questijons 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 1ikely 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 recidiyism?

These "secondary" yet important questions were addressed by means

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

ey

L5(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.l® Largely for these reasons, the substudies
and analyses were generally restricted in scope and somewhat Timited

methodologically. Nevertheless, they provided at least the beginnings of

answers to questions which would not otherwise have been addressed.

16Moreover, 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
"cher“ sources.! What would have happened to these youths if the diversion
project had 