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Chapter 1

DIVERSION: BACKGROUND AND LITERATURE REVIEW

I. Introduction

A review of the literature dealing with diversion indicates that the
impetus for diversion programming began with the report of the President's
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice (1967). While
there is consensus that diversion, in terms of its broadest definition,
existed and was universally practiced by law enforcement and justice personnel
prior to 1967, the President's Commission is credited with bringing new
meaning to the term, new excitement relative to its potential, and new
resources to its support.

In 1965, President Lyndon B. Johnson submitted to Congress a presidential
message focusing on crime and announcing the establishment of the President's
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice. This interest in
crime and its control was in response to a growing concern about increased
crime in America. For example, over the decade of the 1960s, court cases
increased by 947 as compared with a 267 incfease in the number of children
ages 10 through 17 (American Correctional Association, 1972:4). In 1965 more
than 2,000,000 Americans were placed in prisons, juvenile training schools, or
on probation. One-third of a representative national sample of Americans
indicated that it was unsafe to walk.alone at night in their neighborhoods,

and over two-thirds reportedly kept firearms in their homes for protection
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against criminals. Further, it was suggested that 40% of all male children
would be arrested for a nontraffic offense during their lives (President's
Commission, 1967).

Crime in the streets had become a political issue in the 1960s and was
accompanied by a disillusionment with the juvenile justice system as an agency
of effective control. The juvenile court had traditionally held immense
discretionary powers which were deemed necessary instruments of the parens
patriae philosophy of the treatment of juveniles. This philosophy was
intended to give the court the greatest flexibility in meeting the needs of
individual delinquent youths, but it was increasingly under attack for
deficiencies in controlling crime and for due process violations (Gault, 1967;
Kent vs. United States, 1966). DeShane et al. (undated) indicated that the
criticisms of the juvenile court centered on several issues: 1its lack of
resources, its understaffing, its overly bureaucratic organization, and its
failure to provide effective treatment to youths, Out of this climate the
Commission! concluded that the hopes originally held for the juvenile court
were not fulfilled:

It the juvenile court has not succeeded significantly in rehabil-
itating delinquent youth, in reducing or even stemming the tide of
juvenile criminality, or in bringing justice and compassion to the
child offender. (p. 80)

The Commission did not limit criticism to juvenile court ommissions. The

court was further charged as fostering behavior that it was created to control:

lThe general report issued in February 1967 by the President's
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice is entitled
The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society. All quotations in this chapter
relating to the President's Commission are from that report. (Other
supporting material issued by the Commission included Task Force Reports
on The Police; The Courts; Corrections; Juvenile Delinquency and Youth
Crime; Organized Crime; Science and Technology; Assessment of Crime;
Narcotics and Drugs; and Drunkenness.)
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Official action may actually help to fix and perpetuate delinquency

in the child through a process in which the individual begins to

think of himself as delinquent and organizes his behavior accord-

ingly. That process itself is further reinforced by the effect of

the labeling upon the child's family, neighbors, teachers, and peers,

whose reactions communicate to the child in subtle ways a kind of

expectation of delinquent conduct. The undesirable consequences of
official treatment are maximized in programs that rely on institu-
tionalizing the child. The most informed and benign official

treatment of the child therefore contains within it the seeds of its

own frustration and itself may often feed the very disorder it is

designed to cure. (p. 80)

The Commission's extensive critique of the juvenile court was not meant to
fuel a move to eliminate the court. Rather, the Commission argued for a
revision of the philosophy of the court, suggesting that it should continue to
deal with juvenile offenders through individualized and humane policies and
approaches, but that it was obligated to employ whatever means required within
the law to insure the protection of the community. The juvenile court should
be distinguished, the Commission argued, from the criminal court in its
greater emphasis on rehabilitation, not its exclusive preoccupation with it.
(p. 81)

The Commission thus recommended that the formal sanctioning power of the
court be used only as a last resort, and that dispositional alternatives to
formal processing be developed for dealing with juvenile offenders to achieve
control without unnecessary stigma. To this end, the Commission recommended
that community-based resources be used to deal with delinquents outside of the
court system. The advantages of this approach involved avoiding the stigma
placed on youths when processed by an official agency regarded by the public
as an arm of crime control; heightening the community's awareness of the need
for recreation, employment, tutoring, and other youth development services,

substituting for official agencies organizations better suited for redirecting

conduct; and engendering the sense of public responsibility that financial
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support of such programs raquires. (p. 83)

The Commission formally recommended the establishment of neighborhood
youth service programs to receive juvenile referrals from agents of the
justice system as well as from schools and parents (p. 83). Furthermore, the
Commission advocated the use of federal, state, and local funds for the
establishment and support of these programs (pp. x, x1i).

Within a few years of the Commission's report, the idea of diversion had
been endorsed by public officials, the American Bar Association, national
commissions, and others. Federal and state legislators had introduced
diversion legislation, and the courts had developed interpretations of the law

that facilitated diversion programming (Yale Law Journal, 1974). By the late

1970s almost every community in America had established a diversion program of
some kind, and in the ldrger cities it was not uncommon to see the supply of
diversion programs exceed the number of justice referrals available for
services. Diversion had "caught on," and a virtual explosion of diversion
programming had occurred (Bullington et al., 1978; Klein, 1975b).

Although there has been a general increase in enthusiasm for diversion
among legislators, civic leaders, and representatives of the youth service
industry, legal and academic support has declined over the years.
Reservations center around the legality of diversion and due process
considerations (Bullington et al., 1978), the usefulness of the labeling
perspective as a rationale for diversion (Marom, 1975), encapsulation or
"widening the nets," (Blomberg, 1977), and a dearth of sound empirical
research support (Cressey and McDermott, 1974; Elliott and Blanchard, 1975).
The latter issue, the desire for methodologically adequate research, was the

impetus for the work described herein.

b e

Rt e b e S

_5_

In 1976 the Special Emphasis Office of the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention (0JJDP) made $10,000,000 available for the development
of 11 diversion programs throughout the United States and its territories.
The National Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (NIJJDP)
of OJIDP joined with the Special Emphasis Office for the purpose of funding a
national evaluation of diversion programming designed to bring sound
methodology and adequate research resources fg bear on the evaluation of
diversion as an alternative to traditiomal justice practices. A number of
requirements were stipulated in OJJDP's program announcement to insure an
adequate evaluation. Perhaps the most significant was the requirement that
projects provide for the random assignment of apprehended youths to one of
three treatment conditions (no services, diversion for services, or further
penetration into the justice system) to provide for a true experimental test
of the effectiveness of diversion programming. The collaboration of the two

0JJDP divisions for the purpose of providing diverson services as well as a

rigorous evaluation of those services was farsighted, thoughtful, and rare.

II. Prior Research

It has been said that correctional programs are largely a mixture of
precedent, hunch, and prejudice (Criminal Justice Monograph, 1973). To the
extent that diversion programs remain untested, they continue to be thought of
as examples of just another fashion or unverified fad. While it is unfair to
say that diversion programming has never been evaluated, it is true that much
of the evaluative work to date is speculative, primarily due to flawed
research designs resulting in mixed and uncompelling results. Thus, even

though more than a decade has lapsed since the President's Commission issued




its report,

the efficacy of diversion.
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control youths. i
Comparisons of rearrest data support their cunclusi
However, inas .
muc i i i
’ h as no information is provided about the 1
- selection and
matching procedur
es
used to form the preproject and control groups, it i
difficult to d * L
raw any conclusions
about the validi
ity of these data
In fact, th |
, e authors j
stated that the project did not accept, for a i
of reasons, abou 7 | o
t o
’ ‘40/ of all 601 referrals during the nine proj
A : roject months in

g ’ -

exclusions for t i
he preproject or control group. It appears that
at youths with

cases i i

. pending in court, youths with warrants outstanding, and youths involved
in court placements or on probation for prior serious offenses were e
s .

ystematically excluded from the project and included in the preproject and
control group against which comparisons were made. If this is so, th

. . . )
findings associated with the conclusions would have to be dismiss;d
arti )

blfacts of the way comparison groups were selected, rather than as an
su . . .

stantive difference in experiences members of the three groups may h: had
ve had.

1 1 f i i
n

a .
greed to randomly assign apprehended youths (one-half of whom ordinarily
would have been counseled and released and the other half subject to
nondetained petitions to the juvenile court) to one of four disposition (
. . N
t%e juvenile court, (2) referral without purchase of services, (3) referral ’
with purchase of services, and (4) nondetained petitions to court )
Klein reported that he had evidence that the random assignment process
worked out with the Sheriff's Department was contaminated, and that
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officers. A powerful research design was thus compromised. Age and prior
offense, the variables found to differentiate between randomly developed
dispositional groups, had tc be independently controlled for in subsequent
analyses. Nevertheless, Klein did demonstrate the feasibility of employing
tighter research designs in the evaluation of diversion programs than had been
reported before.

His assessment of simple recidivism, i.e., comparing youths rearrested six
months after the presenting offense with youths not rearrested (controlling
for age and prior records), indicated no strong trend favoring release,
referral of either kind, or petitioning. Klein's multiple recidivism
analyses, i.e., comparing youths who had one new offense with those who had
two or more new offenses (controlling for age and prior records), indicated
that petitioning resulted in higher numbers of rearrested youth while outright

release was associated with the fewest rearrests.

Klein's assessment of youths' self reports of rearrest and delinquent

behavior resulted in findings similar to those reported for official
recidivism. The number of youths lost to the interviewing for which
self-report data were presented was very high; however, the findings were
almost identical to those of the analyses of official return rates in that
youths diverted for services were not favored by the data. In fact, the
self-report data for the counseled and released cases showed the lowest
rearrest rates, the petitioned group the highest, with the diversion service
groups falling in the middle; this led Klein to comment:

The situation now seems to stand that all three conditions in which

something is done for the offenders leads to higher reported rearrest

rates than does the condition - counsel and release - in which the
least action is taken. (p. 36)
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Additionally, his measures of self-reported delinquent activity indicated

no differences in delinquent behavior between the four groups, suggesting that

arrests are not mere reflections of behavior. Klein concluded, rather, that

the higher rearrest rate among those petitioned was less a function of their
behavior than it was their visibility to their "treaters' and to the police
(p. 39).

Klein's work with the Los Angeles Sheriff's Department suggests that in

terms of official recidivism rates and self-reported delinquency, the most

advantageous police disposition is release. He also indicated that youths

petitioned to court are the most disadvantaged of the youths in the three
police dispositions.
While mixed, the overall conclusions to be reached from these data are

clearly not favorable for diversion services. We must be careful, however,

not to overemphasize these findings. First, the research design employed was

seriously compromised, remdering a good design susceptible to all of the
problems associated with nonexperimental research. Second, the compromised
model necessitated adopting control procedures which reduced the already sm2ll
number of respondents to the point that too few subjects were available to
conduct statistical tests for selected comparisoms. Finally, the fact that so
many youths from the offender sample were not included in the survey for
self-reported delinquency and rearrests (56% of the cases were not surveyed)
suggests that the results of the survey may be unrepresentative of the

original sample of offenders, and thus an inappropriate data base from which

to draw conclusions about delinquent behavior and recidivism as perceived by

participaats.
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Elliott and Blanchard (1975) studied diversion in terms of two projects

funded by the Office of Youth Development of the Department of Health,

Education, and Welfare. One program (YSB) was located in a small city of

70,000 in the Northwest and the other (NYRC) in a 70-block area of a large

city in the East. Fifty youths from each project were selected, along with 50

youths on probation during the same time period in each of the cities.

An attempt was made to match project and probation samp.es in terms of
age, sex, and ethnicity, but the matching process had to be abandoned. The
YSB diversion sample consisted of a substantially higher proportion of females
than did the counterpart probation sample (70% to 35%), and the NYRC probation
sample was slightly older than the diversion group (mean age of 16.02 years

compared with 15.00 years) and had a higher proportion of blacks (100% to

94%). All youths were interviewed subsequent to apprehension and again at

four- and eight-month intervals. Sample sizes at the last measure were small,

representing serious attrition problems (YSB Diversion - 20; YSB Probation =
8; NYRC Diversion - 41; and NYRC Probation - 28).

The evaluation outcome measures were developed from the OYD Natiomal
Strategy for reducing delinquent behavior, which focused upon increased access
to desirable social roles and reductions of alienation and negative labeling.
Eleven scales provided the basis for the test of the model - three measures of
positive social roles, three measures of negative labeling, one measure of
self-esteem, three measures of alienation, and a self-reported delinquency
scale. All of the measures were based upon self-reported youth perceptions.

Comparisons of diversion and probation groups at both sites on each of
these scales at the first measurement period revealed two differences.

Diversion youths scored lower on self-esteem and reported greater perceived

T sy

S g

T B e e g o

e U

T A s o sttt o

_ll_

negative labeling than did probation youths. A difference of means test on
residual gain scores was used to compare the impact of diversion and probation
services for a 12-month period. Residual gain scores were calculated and used
tor the purpose of controlling for initial differences in scores. OFf the 11
comparisouns for change, two were indicative of significant treatment effects
- . . . . . .
The diversion group evidenced positive gains 1n access to desirable social
roles with friends and positive changes in labeling by friends. WNo other
treatment effects were found.

The authors summarize their impact assessment by stating:

O;erall there was only limited evidence to support the position

that treétment 1n a diversion program as compared to a probation

program is more ?ffectlve in producing changes in those variables

§pec1f1ed in OYP s Natlonal.Strategy for Youth Development as lead-

1ng.to redu?ed %nyolvement in delinquency. ., . With respect to the

ultlmgte criterion - a reduction in delinquent behavior - there was

no evidence that the diversion programs were any more effective

than traditional probation programs. (p. 12)

The Elliott and Blanchard study is of special interest because of the

multiple outcome measures employed. Program success was not left to hinge
solely upon the results of a justice record search. Rather, a theoretical
model was employed to identify multiple success variables and to develop a
variety of measures that were hypothesized to be related to acting out and
delinquent behavior.

Unfortunately, several factors combined to reduce the credibility of the
findings associated with this work. The most important is the excessive
mortality rate across the One-year measurement period. Losses ranged from 60%
and 84% for the YSB project and probation samples on one site, to 18% and 44%
for the NYRC samples on the other. Second, assessment for the effects of
these losses were not reported. Given this uncommonly high loss rate (more

youths were lost to the study than remained) and the lack of countervailing
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i ower
evidence, it is difficult to accept these data as unbiased. In sum, the p

i s and an apparently
of the multiple outcome deslgn was destroyed by an enormo: P

uninvestigated loss rate. |
Forward et al. (1974) evaluated a Denver court diversion project which

i £ of
matched adult volunteers to work with court-referred youths for an average

three hours a week for one year. A sample of 27 diverted youths were compared

at a six-month interval with 22 control group youths. The coptrol group Wwas
randomly selected from adolescents that the Denver Juvenile Court had placed

' isi i imilar to
under informal court supervision and thus were reported as being simi

partner—diverted youths, except that they did not receive partner volunteer

services.

To ascertain the comparability of the experimental and control cases, both
groups were compared at the outset of services on a set of demographic

variables. Statistically significant differences were found that indicated

that members of the control group were older than those of the experimental
group (15 years 9 months to 13 years 6 months, respectively), and that there

i indicate that
were more females in the experimental group. The authors also indica

i ot
there were more blacks in the control group but that the differences were n
. 3
statistically significant.

. . s divism
Qutcome was measured 1ln terms of self-reported changes 1in recidivism,

. . . nd
self-concept, and selected societal attitudes about school, the police, a

the courts. The comparisons between groups indicated that for both the

. . L] hd > er.
instances of self-reported recidivism were relatively small in number;

n e

u
project youths vis—a-vis comparison group members, except for alcohol and drug

i i tect youths compared with
use, for which there were sharp increases among proje y

4 il i s tosnian

Sz

T T A

_13_
comparison group members. Two factors were found to negatively correlate with
recidivism: the higher the regard (both level and unconditionality) that
youths reported for their partners, the greater the reduction in recidivism;
and the greater the respondent attitudinal change to a more favorable attitude
toward the police, the greater the reduction in recidivism. Findings
associated with the self-concept measures, however, were notable for the
complete lack of changes in most of the measures used to assess self-esteem.
Inasmuch as the Partner program placed considerable emphasis upon the creation
of volunteer/youth relationships that would foster improved self-esteem among
diverted youth participants, this finding clearly represents negative evidence
for the effectiveness of diversion/partner services.

The Forward et al. study, like the Elliott and Blanchard study, is of
major interest because of the presence of multiple-outcome measures linked, in
this instance, to a theoretically based treatment strategy. While the find-
ings supportive of partner diversion services were mixed, the initial dif-
ferences between the experimental and control groups represent a biasing
potential that was never seriously addressed. The small sample sizes employed
also detracted from the power of the fimndings.

Lincoln (1976) conducted a recidivism analysis for 30 youths diverted for
services by the police during a 40 day pilot period of a newly developed
diversion program. A comparison group of 30 offenders from the same neighbor-
hood as the 30 diverted youths was selected on the basis of similarity to the
referred youths with respect to race, age, sex, family status, seriousness of
the presenting offense, and the number and seriousness of the juvenile's prior
record of offenses. The comparisons for difference in recidivism rates for

the two groups revealed no differences for simple recidivism 12 months after
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the presenting offense. Similarly, the two groups did not differ with respect ) ) _
youths randomly assigned to diversion services, and the Control Group consis-

%

to the seriocusness of subsequent offenses. The groups did differ, however, on y
to other

ted of youths who were either lectured and released or assigned’

the average number of subsequent offenses. Youths in the diverted group were . .
community-based youth service programs,

rearrested more often (averaging 1.7 offenses) than were their counterparts in . '
: Two additional groups emerged during the research. One was called the

the comparison group (averaging 1.1 offenses). ! L i i i i
] ‘ Service Group and consisted of diversion project clients who were not

Lincoln summarized her findings as follows: .
g subjected to the randomization process for reasons of "rapport or politics."
The major conclusion to be drawn here is that the referral program
produced recidivists who recidivated more frequently in a standard ; i
time period than did recidivists among a group of matched 1
counter-parts to these individuals. It is not likely that this is ;
somehow accounted for by the fact that juveniles were selected for i
referral who had committed fewer prior offenses but offenses of a :
more serious nature, because referred offenders were matched with
offenders who had similar prior records. The implication in these {
data is that referral tends to aggravate, rather than to deter, § ; . s
recidivism. (her emphasis, p. 328) | ) in terms of recidivism analyses. Police record searches for recid- ivism
i information were conducted for the period from the date of termination of

The other, the Refusal Group, consisted of cases assigned to the experimental
(treatment) group w.o failed to appear for an interview after a telephone
contact by project personnel.

The success of the Pretrial Intervention-Diversion Projects was assessed

These rather negative findings must be reviewed with caution because of the

small sample sizes involved and the single outcome variable used to judge treatment to six and 12 months after referral dates for all experimental

success. youths. The "at risk'" periods for control group members were adjusted to

Arnold Binder (undated, but covers 8/1/73-8/31/76 period) directed a r parallel those of the experimental groups. Binder then compared the simple

police diversion project in Costa Mesa and Huntington Beach, Califormia, that recidivism rates of the two groups.

focused upon altering interactional factors between youths and communities for The analysis for recidivism at six months involved 372 experimental youths

the purpose of ameliorating the friction between behavior and social re- and 70 control group youths in Costa Mesa and 567 experimental youths and 95

control group youths in Huntington Beach. Chi Square analysis of three-way

sponse. The four counseling categories used for treatment stressed contin-

gency control, coping, communication, and the use of community resources. contingency tables (site by experimental group by recidivism status) indicated

A random assignment process was used to assign youths who would normally v ; that the experimental groups experienced less simple recidivism than did

not have been referred to probation by the police, to either of the diversion ( control group members at six months (16% compared with 26% in Costa Mesa and

projects or to whatever disposition the police normally gave to the class of ) o 16% with 23% in Huntington Beach). Similar comparisons at 12 months indicate

offenders in question (referral to the probation department was not an the same results for Costa Mesa, but no differences for Huntington Beach (31%

SHEES SR
.

option). Two groups were thus created. The Treatment Group consisted of ? compared with 46% and 24% with 25%, respectively).

While Binder's data are significant, a word of caution is called for in

their interpretation. First, his recidivism comparisons between youths of the

R et e e
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survey of community adults and youths revealed a high degree of satisfaction
with the project. In his assessments for the timeliness of treatment and
recidivism, Gilbert compared justice experiences and rearrest records of a
1972 sample of youths from the Alternate Routes diversion program with a 1970
sample of youths from the Fountain Valley, California, Police Department. He
reported that the average time required from arrest to professional counseling
for the 1970 comparison group was 48 days, while the average time required for
the Alternative Routes experimental group was 21 days.

Of the seven impact criteria used to judge the effectiveness of
Alternative Routes, only three could be considered to be "hard" or objective
measures = cost, recidivism, and justice system impact. Although the
evaluator could only determine the costs incurred to process youths through
the juvenile justice system for 23% of the justice sample, he still concluded
that Alternative Routes services were less costly than those of the
traditional juvenile justice system group. His comparisons of rearrest data
revealed significantly lower recidivism for the Alternative Routes sample fo£
both a six-month and a one-year follow-up period. These very positive
findings were discounted, however, by the author:

However, because a true experimental design was not employed in the

study, these results were viewed with caution, as the reasons for such

difference may have been attributable to some other systemic factors,
such as changes which occurred in police practices between 1970 and

1972, the type of youth referred to Alternative Routes by police, i.e.,

"creaming" the best of Alternative Routes, and/or a variety of other

factors. (p. 308)

The specified (creaming) and unspecified (lack of matching experimental and
controls) alternative explanations represent, in our estimation, more compel-

ling explanations for the differences in recidivism found between groups than

the program itself.
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Finally, justice system impact was assessed in terms of annual arrest,
probation referral, and court petitions records from 1969 through 1973. The
result of a set of time series analyses involving juvenile justice trends for
all of Orange County, compared with those of the city of Fountain Valley,
revealed mostly positive findings, suggesting that the project may have had a
positive impact on the Fountain Valley juvenile justice system in terms of
reducing the number of youth referrals to probation and the number of juvenile
court petitionms.

0f the three cbjective evaluation measures described above, the only
measure free of serious methodological flaw was the system impact assessment.
While this stud does not add much to our knowledge about the impact that
diversion services have on youths compared with experiences associated with
alternative justice dispositions, it does provide insight into the use of
untraditional outcome measures as additional assessment points,

Bohnstedt (1978) reported on the evaluation of 11 California diversion
projects designed to determine how many diversion project clients were
diverted from the justice system, how much money was saved as a result of
diversion, and if the diversion reduced recidivism among participants. For
the purpose of answering the first question, Bohnstedt identified the points
in the justice system from which referrals to diversion services were made.
He matched his sample of diverted youths with justice referrals from the year
before, controlling for the point of referral and using the same eligibility
criteria for both groups.

Bohnstedt then used the actual experiences of his comparison group to
estimate what would have happened to the diverted group had the diversion

projects not existed. He concluded that only 51% of the clients were diverted

ORI 3
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from the justice system. Since he did not indicate how the groups were
matched and since he assumed that youths from the year before were identical
to the experimental group in justice experience, his findings must be regarded
as ﬁentative, although methodologically innovative.

Using Office of Youth Development, Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare estimates of justice costs and the flow data generated from the
development of the question addressed above, Bohnstedt calculated the costs of
diversion and justice system services, compared the cost of diversion services
with that saved by the justice system, and concluded that there were no net
savings as a result of diversion.

In the process of making assessments for recidivism, Bohnstedt compared
1,362 diversion clients with 1,143 comparison youths who were arrested the
year before the diversion project began and who reportedly met the same el-
igibility criteria that were used for referring actual clients to the
project. Subsequent record searches revealed that 23% of the diverted-for-
services youths experienced a rearrest within six months following referral,
compared with 28% of the comparison group. While this differeﬁce was found to
be statistically significant, Bohnstedt indicated that the difference was
attributable to return rates associated with three of the 11 projects. The
follow-up period for recidivism was extended to 12 months for the three
"successful" projects, two of which maintained the pattern of lower rearrest
for clients.,

It is unfortunate that more details on the selection of comparison cases
were not given. Aside from the statement that similar eligibility criteria
were used for both groups; nc information is given about the matching proce-

dures used. Readers are left wondering how much of the differences found in
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three of the 11 projects were due to selection and extraneous variables and
how much to diversion program characteristics.

Given the ambiguous methodology used and the finding of no differences in
return rates in the comparisons of eight program and justice groups, we must
conclude that the recidivism analysis produced mixed findings. Overall,
however, we would have to comclude that Bohnstedt's findings are not
supportive of diversion programs.

Davidson et al. (1977) employed multiple outcome measures to assess the
Community Based Adolescent Diversion Project in Champaign and Urbana,
Illinois. The project used college-student volunteers as human service
deliverers working on a one-to—-one basis with youths. The goal of the project
was to develop approaches that would identify and build upon client assets and
strengths and avoid focusing upon individual deficits. Behavioral con-

tracting, child advocacy, and relationship skills were the strategies used to

accomplish these goals.

Project participants consisted of arrested youths for whom court referral
was a serious police dispositional consideration. Thirty-seven youths were
referred to the project during the first year of operatiom, 25 of whom were
randomly assigned to the project and 12 to a control group. Student vol-
unteers worked with the project youths with whom they had been matched for six
to eight hours per week for an average of four and one-half months. Members
of the control group were released without further contact by the project
until the final evaluation.

Project clients, controls, their parents and friends were administered
four impact assessment questionnaires at the outset and again at termination.

The first year impact assessment consisted of: (1) the Marlowe-Crowne social

R
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desirability scale, (2) a 16-item version of Rotter's internal-external locus
of control scale, (3) a social labeling scale, and (4) a 15 item self reported
delinquency checklist.

There were no statistically significant changes on any of the four
measures as reported by subjects, members of the control group, parents, or
friends. The results of searching police, court, and school records covering
the period beginning one year prior to the project through a two year
follow-up period revealed consistently lower recidivism among project youths
for both the number and seriocusness of police contacts for one and two year
follow-up periods. Members of the project had fewer police contacts, which
were of less severity, and fewer petitions filed than the control subjects for
both follow-up periods. No difference between the groups was found in their
school grade point average or records of attendance, but the suspension and
dropout rates were significantly higher for control group members.

In the second year of operation, the project's treatment strategy was
altered and reevaluated. The Grough-Peterson socialization scale was adapted
for use as an indicator of socialization. The Nowicki-Strickland locus of
control scale for children was added as a measure of internal-external locus
of éontrol. Gold's éelf-report measure of delinquency was adopted, and the
social labeling scale described above was maintained.

Thirty-six youths were randomly assigned to ome of three groups:
behavioral contracting, child advocacy, or control. As in the first year, the
survey data failed to yield any differences among the groups. Police and
court record comparisons in the second year duplicated first-year findings as
well. Project youths had fewer police contacts, less serious contacts, and
fewer court petitions filed. Furthermore, there were significant differences

between the two experimental conditions of contracting and advocacy.
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Although Davidson et al.'s sample sizes were small, the methodology s ; occurring in these circumstances is that diversion groups are initially

appears to be sound. Inasmuch as the first-year findings were repeated in the i different from comparison groups in ways that negate or prohibit reasonable

I3

second year, there is substantial support for this research. There are, comparisons and subsequent conclusions. Creaming is the most apparent

S

example of this phenomonon. Second, success criterion tends to be limited to

however, two troublesome issues associated with this work. First, the fact i
i
i a single variable - official rearrests. Inasmuch as official recidivism is

that no changes in self-reported delinquency were found is contrary to what
would be expected if diversion services had had a positive impact on the i f clearly not a measure of behavior (but rather a measure of official reaction

behavior of youths. Official respomses to delinquent behavior, it is i : to observed behavior), it is not an adequate measure of program success.

Programs could (and have) been found to reduce client involvement in

generally held, tend to lag behind actual behavioral changes. There is reason
to believe, in other words, that official reaction to behavior does not change i ‘ , delinquent behavior while not reducing official recidivism rates at all,

immediately after delinquent behavior is reduced. In this instance, we have Depending upon official return rates as the sole criterion variable is not

no change in actual behavior accompanied by a decrease in official response to only inappropriate but also unfair to youth services personnel charged with

e e A PR R s

behavior, a somewhat puzzling outcome. Second, while Davidson et al. consis- the responsibility to help acting out and delinquent youths.

tently found differences in official justice records favoring the experimental Third, evaluations of diversion programs sometimes focus upon issues
group, they were not able to explain why. Their predictor variables did not tangential to the issues raised by the President's Commission on Law Enforce-
differentiate between the experimental and control groups. We have, thus, the ment and Administration of Justice: that (1) contact with the justice system

unhappy circumstance of a project being successful in areas it would not be is inherently stigmatic for youths and fosters increases in delinquent
expected to be successful for reasons that were not predicted and remain un- i behavior and (2) services rendered in and by the community represent & more

explained. ¢ effective way of treating youths than are those administered by agencies of

the justice system. For example, in place of comparing diversion programs
with those of the justice system for the purpose of assessing differential

ITI. Summary

The projects reviewed here are fairly representative of the better

! impact (in labeling, social adjustment, delinquent behavior, etc.), we often

evaluations of diversion programs appearing in the literature and are see assessments of different services options within programs. We do not deny

sufficiently representative as to draw attention to their flaws - flaws that the importance of ascertaining the effects of different diversion service

have delayed judgments concerning the efficacy of diversion as an alternative alternatives, but we are of the opinion that the more important question

to traditional justice processes. relates to comparisons of such services with those of the justice system or

T
S

First, all too frequently inappropriate comparison groups have been used ? with no services at all. Until we know more about the impact of diversion

against which to judge diversion programming. The most obvious difficulty
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services (of all varieties) vis—-a-vis justice~based dispositions and services,

comparisons of service optiors within diversion projects are of secondary

interest and importance.

Finally, too few evaluations are based upon outcome measures theoretically

derived. If youth service programs are to have a positive effect upon

clients, there must be some reason behind that effect, some set of linkages

based on reason or in logic. Services, therefore, are best when founded on a

coherent set of assumptions or propositions about their intended effects. To

the extent that a program does not operate upon the foundation of theoret-
ically linked assumptions, our ability to judge their effects is limited -
limited in the sense that there are no guides to the development of appro-
priate outcome measures and no standard against which the program can be
judged.

Perhaps the most frustrating aspect of any review of diversion research is

the complete lack of systematic evidence upon which to make informed judgments

about the efficacy of diversion programming. Conclusions about the impact of

diverson on youths not only differ from one study to the next, but every
assessment contains within it sufficient methodological ambiguity as to com—
promise resultant findings. The evaluation described in the following pages
The

was designed to deal with the methodological weaknesses described above.

success of that effort is left to the reader to determine.
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Chapter 2

IMPACT OF DIVERSION DISPOSITION

I. Overview of Diversion

Social theorists have traditionally viewed deviance as a unique kind of
behavior tied to certain individual characteristics or situational factors.
It is only within the last two decades that a process-oriented approach known
as "labeling" has come to occupy a central place among theories of deviant
behavior. Particular emphasis in labeling theory has been placed on the role
of formal social control systems and their impact with regard to contacting
and processing individuals. Advocates of the labeling approach have suggested
that the actions of agents of social control systems are instrumental in the
formation and enlargement of delinquent self-images. Hence, the labeling
theorists claim that youths' perceptions of themselves as deviant or
delinquent are heightened or even created by the legal processingl they
encounter when interacting with the juvenile justice system.

The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of
Justice (1967) and the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration's National
Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals (1973) recommended

that agents of the juvenile justice system and community seek alternative ways

l . .
incfoz the purposes gf this research, the term legal processing is meant to
ude any type ?f interaction with the police, courts, and/or correctional
or pegal %nst%tutlons. Thus, the term covers all involvement with the
Juvenile justice system, however informal.

e
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of treating troubled youths outside of traditional juvenile justice agencies.
This recommendation was based on the assumptions that (1) the labeling
perspective applies to youths coming in contact with agencies of the juvenile
justice system, but not to those receiving services from community-based
agencies, and (2) that troubled youth need to be "treated." Thus the weight of
the federal government was placed behind the development of "diversion"
programs for the purpose of creating alternative treatment agencies to those
of the justice system.

The merit of this concept was based, in large part, on the claim that
diversion reduces negative socialization processes that lead eventually Eo the
internalization of delinquent self-images, increasingly poor social
adjustment, and greater involvement in delinquent activity. The major focus
of this chapter is upon these issues as they relate to youth experiences in
alternative police dispositions (diversion for services, release without
services, or referral for traditional justice handling). Specifically, the
following questions are addressed:

1. Are youths diverted out of the justice system for services less
stigmatized than those who are released with no services or who
penetrate the justice system?

2 Do youths diverted out of the justice system for services experience
more positive social adjustment than do those released with no
services or who penetrate the justice system?

3. Do youths diverted out of the justice system for services engage in
less delinquent activity (official and self-reported) than those

released with no services or who penetrate the justice system?

P O
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I1. Research Design

A. Random Assignment

To determine more fully the effects of diversion programs, it was
necessary to establish two control groups - one to receive normal, formal
processing from the juvenile justice system and one to be released outright,
with no services, at the point of diversign. By comparing the experimental or
diversion clients with the first contrgl group, it is possible to determine
the treatment effects of diversion services relative to those of the juvenile
justice system. The second no services control group is required to evaluate
the effects of services rendered by the diversion programs. Without the
second control group, it would be impossible to determine if the effects of
diversion were the result of services or merely the result of avoiding the
stigma of the justice system.

Perhaps the major weakness of evaluvatiocns of juvenile diversion programs
has been the liability of inadequate control groups. Unless treatment and
control groups are similar in all possiblézrespects, there is little reason to
assume confidence in subsequent research findings. Too many evaluations of
diversion programs involve youths assigned to diversion who are less serious
offenders than are those assigned to formal justice processing. Consequently,
diversion clients, by comparison, exhibit less delinquent behavior than do
members of the control group. While statistical corrections, such as the
analysis of covariances, may correct for initial differences between groups,
such methods often provide less precision than is desired, particularly if
initial differences are large. Groups must be comparable at the outset of a
series of measurements if we are to insure meaningful results. The most

effective way of promoting the comparability of groups is to randomly assign
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cases among them. With this approach, the only differences between groups
will be those that arise by chance.

BRI was fortunate to be able to implement random assignment in four
different cities for this study. At each site, justice system officials
agreed to choose cases for random assignment and to comply with whichever
disposition resulted for each case, be it diversion without services,
diversion with services, or penetration into the justice system., When justice
officials felt strongly that a youth required project services and were
unwilling to allow diversion without services, arrangements were made to refer
the youth directly to the project. Such youths never entered the eligible
pool and did not become part of the impact analysis. This procedure was
seldom used but was adopted to insure the comparability of groups in the study
and to reduce potential justice antagonism toward the diversion projects and
the evaluation.

It should be noted at this point that random assignment to a particular
justice disposition did not mean the all youths assigned received that
disposition. A referral for diversion services did not guarantee that a youth
would receive a minimal amount of services or even become enrolled in the
program. Similarly, assignment to penetrate the justice system did not
guarantee a service response by the system. All youths assigned to penetrate
were referred on to the step in the justice system immediately following the
diversion point. Nevertheless, some youths were warned and released at that
next point. Furthermore, many youths were arrested for subsequent offenses
and received different treatments as a result. Thus, youths originally
assigned to diversion without services were sometimes placed on probation

before the study was through. 1In an attempt to deal with these issues,

P
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justice officials at some sites agreed to repeat the original dispositions for’
recidivists when possible (e.g., up to three rearrests within a year in Kansas
City). Nevertheless, there was considerable pressure on justice personnel to
assign more serious dispositions when rearrests continued and charges
escalated.

Because some youths in the study did not receive the services to which
they were assigned, and because some youths received services from
dispositions to which they were not assigned, this research design does not
represent a pure test of diversion programs. While it might be interesting to
study the effects of diversion where all dispositions remain pure and
uncontaminated, it is not possible and, more important, not really desirable.
Determining the effects of diversion programs operating in normal settings,
although messy, provides realistic information upon which to base sound
decisions and practical policies relative to diversion programming.

B. Four Impact Study Sites

The four sites included in the impact analysis were Kansas City (Jackson
County), Missouri; Memphis (Shelby County), Tennessee; Orange County, Florida;
and New York City (John Jay College-Transit Authority Police), New York.2
(See Appendix A for detailed descriptions of these sites.) The primary reason
for selecting these sites for evaluation was that each of these diversion
programs was able to obtain formal agreements with local justice agencies to

randomly assign eligible youths to treatment or control groups, to adhere to

2The study was to have included a fifth site, Denver, Colorado. Though
officials of the Denver Juvenile Court agreed that cases could be randomly
assigned, the probation officers who were to choose individual cases were
unwilling to place youths in an eligible pool for assignment. Therefore, the
study was never implemented in Denver.
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the definition of diversion adopted by NIJJDP and BRI,and to insure an
adequate flow of cases into the sample for research purposes.

1. Kansas City, Missouri

The Urban Affairs Department of the Kansas City Government operated that
city's diversion project in cooperation with the Kansas City Police
Department. The project included two separate service progrgms. The first,
called Roles for Youth (RFY), was administered by the Urban Affairs Department
and employed a case advocacy model. The program;s case managers were to have
frequent contact with clients, provide informal counseling, advocate on the
behalf of youths, and arrange any other services that might be required. The
Kansas City Police Department administered the second service program, the
Youth Service Unit (YSU). Professional social workers hired by the department
provided crisis intervention that was limited to one month. The services were
intended to be intensive and broad-ranging.

For both programs, the point of diversion was through the juvenile
division of the Kansas City Police Department. Although juvenile division
detectives decided which cases would be placed in the pool for assignment, the
eligibility criteria were strict and explicit, Furthermo?e, all arrest
records were reviewed daily and detectives had to answer to their superiors if
they failed to refer eligible cases. Youths placed in the assignment pool
typically had been arrested for several misdemeanors or at least one felony.

There were virtually no first time misdemeanants.

3Projects were asked to guarantee a sample of 600 eligible cases within_
a six-moitb period. In fact, the sampling period was extended to between nine
and 13 months, and some samples were still less than 600.

o e am it .
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2. Memphis, Tennessee

A private nonprofit organization, Community Day Care~Comprehensive Social
Services Association (CDC-CSSA), housed the Memphis-Metro Youth Diversicn
Project (M-MYDP). M-MYDP functioned as a brokering agency, receiving
referrals from the Memphis and Shelby County Juvenile Court, interviewing
youths to determine service placements, and then monitoring service delivery
by the various community agencies. The most prevalent service was counseling,

either individual or family. The next most frequent was recreation oriented,

and some clients received employment or educational assistance.

The supervisors of court intake selected cases for the eligibility pool
Prior to assigning them to intake officers. It was also possible for intake
officers to refer youths to the project, but these youths were not included in
the impact analysis. Most youths placed in the assignment pool had been

arrested for a single felony theft or multiple misdemeanors. Again, first-

time misdemeanants were uncommon.

3. Orange County, Florida

In Orange County, Florida, the Youth Diversion Project was operated by the
Human Services Planning Council. This project also brokered services through
community agencies. Unlike the other diversion projects, the Orange County
project contracted with each client for a specific amount and type of
service. The amount of service depended on the service agency choseg, not on
any characteristics of the client. For example, youths went to the Boys Club
for 30 visits, attended family therapy for five sessions, or gave 40 hours of
volunteer service. The Orange County project placed less emphasis on

counseling than the other projects and more emphasis on recreation~oriented

services. The program also provided for some education and employment

placements.
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The assistant state attormey in charge of the juvenile division was
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€ason, data from the four sites were not combined b
ne ut were

alone decided which cases would be placed in the pool for random assignment.
treated as four
J sepé¢ 1
parate studies, Sample sizes at each site were suffieq
ufficient

The pool was limited to first-time misdemeanants, though minor felony cases
for ade . .
quate statist
tical power, and the variability among project
) 8 was viewed

It should be noted that most first-time

were occasionally included.

New York City (John Jay-Transit Police)

4-
] tl e, g (

The MNew York City Transit Authority Police and the John Jay College of

j appropriate initi i i
) definition of diversion than do most program d
§, and they also

Criminal Justice managed the fourth program included in the impact analysis.
received much gre . .

Ereater financigl resources than ig typical If th
. ese programs

The project employed counselors who managed cases and arranged for services
Unlike the Memphis

/
i
:

from student interns and referrals to community agencies. o e ot achiere e
| g ir intended results, other diversi
' ; o on programs would not

i Ve success ei i

either. While our experience evaluating di i
version

and Orange County projects, the New York project did not reimburse community

o
H
Q

a9
a]
o
B
0
)
0
ad
(¢}
0
w
ot
o
1]

2]
o
[=1
=
rt
g}

<

[/

=]

09

a9
®

2]

T

)

T

=2

o

cr

LA

=y

14

rh

[}

[=]

La]

)
[a]
Q

(o)
®

0

T

[

Ia)

M

<

I

[}

£

1]

(%

=

[¢)

a)

®

agencies for services rendered. This project also differed from the others in

its policy of allowing case managers to decide whether clients assigned to

diversion were in need of services, Diversion cases were frequently

R

terminated without services when they were deemed unnecessary.
i D. Cutcome Variables

Individual arresting officers decided if cases would be placed in the

assignment pool. In deciding, they consulted with their desk officers and

officers of the Juvenile Crime Prevention Unit who worked at the project.

Virtually all of the youths chosen had been arrested for misdemeanors, usually

Many had been apprehended for misdemeanors before.
juvenile arrests
s adult records were
searched for youths wh
0 had reached the

C. Representativeness
age of maijori

f Jority before the completion of the stud
Ye

T I

Becausaz the four programs varied widely in their client populations and

service delivery, the impact analysis cannot be considered an evaluation of a
! of arrests for delj
el :
lnquent acts in the gix- and 12~-month period b
8 subsequent to

specific model of diversion programs. O0JJDP's diversion initiative was
referral to th - .

€ pProgram (or assignment to a control group). This i
. 1s 1ndex
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included status, misdemeanor, and felony offenses. The two major indices o

prior arrest history were the number of arrests for delinquent actskat any

time prior to the presenting offense (i.e.; the arrest that brought the youth

into the study) and whether the presenting offense was a felony or a

misdemeanor.
Youths in the eligible pool were interviewed three times to assess

labeling, social adjustment, and self-reported delinquency. The first

interview took place as soon as possible after assignment to a disposition.

The second and third interviews were six and 12 months later. Paid

interviewers working for BRI conducted the interviews, which usually took

place in respondents' homes. BRI hired full-time field coordinators at each

site to supervise interviewers. Informed consent was required from both

respondents and parents. Respondents received five dollars for each interview.

Table 2-1 presents the 53 labeling and social adjustment scales assessed
in the interviews. (See Appendix A for item level scale detail.) Each of

these variables was a composite of answers to three or more items. As 1s

itud i th
usual with measures of attitudes or persomality, scores on a scale were e

e e s . le 2-1
simple sum of scores on the individual items. For each measure, Tab

also lists the number of items and interval consistency reliabilities

(Cronbach's coefficient alpha).

Scoring self-reported delinquency was somewhat more complicated. These

items were all in the form of "How many times in the last six months have

you . . . (engaged in a given delinquent activity)?" If the answer was 12 or

less, the interviewer recorded the number. If the respondent gave an answer

greater than 12, he or she was asked to choose among categories of relative

frequency (e.g., once a week or once a day). In extensive preliminary

Y e

A e e

Y

Table 2-1
Psychometric Properties of Impact Scales

Frrmeinan,

# of

Scale Items Alpha H.R
1. TImportance of Family Goals 5 .723 .349
2. Importance of School Goals 5 .753 .380
3. Importance of Peer Goals 4 .590 .266
4. TImportance of Goals-Total 14 .772 .201
5. Success of Family 5 .783 .420
6. Success in School 5 .772 <404
7. Success with Peers 4 .694 .363
8. Success-Total 14 .830 .260
9. Commitment to Parents 5 .771 .418
10. Normlessness 14 .762 .188
l1. Labeling-Parents-Conforming 4 .601 +279
12. Labeling-Parents-Sick 4 .663 .332
13. Labeling-Parents-Bad 4 .772 L460
14. Labeling~Parents-Total 12 .809 .267
15. Labeling-Friends-Conforming 3 .529 .278
16. Labeling-Friends-Sick 4 .656 .329
17. Labeling~Friends-Bad 4 .791 495
18. Labeling-Friends-Total 11 «775 246
19, Labeling-Teachers-Conforming 4 .673 .343
20. Labeling-Teachers-Sick 4 .728 407
21. Labeling-Teachers=-Bad 4 .815 .527
22. Labeling-Teachers-Total 12 .838 .306
23. Self Image-Conforming 4 .602 .281
24, Self Image-Sick 4 712 .397
25. Self Image-Bad 4 .821 .541
26. Self Image-Total 12 .810 272
27. Negative Attitudes toward Deviance 9 .802 .340
28. Counterlabeling—Mother 4 .723 .397
29. Counterlabeling-Father 4 .782 473
30. Counterlabeling-Teachers 4 .748 426
3l. Counterlabeling-Friends 4 . 748 426
32. Counterlabeling-Total 12 « 749 <427
33. Sccial Isolation-Peers 5 .670 <292
34. Social Isolation-Family 5 «740 .373
35. Social Isolation-School 6 .730 .312
36. Student-Teacher Relations-Positive 9 «755 .259

37. Social Isolation-Work 5 .701
38. Social Isolation~Community Groups 5 +733 .408
39. Social Isolation-Total-Family, School, Peers 16 .810 <212
40. Parents Disapproval of Deviance 9 «724 .256
4l. Peers Disapproval of Deviance 9 912 .541
42, Parental Harmony-Conflict 11 .850 .360
43, Parental Rejection 5 .629 2274
44. Delinquency of Peers 10 .853 <377
45. Conformity of Peers 8 .838 .349
46. Commitment to Peers 5 .791 <437
47. Negative Influence of Peers 8 556 .136
48. TImportance of School 4 .668 «345
49. Attenuation at School 5 .618 +299
50. Integration of School 4 496 «264
51. Religious Involvement 2 .626 456
52. Blighted Neighborhood 6 .852 +490
53. Fighting in Neighborhood 2 .569 .398
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analyses, it was found that scoring responses as absolute frequencies resulted
in unacceptably large error of measurement. This was determined to be due to
the large weight placed on extreme answers (e.g., once a day for six months
equaled 182). More stable scores resulted from recoding answers into 10
categories that shrank the upper range in relation to the lower.4

In forming composites of delinquent acts, an attempt was made to balance
the weight placed on different forms of delinquency. The first step was to
group together very similar items, forming the short scales listed in
Table 2~2. Because these scales contained very few items, their reliabilities
were rather low. The short scales did not play a major role in the analysis,
but were a useful first step in generating three longer and more reliable
scales. The longer scales were composites of the short scales, each weighted
inversely to its standard deviation to equalize its contributions. The
Serious Delinquency scale is comprised of the serious assault, robbery, and
serious theft scales; the Minor Delinquency scale is comprised of the minor
assault, minor theft, damaging property, and public disorder scales; and the
Drug Involvement scale is comprised of the hard drugs, marijuana, and alcohol
scales.,

Initial analyses indicate that the scales had positively skewed distribu-
tions. As a result, groups differing in mean self-reported delinquency tended

to have different variances, which violates the assumption of standard

4Categories represented frequencies as follows: 0= never; l= once;j 2=
twice; 3= 3 or 4 timesj 4= 5 through 7 times; 5= 8 through 12 times; 6= 3 or 4
times a month; 7= once a week; 8= 2 through 4 times a week; 9= once or more a
day.
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Table 2-2 o
Self-Report Delinquency Scales and Their Reliabilities

from the First Interview

Number of Items Alpha
Short Scales
.370
Serious Assault 3 .528
Minor Assault g 614
Robbery +550
Serious Theft 3 667
Minor Theft 4 .756
Damaging Property 3 .592
Publiz Disorder 6 .746
Hard Drugs g -
Marijuana 5 -
Alcohol
Composite Scales
. 9 -676
Serious
Minor 16 ‘ggg
Drugs 10 )
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statistical models. A logarithm transformation’ was applied to the data to
remedy this problem.

E. Method of Determining Impact

This section describes the samples used to determine the impact of four
diversion programs on clients. Issues that will be considered include the
definition of diversion embodied in the study, the selection of the samples,
the comparability of the treatment and control groups, and the nature of
interview losses. The goal is to give the reader the information needed to
make a fair and critical appraisal of the quality of the research design.

This presentation is rather lengthy and detailed for the purpose of furnishing
all the information required to understand the strengths and shortcomings of
the research design.

1. Definition of Diversion

0JJDP's diversion initiative specified that appropriate target populations
for the diversion projects were youths who, in the absence of a diversion
project, would be formally processed through the system beyond the point of
diversion, i.e., referred to the next unit in the system or adjudicated by the
court. Thus, diversion projects were to serve as alternatives to formal
processing and not as alternatives to informal dispositions such as warning
and release. )

0JJDP initially proposed that a single definition of diversion be employed

at all sites, suggesting a definition similar to that given by Galvin et al.

(1975): youths apprehended for misdemeanors with one or more prior arrests

. i oinal
5The transformed value equaled the natural‘legar}thm of the origina
value plus one. The constant was added to avoid taking the logarithm of zero.
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(or police contacts, depending on police policies) and youths apprehended for
nonviolent felonies (i.e., excluding such offenses as homicide, robbery,
aggravated assault, forcible rape, etc.). Nevertheless, defining eligibility
and establishing the pool of eligibles ultimately became the responsibility of
local projects.

It was discovered that this 2 priori definition of diversion was
incompatible with the practices of juvenile justice systems in some
jurisdictions selected’fcr study. For example, in one jurisdiction the
practice was to warn and release multiple misdemeanants at court intakes for
first offenses, while in another jurisdiction the majority of first time
misdemeanants were prosecuted. Any uniform definition of diversion would have
met insurmountable resistance from one or mofe of the justice systems.
Furthermore, such a definition would have violated the basic principle of

diversion - removing traditionally adjudicable youths from the juvenile
justice system.
In designing the study to assess the impact of diversion, BRI adopted a

broader definition, limiting divertable youths to offenders who would
6

surely” have been referred to the next point in the juvenile justice chain

had a diversion project not been in existence. In practice this meant that,

had the project not been operating to accept divertable youths, the police

6The word surely is used knowing that decision-making in the juvenile
justice System 1s never consistent enough to be certain that a given case

would have been formally processed in the absence of a diversion project. We
worked closely with project and justice administrators to develop policies

that would reduce the need for individual decisions regarding eligibility, and
to foster the routine flow of appropriate youths into the target population

.
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would have referred such cases to court or the distric; attorney's office, the
district attormey to court intake, court intake to a predispositional hearing,
etc.

Offenses included for diversion in some cities were not as serious as
those designated for diversion in other cities, Nevertheless, all youths
studied in the impact analysis were arrested at least once for a delinquent
offense that, ostensibly, would have resulted in further penetration into the
justice system had the project not been in operation. The four impact sites
represent four applications of the definition limiting divertable youths to
offenders who would have been referred to the next point in the juvenile
justice chain had a diversion project not been in existence - applied,
however, to different stages in the justice decision-making process and to

youth populations with substantially different arrest histories.

2. Assignment to Dispositions

Procedures for randomly assigning eligible youths to diversion without
services, diversion with services, or further penetration through the justice

system were similar at the four sites. The selection of dispositions was

random and independent. The probability of each disposition was equal.

The procedure for assignment used in Kansas City was significantly

different from that used at the other sites. Assignment in Kansas City took

place at the police department and was conducted by the juvenile detectives
responsible for the disposition of youths brought to the juvenile division by
police field officers. Two computer consoles were housed at the police
juvenile division, one on line to the department's own computer and the other
on line to the city's computer. Both computers were programmed, based on the

set of random dispositions provided by BRI, to produce a dispositional

k-]
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category after a youthful offender's name, date of birth, etc., were entered
into the system. The computer also stored this information and the resulting
dispositions. These data were recalled weekly for checks against actual
dispostional assignments. Between the two systems, random assignment
capability was available 24 hours a day, seven days a week. Each youth had an
equal probability of being assigned to diversion without services, diversion
to Roles for Youths, diversion to the Youth Services Unit, or penetration into
the justice system.

The assignment procedures developed for New York, Memphis, and Orange
County were similar. In each case, BRI prepared a log containing the computer
generated listings of random dispositions. The dispositions were covered with
tape that was removed after entering the name, date of birth, sex, ethnicity,
and presenting offense for an eligible case. The exact procedures for
entering these data and obtaining the random disposition were slightly
different across sites,

In New York, the log was kept by project personnel at their office in the
Transit Police Academy. When an officer in the field apprehended a youth and
took him or her to a district station, the desk officer at the station and the
arresting officer determined if the case was eligible for diversion. If they
believed diversion would be appropriate, the desk officer called the project,
advised the staff person responsible for the random assignment log and asked
for a disposition., The project staff person entered the name of the youth,
age, sex, etc., into the log in the slot immediately following the last entry,
removed the tape, and advised the desk officer of the disposition. A response
team was then dispatched to the district station where the youth and his or
her parents were advised of the consequences of the disposition and asked for

consent to participate in the BRI research.
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In Memphis, the log was managed by project personnel. Assignment was

simplified by the fact that the Memphis project only accepted cases from the

juvenile court, and there was no need for 24 hour intake and assignment

capability. Intake supervisors at the Memphis and Shelby County Juvenile

Court reviewed all new cases on a daily basis (except weekends and holidays) g

and set aside all cases that fell within the eligibility requirements agreed ;

to with the project. A project representative ¢visited the court each day to

assign dispositioms to these cases. This person placed the cases in alphabet-

jcal order, and then entered them into the random assignment log to determine

dispositions.

The procedures in Orange County were almost identical to those of

Memphis. The Orange County project got referrals from the state attorney's

office, which operates as a typical district attorney's office (receiving

referrals from police departments and deciding which cases should be

prosecuted). The assistant state attormey in charge of the juvenile division

for Orange County personally reviewed all cases coming into his office and set

aside those he designated as eligible for the diversion project. Approx—

imately once a week, a project representative reviewed the cases for

eligibility and processed them in the manner outlined above for Memphis.

At all sites, the individuals responsible for assigning dispositions were

required to follow strictly the order of the assignment list. BRI's field

coordinators regularly checked the assignment 1ists to insure that assignment

categories were not being skipped or manipulated. At all sites but Kansas

city, a single disposition was given to companion cases (two or more youths

arrested for a jointly committed offense).
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III. Respondent Losses

A. Comparison of Groups at the Time of Assignment

Though procedures were adopted to randomly assign cases to treatment and
control groups, it was possible that tle resulting groups would not be
comparable, either because of unknown failures in procedures that allowed bias
to enter assignment or because of chance fluctuations in assignment. It was
essential that the groups be compared to establish the success of the
assignment procedures. The only variables on which groups could be compared
came from information available for all cases assigned, whether or not
respondents consented to be interviewed. These variables were age, sex
ethnicity, presenting offense, and prior arrests. | |

In Kansas City, 433 youths were defined as eligible for random assignment
and were subsequently randomly assigned to one of three experimental groups
(Services,7 No Services, Penetration). A similar process was effected in

Mempohis i . .
phis involving 975 youths; in Orange County, 686 youths; and in New York

City, 533 youths. Table 2-3 shows the distribution of the eligible
populations for each site resulting from the assignment procedures.8 If the
assignment procedures were tru?y random, youths in different assignment groups
would be expected to be similar on any variable chosen for comparison. The

’

7In Kansas Ci
ty, the service . .
Police Y - ) group was split into two servi -
based prgzgzmsigzggg Urtut 1({YSU) and Roles for Youth (RFY), alﬁimmgﬁﬁ‘iii the
. ent. ouths were randoml i -
options i . omly assigned to th
P along with the no services and penetration gispositiozze Fwo treatment

? ung




Table 2-3

Random Assignment Outcome of Total Eligible Pool
by Age, Sex, Ethnicity

AGE SEX ETHNICITY PRESENTING OFFENSE TOTAL PRIOR OFFENSES
KANSAS CITY 11-13 14-15 16-17 Male Female White Black Mis Felony" 0 1 2+
N 3 N Z N 4 N 2 N % N 1 N % N % N Z N % N 7 N 4
No Services 23 (24) 53 (27) 24 (17) 78 (21 227 (33) 32 (2a) 65 (23) 53 (22) 44 (25) 34 (24) 40 (30) 24 (i6)
Service RFY 22 (23) S0 (26) 31 (22) 86 (23) 17 (26) 31 (24) 70 (24) 53 (22) 49 (27) 34 (24) 29 (22) 39 (27)
Penetration 22 (23) 45 (23) 44  (31) 92 (25) 19 (29) 32 (24) 76 (26) 74 (30) 35 (200 29 (20) 35 (26) 46 (30)
Service YSU 29 (30) 47 (24) 43 (30) 111 (30) 8 (12) 36 (28) 76 (26) 66 (27) 51 (28) 46 (32) 31 (23) 42 (28)
Not Significant X<= 10,650 p<£.05 Not Significant Not Significant Not Significant
AGE SEX ETHNICITY PRESENTING OFFENSE TOTAL PRIOR OFFENSES
MEMPHIS 11-13 14-15 16~-17 Male Female White Black Mis Felony 0 1 2+
N % N 4 N 3 N 2 N 4 N Z N % N 3 N 4 N )4 N % N %
No Services 80 (37) 125 (34) 140 (35) 293 (34) 52 (45) 115 (35} 230 (35) 92 (43) 250 (33) 171 (34) 112 (38) 61 (33)
Services 68 (32) 104 (29) 127 (32) 265 (31) 34 (29) 8F (25) 217 (34) 59 (28) 240 (32) 158 (32) 90 (31) 51 (28)
Penetration 67 (31) 135 (37) 129 (33) 301 (35) 30 (26) 130 (40) 199 (31) 63 (29) 268 (35) 169 (34) 89 (31) 73 (40)
Not Significant Not Significant X4= 10.68 p «< .005 XZ=7.38 p<.05 Not Significant
AGE SEX ETHNICITY PRESENTING OFFENSE TOTAL PRIOR OFFENSES
ORANGE COUNTY 11-13 14-15 16-17 Male Female White Black Mis Felony 0 1 2+
N 4 N % N % N 2 N % N % N )4 N 4 N % N % N % N %
No Services 38 (32) 108 (36) 74 (28) 139 (31 81 (33) 163 (33) 53 (30) 208 (33) 12 (26) 194 (34) 20 (24) 6 (20)
Services 41 (34) 94 (32) 107 (40) 168 (38) 76 (31) 163 (33) 75 (42) 223 (35) 20 (43) 200 (35) 31 (37) 13 (43)
Penetration 40 (34) 94 (32) 88 (33) 135 (30) 87 (36) 166 (34) 51 (28) 206 (32) 15 (32) 177 (31) 33 (39) 11  (37)
Not Significant Not Significant Not Significant Not Significant Not Significant
AGE SEX . ETHNICITY PRESENTING OFFENSE . TOTAL PRIOR OFFENSES
NEW YORK CITY 11-13 14-15 Male Female White Black Hispanic Mis Felony 0 1 2+
John-Jay Transit N % N N A N 4 N % N z N A N % N % N % N % N %
Ne Services 61 (35) 133 (37) 184 (37) 10 (26) 38 (38) 91 (35) 64 (39) 192  (37) 2 (22) 104 (45) 52 (35) 38 (26)
Services 62 (35) 119 (33) 165 (33) 16 (42) 34 (34) 88 (34) 59 (36) 176 (34) 3 (33) 86 (37) 49 (33) 45 (30)
Penetration 53 (30) 105 (29) 146 (30) 12 (32) 29 (29) 83 (32) 43 (26) 151 (29) 4 (44) 42 (18) 47  (32) 66  (44)

Not Significant

Not Significant

Not Significant

Not Significant

X2 = 32,34 p<.001
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are mixed in this regard; for the most part, however, the results support the
conclusion that the assignment processes were unbiased. In Kansas City, one
of the service groups (YSU) was assigned a smaller proportion of females than
the other digpositions. In Memphis, proportionately fewer blacks and more
whites were assigned to the Penetration group and a greater proportion of
misdemeanants were assigned to the No Services group. WNo statistically
significant differences were found in the comparisons for Orange County. In
New Yq?k City, the No Services group had a greater proportion of youths
without prior justice histories, while the Penetration group had a greater
proportion with two or more prior offenses.

The empirical evidence suggests that the random assignment procedures
produced relatively equal dispositional groups at the outset. Differences
were found for selected comparisons on three of the four sites, but only one
instance was clearly in the directiom that would be expected if assignment
procedures had been manipulated.

The low proportion of females for one disposition would not seem tu
indicate any manipulation of the assignment procedures. This disposition does
not differ from the others in a way tﬁat would suggest an attempt to place
more or less serious cases in it. The pattern at Memphis is somewhat more
ambiguous. Again, the greater proportion of blacks assigned to the diversion
project is not associated with other differences and seems likely to be
idiosyncratic. The lower rate of felony presenting offenses for the No
Services group is more troublesome. This difference ie not large: 73%
felonies for the No Services groups as opposed to 80% for the other two
groups. Nevertheless, it is in the direction that would be expected if

justice authorities had manipulated assignment. The signficant difference in
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New York is not ambiguous. A difference of this magnitude is unlikely to
arise by chance. Further, higher rates of prior arrests among cases
penetrating the justice system would be the expected result of a biased

assignment process. We must be suspicious of the random assignment procedure

used in New York City.

B. Pre-Interview Losses

Personal interviews constituted a major source of data for the impact
analysis. Interviews were of course voluntary, so we were not able to obtain
interviews for all youths in the eligible samples. Because losses to the
samples could lead to biased comparisons between groups, it was necessary to
examine these losses very carefully. These losses did not affect analyses
involving rearrest, however, because arrest records were obtained for all
youths, whether or not they were interviewed.

Several aspects of interview losses should be considered. First, the
lower the overall percentage of interview losses the more completely the
interview group represents the total sample. Second, the proportion of cases
lost from each group for various reasons indicates possible sources of bias,
Differences in personal characteristics between those interviewed and those
not interviewed indicate ways in which the interviewed respondents fail to
represent the complete sample. Finally, it is necessary to compare those
interviewed and not interviewed by disposition to determine if the losses in
one disposition were of a different sort from those in another. Such
differences could have serious consequences for comparisons among groups.

A decision was made during the developmental stage of the research to
define the population eligible for random assignment indepeundent of

U s . . .
respondents' willingness to participate in the study. In other words, youths
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were chosen for random assignment before, rather than after, seeking their
consent for interviews. Requesting consent before a disposition was issued
might have led families to Believe that participating in the study would
influence the disposition. The BRI research team as well as justice and
project representatives felt it would have been unethical to use a procedure
by which families might feel coerced to participate, While this decision
automatically led to a higher initial loss rate, a detailed tabulation of
selection bias was made possible (i.e., relations could be assesed between
losses and dispositions as well as selected arrest history and demographic
characteristics),

The pre-interview loss rates ranged from highs in Memphis (46%) and Orange
County (31%) to lows in New York City (22%) and Kansas City (15%). The
sources-of loss are presented in Table 2-4. The major reason for loss across
sites was parent or youth refusal to participate in the study (38%). 1In
Kansas City and New York City, police officers requested consent to
participate after explaining the disposition to parents and youths. They were
instructed to make it clear that the study was conducted by an independent
organization and that families were under no obligation to participate. At
these two sites refusals were evenly distributed across dispositions.
Additionally, 20% of the samples in Memphis and Orange County either refused
to participate in services or were never contacted by the projects and thus
had to be dropped from the study.

In Memphis, youths assigned to either Services or No Services were
notified by the court through the mail that the project had been assigned
their cases and that they were to report to the project at a specified time

and date. When those so referred reported to the project, they were advised




Table 2-4
Respondent Pre-Interview Loss Source by Digposition

KANSAS CITY MEMPHIS ORANGE COUNTY NEW YORK CITY
(John Jay-Transit)
No Svs Svs Pen No Svs Svs Pen No Svs Svs Pen No Svs Svs Pen
N % N 2 N % N 2 N Z N X N %X N 2 N % N % N 7 N %
Refused Study 9 (60) 12 (63) 16 (76) 4 (4) 10 (8) 63 (29) 48 (64) 18 (30) 47 (62) 28 (78) 34 (72) 27 (B2)
Time Limit 3 (20) 8 (27) 4 (19) 9 (8) 10 (8) 76 (35) 26 (35) 3 (5) 27 (36) 8 (223 10 (21) 6 (18)
Refused Program - - - - - - 65 (61) 79 (63) 0 -~ o - 27 (45) o - - - - - - -
Victim Refusal - - - - - - - - - - - - o - 4 (7)) o - - - - - - -
Returned to Court 1 (7) o - o - 20 (19) 19 (15) 6 (3) o - 7 (2) o - 0o - 1 (2) o -~
Handicapped 2 (3 2@ 1 (5) o - 7 (6) 7 (3) o - 1 (2) 1) - - - - - -
Lost via Handling - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 (1) o - 0o - o - 2 () o -
Disposition
Not Followed o - 1 (3) o - 2 (2) o - 57 (26) - - - - - - - - - - - =
Unsatisfactory
Interview - - - = -~ - 4 (4) o - 0o - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Interview Falsified - - - - - - 3 (3) 1 (1) 7 (3) - - - - - - - - - - - -

Totals 15 (23) 30 (45) 21 (32) 107 (24) 126 (28) 216 (48) 75 (36) 60 (29) 75 (36) 36 (31) 47 (40) 33 (28)
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of their disposition (Services or No Services) and enrolled in or excused as
per assignment option. At the termination of the initial visit, thzs project
representative explained the study and requested consent for participation.
Large numbers of youths failed to appear as ordered by the court and, although
the project made attempts at contacting those not appearing, many never came.
Parental consent to participate was not sought from youths who did not appear
or who declined to participate in the study. BRI's field coordinator
contacted families of youths assigned to Penetration to seek their
participation. A similar process operated im Orange County, except that
project personnel obtained consent only from youths assigned to Services, and
BRI's field coordinator contacted youths assigned to either No Services or
Penetration.

The consent procedures affected refusal rates. In Orange County, the No
Service and Penetration groups had higher rates of refusals by parents and
youths and the Service group had a much lower rate. In Memphis, the No
Services and Services groups had similar loss rates, with the Penetration
group having a significantly higher loss rate.

Another source of loss related to time limits imposed upon interviewers.
If an interview was not completed within three weeks of random assignment, the
case was dropped from the study. Overall, 23% of the losses were for this
reason. The rationale behind the policy was that as youths moved away from
the presenting offense in time, some in fact into treatment, their attitudes
about themselves and their circumstances might change. A related issue is
that a longitudinal design requires a reasonable cutoff date for securing
interviews in order to insure comparable interview periods for all

respondents. The "time~limit" category also includes youths who could not be

S
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located in the time period, but may well have been located given an unlimited

interview period.

Two unanticipated processes affected the loss rates in Memphis. First and

foremost, our field coordinator experienced personal problems that seriously
affected data collection. As near as we can determine, the field coordinator
all but stopped interviewing procedures involving Penetration youths for a
period of approximately six weeks. This period of semi-inactivity was

temporarily concealed from BRI.

The nature of the interviewing procedures in Memphis was such, as

explained above, that the only cases that the field coordinator contacted away

from the office were those randomly assigned to penetrate the justice system.
This procedure facilitated the acquisition of consent and the interviewing of
Services and No Services youth referrals, but required that youths assigned to
penetrate the justice system had to be contacted at their homes for these
purposes. When the field cocrdinator's lapse occurred, youths randomly
assigned.to Services and No Services were interviewed as intended, while the
number of interviews from the Penetration category of youths declined
dramatically. ~ Our weekly checking system did not turn up the decline
immediately, as the field coordinator indicated that the individuals in
question were assigned to be interviewed, or moved, or were avoiding the
interviewers, all of which were plausable explanations for missing interviews.
After a period of several weeks, the field coordinator reported that the
completed Penetration interviews were in the mail. The completed interviews
never arrived. After waiting, talking to postal officials, puiting tracers on

the mail, we called the field coordinator and requested the telephone numbers

of the missing Penetration youth interviews. Whithin hours of this request we

o .
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received a telephone call from a third party informing us of the situation.
By this time six to eight weeks had passed, and we had lost a significant
number of Penetration youths to the study. These events prompted a review of
all of the field coordinator's prior work and led us to suspect that we may
have been misled us about the work with Penetration youth even prior to the
lapse described above.

The second issue in Memphis affecting Penetration losses involved direct
court referrals to the diversion project. Approximately 10% of the Memphis
cases that were randomly assigned to penetrate the juvenile justice system
were later referred to the diversion project by court intake officers. The
project had agreed to take direct referrals from court intake in additiom to
those passing through the random assignment process. Unfortunately, in
exercising that option, the court occasionally included youths that had been
randomly assigned to receive further court services. Because BRI personnel
did not have contact with directly referred cases,. the magnitude of the
problem was not apparent until well after sampling was completed.

The net effect of these events was that a large number of Penetration

youths were dropped from the study because they were not interviewed within

the specified three week time limit, they refused to participate in the study,

or they were sent to the diversion project by the court for diversion services.,

Comparisons of loss rates by disposition appear in Table 2-5. Pearson
chi~-square tests of independence showed no statistically significant
differences in loss rates at three sites. In Memphis loss rates were much
higher for the Penetration group, as was expected given the circumstances

described above.
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Table 2-5

Comparison of Youths Retained and Lost Prior to First Interviews

by Random Assignment Disposition
Contingency Analysis

KANSAS CITY
No Services Services Penetration Services
_ Roles For Youth Youth Service Unit
N % N % N % N %
Interviewed 76 (84) 86 (84)
: 90 (81) 10
Not Interviewed 14 (16) 17 (16) 21 (19) lZ E?gi
Not Significant
MEMPHIS
Interviewed 237 (69) 177 (59)
: 116 35
Not Interviewed 108 (31) 122 (41) 215 265;
X4 = 81.17 p<.001
ORANGE COUNTY
Interviewed 147 (67) 182
: 75 .4
Not Interviewed 73 (33) 62 2253 ];2 Eg;g
Not Significant
NEW YORK CITY (John Jay~Transit)
Interviewed 147 (76) 145 (!
d 80) 125
Not Interviewed 47 (24) 36 (20) 33 Egi;

Not Significant
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The next analysis involved tests designed to determine if youths lost to
the study were different from those kept, in terms of a set of demographic
variables available on all youth approached for consent: age, sex, ethnicity,
presenting offense, and total number of official prior arrests. These results
appear in Table 2-6. These analyses revealed no statistical differences
between youths lost and kept for any of the compariscns in Kansas City and New
York City. Significant differences were found in Memphis for comparisons
involving presenting offense and total number of prior offenses: youths lost
to the study were characterized as having more felony presenting offenses (81l%
vs., 75%) and more multiple prior offemses (22% vs. 17%) than those kept.

Thus, the interviewed sample underrepresented youths with more serious arrest
histories. 1In Orange County, more whites than blacks were lost prior to the
first interviews (347 vs. 22%).

To this point, our consideration of random assignment and loss rates has
been limited to two~dimensional tables such as disposition by ethnicity,
interview status (interviewed vs. not interviewed) by disposition, and
interview status by ethnicity. For these tables, the common Pearson
chi-square test for independence provides an adequate statistical model. We
were also interested, however, in hypotheses concerning three-way
classifications such as disposition by ethnicity by interview status. For
example, we wanted to test for the possibility that the relation between
ethnicity and interview status varied among dispositions. In other words, we
wished to determine if interview losses were biased by disposition,
independent from any differences resulting from the assignment process. Log
linear analysis, a more recently developed statistical method (Reynolds, 1977;

Haberman, 1978), was used to test this possible source of bias because it




Table 2-6

Comparisons of Youths Retained and Lost Prior to First Interviews
by Selected Demographic Variables by Site

AGE SEX ETHNICITY PRESENTING OFFENSE TOTAL PRIOR OFFENSES
KANSAS CITY 11-13 14-15 16 Male Female White Black Mis Felony 0 1 2+
N % N % N % N 7% N % N % N % N % N A N % N YA N %
Interviewed 80 (22) 165 (45) 122 (33) 311 (85) 56 (15) 105 (30) 247 (70) 206 (57) 153 (43) 125 (34) 113 (31) 125 (34)
Not Interv'd 16 (24) 30 (46) 20 (30) 56 (8) 10 (15) 26 (39) 40 (60) 40 (61) 26 (39) 18 (27) 22 (33) 26 (39)
Not Significant Not Significant Not Significant Not Significant Not Significant
MEMPHIS 11-13 14-15 16-17 Male Female White Black Mis Felony 0 1 2+
N % N % N % N 7 N % N A N % N % N % N % N % N %
Interviewed 116  (22) 202 (38) 212 (40) 462 (87) 68 (13) 169 (32) 359 (68) 130 (25) 397 (75) 267 (50) 173 (33) 89 (17)
Not Interv'd 99  (22) 162 (36) 184 (41) 397 (89) 48 (11) 157 (35) 287 (65) 84 (19) 361 (81) 231 (52) 118 (26) 96  (22)
Not Significant Not Significant Not Significant X2 = 4,71 p<.05 X2 =6.06 p<.05
ORANGE COUNTY 11-13 14-15 16-17 Male Female White Black Mis Felony 0 1 2+
N % N % N % N % N 7% N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
Interviewed 79  (17) 219 (46) 179 (38) 302 (63) 175 (37) 325 (70) 140 (30) 444  (94) 31 (6) 398 (84) 53  (11) 25 (5
Not Interv'd 38  (19) 77 {38) 90 (44) 140 (67) 69 (33) 167 (81) 39 (19) 193 (92) 16 (8) 173 (83) 31 (15) 5 (1)
Not Significant Not Significant X2 =9,12 p<.01 Not Significant Not Significant
NEW YORK CITY 11-13 14-15 Male Female White Black Mis Felony 0 1 2+
John Jay-Transit N % N % N %z N % N % N A N % N % N yA N % N %
Interviewed 141 (34) 276 (66) 388 (93) 29 (mn n (17) 211 (51) 134 (32) 408  (99) 5 (1) 172 (42) 119  (29) 123 (30)
Not Interv'd 35 (30) 81 (70) 107 (92) 9 (8) 30 (27) 51 (45) 32 (28) 111 (96) 4 (4) 60 (52) 29 (25) 26 (23)

Not Significant

Not Significant

Not Significant

Not Significant

Not Significant
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offers a means of testing complex hypotheses about multidimensional
contingency tables.

The application of log-linear analysis focused on the three-way
interaction from a three-dimensional table. To test the significance of this
interaction, expected values for the cell frequencies are generated from a
model that includes all two-way interactions. Any lack of fit for this model
can only be due to the three-way interaction. The fit. of the model is tested
by either the Pearson chi square or the likelihood ratio chi square., If the
chi square value reaches the nominal level of significance, (p .05), then the
two-way model is ruled inadequate, and there is evidence that a three-way
interaction is present. if significance is not achieved, three-way
interactions are assumed to be absent, and findings associated with the
two-dimensional comparative tests are accepted as adequate to explain
relations among the variables,

The results of the log-linear analysis for the three-way relationship
among status, disposition, and selected demographic variables are illustrated
in Table 2-7. These data indicate that, with only one exception in Memphis,
there were no three-way interaction effects. This finding insures that the
nature of the losses did not depend on dispositions. The one significant
effect indicates that, in Memphis, whites were more prevalent among those lost
from the Penetration group than among those lost from the other groups.

In summarizing the analyses for pre-interview losses, it would appear that
in three of the sites such losses did not have a biasing effect upon the
distribution of cases across dispositional categories. Memphis was the
exception. It does appear that pre-interview losses in Memphis were

disproportionately representative of more serious and frequent offenders, and




Table 2-7
Comparisons of Youths Interviewed with Those Not Interviewed
by Disposition on Selected Demographic and Background Variables
Log-Linear Analysis

KANSAS CITY
NO SERVICES SERVICES (RFY) PENETRATION SERVICES (YSU)
SEX Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
Interviewed 67 (78) 19 (22) 70 (81) 16 (19) 77 (86) 13 (14) 97 ( 92) 8 (8
Not Interviewed 11 (79) 3 (21) 16 (94) 1 (6) 15 (71) 6 (29) 14 (100) 0 -
Not Significant
ETHNICITY White Black White Black White Black White Black
N % N % N A N V4 N A N % N % N %
Interviewed 25 (30) 58 (70) 25 (30) 59 (70) 24 (28) 63 (72) 31 (32) 67 ( 68)
Not Interviewed 7 (5¢) 7 (50) 6 (35) 11  (65) 8 (38) 13 (62) 5 (36) 9 ( 64)
Not Significant
AGE 11-13 14-15 16 11-13 14-15 16 11-13 14-15 16 11-13 14-15 16
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
Interviewed 17 (20) 46 (53) 23 (27) 18 (21) 41 (48) 27 (31) 18 (20) 37 (41) 35 (39) 27 (26) 41 (39) 37 (35)
Not Interviewed 6 (43) 7 (50) 1 (7) 4 (23) 9 (53) 4 (24) 4 (19) 8 (38) 9 (43) 2 (14) 6 (43) 6 (43)
Not Significant
PRESENTING Mis Fel Mis Fel Mis Fel Mis Fel
OFFENSE N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
Interviewed 45  (54) 38 (46) 46 (54) 39 (46) 58 (66) 30 (34) 57 (55) 46 ( 45)
Not Interviewed 8 (57) 6 (43) 7 (41) 10 (59) 16 (76) 5 (24) 9 (64) 5 ( 36)
Not Significant
PRIORS 0 1 2+ 0 1 2+ 0 1 2+ 0 1 2+
MIS & FEL. N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N A N A N %
Interviewed 28 (33) 34 (40) 22 (26) 29 (34) 23 (27) 33 (39) 27 (30) 29 (33) 33 (37) 41 (39) 27 (26) 37 (35)
Not Interviewed 6 (43) 6 (43) 2 (14) 5 (29) 6 (35) 6 (35) 2 (9) 6 (29) 13 (62) 5 (36) 4 (29) 5 (36)

Not stgniticant




Table 2-7 Continued

MEMPHIS
NO SERVICES SERVICES PENETRATION
AGE 11-13 14-15 16-17 11-13 14~15 16-17 11-13 14-15 16-17
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
Interviewed 54 (23) 88 (37) 95 (40) 39 (22) 62 (35) 76  (43) 23 (20) 52 (45) 41 (35)
Not Interviewed 26 (24) 37 (34) 45 (42) 29 (24) 42 (34) 51 (42) 44 (20) 83 (39) 88 (41)
Not Significant
ETHNICITY White Black White Black White Black
N % N % N % N % N % N %
Interviewed 80 (34) 157 (66) 53 (30) 124 (70) 36 (32) 78 (68)
Not Interviewed 35 (32) 73 (68) 28 (23) 93 (78) 94 (44) 121 (56)
Chi - Square = 6,22 DF =2 P .05
SEX Male Female Male Female Male Female
N % N % N % N N N % N %
Interviewed 201 (85) 36 (15) 156 (88) 21 (12) 105 (90) 11 (10)
Not Interviewed 92  (85) 16 (15) 109 (89) 13 (11) 196 (91) 19 ¢ 9)
Not Significant
PRESENTING Mis Fel Mis Fel Mis Fel
OFFENSE N A N % N % N % N % N %
Interviewed 71 (30) 163 (70) 37 (21) 140 (79 22 (19) 94 (81)
Not Interviewed 21 (19) 87 (81) 22 (18) 100 (82) 41 (19) 174 (81)
Not Significant
TOTAL PRIOR 0 2+ 0 1 2+ 0 2+
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
Interviewed 112 (47) 82 (35) 42 (18) 93 (52) 59 (33) 25 (14) 62 (53) 32 (28) 22 (19)
Not Interviewed 59 (55) 30 (28) 19 (18) 65 (53) 31 (25) 26 (21) 107 (50) 57 (26) 51 (24)

Not Significant




Table 2-~7 Continued

ORANGE COUNTY

NO SERVICES SERVICES PENETRATION
SEX Male Female Male Female Male Female
N % N % N % N % N % N %
Interviewed 87 (59) 60 (41) 122 (67) 60 (33) 93 (63) 55 (37)
Not Interviewed 52 (71) 21 (29) 46 (74) 16 (26) 42 (57) 32 (43)
Not Significant
ETHNICITY White Black White Black White Black
N % N % N % N % N % N %
Interviewed 106 (74) 37 (26) 112 (63) 66 (37) 107 (74) 37 (26)
Not Interviewed 57 (78) 16 (22) 51 (85) 9 (15) 59 (81) 14 (19)
Not Significant
AGE 11-13 14-15 16-17 11-13 14-15 16-17 11-13 14-~15 16-17
N % N A N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
Interviewed 21 (14) 77 (53) 49 (33) 33 (18) 74 (41) 75 (41) 25 (17) 68 (46) 55 (37)
Not Interviewed 17 (45) 31 (29) 25 (34) 8 (20) 20 (21) 32 (30) 15 (38) 26 (35) 33 (46)
Not Significant
PRESENTING Mis Fel Mis Fel Mis Fel
OFFENSE N % N % N % N % N % N %
Interviewed 141 (96) 6 (4) 168 (93) 13 (7 135 (92) 12 (8)
Not Interviewed 67 (92) 6 (8) 55 (89) 7 i 71 (96) 3 (4)
Not Significant
TOTAL PRIOR 0 1+ 0 1+ 0 1+
OFFENSE N % N % N % N % N % N %
Interviewed 130 (88) 17 (12) 150 (82) 32 (18) 118 (80) 29 (20)
Not Interviewed 64 (88) 9 a2 50 (81) 12 (19) 59 (80) 15 (20)

Not Significant



Table 2-7 Continued

NEW YORK CITY (John Jay-Transit)

NO SERVICES SERVICES PENETRATION
SEX Male Female Male Female Male Female
N % N % N % N % N % N %
Interviewed 139 (94) 8 (6) 133 (92) 12 QD) 116 (93) 9 7
Not Interviewed 45 (96) 2 (4) 32 (89) 4 (1 30 (91) 3 (9)

Not Significant

ETHNICITY White Black  Hispanic White Black Hispanic White Black  Hispanic
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
Interviewed 27 (18) 74 (50) 46 (31) 24 (17) 71 (44) 50 (34) 20 (16) 66 (53) 38 (31)

Not Interviewed 11 (24) 17 (37) 18 (39) 10 (28) 17 (47) 9 (25) 9 (29) 17 (55) 5 (16)

Not Significant

AGE 11-13 14-16 11-13 14-16 11-13 14-16

N % N % N % N % N % N %
Interviewed 50 (34) 97 (66) 50 (34) 95 (66) 41 (33) 84 (67)
Not Interviewed 11 (23) 36 (77) 12 (33) 24 (67) 12 (36) 21 {64)

Not Significant

PRESENTING Mis Fel Mis Fel Mis Fel

N % N % N % N % N % N %
Interviewed 147 (100) 0 (=) 141 ( 98) 3 (2) 120 (98) 2 (2)
Not Interviewed 45 (96) 2 (&) 35 (100) 0 (0) 31 (94) 2 (6)

Not Significant

TOTAL PRIOR 0 1 2+ 0 1 2+ 0 1 2+
N % N % N % N % N_ 2 N % N % N % N %
Interviewed 76 (52) 41 (28) 30 ( 20) 65 (45) 40 (28) 40 (28) 31 (25) 38 (31) 53 (43)

Not Interviewed 28 (60) 11 (23) 8 (17) 21 (60) 9 (26) 5 (14) 11 (33) 9 (27) 13 (39)

Not Significant
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that many more youths were lost from the group assigned to Penmetration than
from those assigned to the other dispositions. The data to be presented in
the following section should further clarify the effects of the early losses
on the comparability of the assignment groups.

C. Post-Initial Interview Losses

This section deals with the effects that the loss of participants later in
the study may have had on the comparability of groups. The concern here is
with losses after the first interview, and whether or not those losses were of
a nature that would bias the comparability of the dispositional groups. The
combined loss rate (mortality) for second and third interviews was 11.6% of
those who completed the initial interview. Post-initial loss rates at the
individual sites were Kansas City, 10.9%; Memphis, 10.6%; Orange County,
13.2%; and New York City, 11.5%. Most losses were due to two factors: (1)
respondent or parent refusal to continue in the study, and (2) inability to

locate respondents.

Tnasmuch as at least one interview was obtained from each of the 1,791
respondents from whom we sought second and third interviews, it was possible
to add the variables assessed in the interviews to our analysis of the effects
of losses.

Because many analyses of impact were limited to youths interviewrd all
three times, the analysis of losses after the initial interview compares
respondents interviewed once or twice with those interviewed three times.
Table 2-8 presents the relation between losses and disposition. These
comparisons indicate that losses were evenly distributed among the justicé
dispositions at all four sites.

Table 2-9 shows interview status in relation to age, sex, ethnicity,

presenting offense, and total number of prior offenses. These data indicate

T FLBET & eny 3 e

s,
T TR s

ST o e o <

Table 2-8
Comparison of Youths Interviewed Three Times with Those Interviewed Once or Twice
by Random Assigment Disposition
Contingency Analysis

KANSAS CITY
Services Services
No Services RFY Penetration YSuU
N % N % N % N %
3 Interviews 76 (88) 77 (90) 81 (90) 93 (89)
1 or 2 Interviews 10 (12) 9 (10) 9 (10) 12 (11)

Not Significant

MEMPHIS
Services
No Services Roles : Penetration
N % N % N %

3 Interviews 211 (89) 162 (92) 101 (87)
1 or 2 Interviews 26 (11) 15 ( 8) 15 (13)
Not Significant
ORANGE COUNTY

Services
No Services Roles Penetration
N % N % N %
3 Interviews 131 (89) 162 (89) 121 (82)
1l or 2 Interviews i6 (11) 20 (11) 27 (18)

Not Significant

NEW YORK CITY (John Jay-Transit)

Services
No Services Roles Penetration
N A N % N %
3 Interviews 126 (86) _ 130 (90) 113 (90)
1 or 2 Interviews 21 (14) 15 (10) 12 (10)

Not Significant




Table 2-9

Comparison of Youths Interviewed Three Times with Those Interviewed Once or Twice

on Age, Sex, Ethnicity, Presenting Offense, and Total Number of Prior Offenses

AGE ETHNICITY SEX PRESENTING OFFENSE

TOTAL PRIOR OFFENSES

KANSAS CITY

11-13 14-15 16-17 White Black Male Female Misdem. Felony 0
N )

% N 7 N Z N 7% N 7 N % N 7 N % N % N

1
A N

2+

3 Interviews

1 or 2 Interviews

75 (23) 142 (43) 110 (34) 92 (30) 220 (70) 276 (84) 51 (16) 181 (57) 139 (43) 116 (36) 100 (31) 108 (33)
5 (12) 23 (56) 12 (30) 13 (32) 27 (68) 35 (88) 5 (12) 25 (64) 14 (36) 9 (23)

13 (33)

17 (44)

Not Significant Not Significant Not Significant Not Significant

Not Significant

AGE ETHNICITY SEX PRESENTING OFFENSE

TOTAL PRIOR OFFENSES

MEMPHIS

11-13 14-15 16-17 White Black Male Female Misdem. Felony

N

% N Z N Z N Z N % N Z N 7 N % N Z N

% N

2+

3 Interviews

1 or 2 Interviews

116 (22) 202 (38) 212 (40) 169 (32) 359 (68) 462 (87) 68 (13) 130 (25) 397 (75, 267 (50) 173 (33)
99 (22) 162 (36) 184 (41) 157 (35) 287 (65) 397 (89) 48 (11) 84 (19) 361 (81) 231 (52) 118 (26)

89 (17)
96 (22)

Not Significant Not Significant Not Significant x4=4.71 p .05

x2=6.06 p

AGE ETHNICITY SEX PRESENTING OFFENSE

TOTAL PRIOR OFFENSES _

ORANGE COUNTY

11-13 14-15 16-17 White Black Male Female Misdem. Felony

N

% N % N % N Z N Z N Z N Z N % N Z N

A N

2+

18

3 Interviews

1 or 2 Interviews

79 (17) 219 (46) 179 (38) 325 (70) 140 (30) 302 (63) 175 (37) 444 (94) 31 ( 6) 398
40 (19) 77 (37) 90 (44) 167 (81) 39 (19) 140 (67) 69 (33) 193 (92) 16 ( 8) 173

(84) 53 (11)
(83) 31 (15)

25 ( 5)
5 (2)

Not Significant x#=9,12 p .005 Not Significant Not Significant

Not Significant

AGE ETHNICITY SEX PRESENTING OFFENSE

TOTAL PRIOR OFFENSES

NEW YORK CITY

11-13 14-15 16-17 White Black Male Female Misdem. Felony
(John Jay-Transit) N

% N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N

A N

o

3 Interviews

1 or 2 Interviews

35 (30) 81 (70) 30 (26) 51 (45) 32 (28) 107 (92) 9 ( 8) 111 (96) 4 ( 4) 60

141 (34) 276 (66) 71 (17) 211 (51) 134 (32) 388 (93) 29 ( 7) 408 (99) 5 ( 1) 172 (42) 119 (29) 123 (30)

(52) 29 (25) 26 (23)

Not Significant Not Significant  Not Significant Not Significant

Not Significant
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no demographic differences in Kansas City or New York City between respondents
interviewed three times and respondents interviewed once or twice. In
Memphis, however, more youths having felony presenting offenses and high
thumbers of prior offenses failed to complete three interviews, suggesting that
the youths lost were more serious or frequent offenders.

Neither of the two-dimensional tests revealed the effect that losses may
have had on disposition within demegraphic and background variable
categories. That is, the interaction between interview status, disposition,
and demographic characteristics remains unknown. Log-linear analyses were
completed for the three-way interactions between losses, disposition, and
demographic factors. These results appear in Table 2~10. The findings
indicate one three-way interaction in Memphis which appears to be the result
of more losses occurring in the Penetration group among respondents having two
or more prior offenses and in the No Services group among respondents having
no prior offenses.

To this point, the analyses of the effect of the losses (after the initial
interview) on the composition of groups suggests that, except for the
Penetration group in Memphis, the youths lost were not disproportionally drawn
from one particular age, sex, ethnic, offense, or multiple offender group.

The tests have been limited to five variables on hand for all youths assigned
to groups. Additional information is available, however, for youths
interviewed at least once, and this information provides more data by which to
assess the effect of losses upon disposition characteristics, A multivariate
analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used for this purpose.

Throughout this section we are using the multivariate analysis of variance

for significance tests involving the major set of variables assessed in the




Table 2-10

Comparison of Youths Interviewed Three Times with Those Interviewed Once or Twice
by Disposition on Sex, Ethnicity, Age, Presenting Offense, and Total Number of Official Prior Misdemeanor and Felony Offenses
Log-Linear Analysis

KANSAS CITY
NO SERVICES SERVICES (RFY) PENETRATION SERVICES (YSU)
SEX Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
N A N % N % N % N % N % N % N 7
3 Interviews 59 (78) 17 (22) 63 (82) 14 (18) 69 (85) 12 (15) 85 ( 91) 8 (9)
1 or 2 Interviews 8 (80) 2 (20) 7 (78) 2 (22) 8 (89) 1 12 (100) o (0)
Not Significant
ETHNICITY White Black White Black White Black White Black
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
3 Interviews 21 (29) 52 (71) 24 (32) 51 (68) 20 (26) 58 (74) 27  (31) 59 ( 69)
1 or 2 Interviews 4 {40) 6 (60) 1 (11) 8 (89) 4 (44) 5 (56) 4 (33) 8 ( 67)
Not Significant
AGE 11-13 14~15 16 11-13 14~-15 16 11-13 14-15 16 11-13 14-15 16
N % N 7 N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
3 Interviews 15 (20) 42 (55) 19 (25) 17 (22) 35 (46) 25 (32) 17 (21) 32 (40) 32 (40) 26 (28) 33 (36) 34 (36)
1 or 2 Interviews 2 (20) 4 (40) 4 (40) 1 (1D) 6 (67) 2 (22) 1 (1) 5 (56) 3 (33) 1 ( 8) 8 (67) 3 (25)
Not Significant o
PRESENTING Mis Fel Mis Fel Mis Fel Mis Fel
OFFENSE N % N % N % N % N 2 N % N % N %
Interviews 40 (54) 34 (46) 40 (53) 36 (47) 51 (64) 28 (35) 50 (55) 41 ( 45)
1 or 2 Interviews 5 (56) 4 (44) 6 (67) 3 (33) 7 (78) 2 (22) 7 (58) 55 ( 42)
Not Significant
PRIORS 0 1 2+ 0 1 2+ 0 1 2+ 0 1 2+
MIS & FEL. N % N % N A N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N Z N %
3 Interviews 25 (33) 31 (41) 19 (25) 26 (34) 20 (26) 30 (39) 26 (32) 25,(31) 29 (36) 39 (42) 24 (26) 30 (32)
1 or 2 Interviews 3 (33) 3 (33) 3 (33) 3 (33) 3 (33) 3 (33) 1 (11) 4 (44) 4 (44) 2 (17) 3 (25) 7 (58)

Not Significant



Table 2-10 Continued

Gaed

MEMPHIS
NO SERVICES SERVICES PENETRATION
-
SEX ' Male Male Female Male Female
N % N % N N N % N %
Interviews 180 (85) 143 (88) 19 (12) 90 ( 89) 11 an
or 2 Interviews 21 (81) 13 (87) 2 (13) 15 (100) 0 (0)
Not Significant
ETHNICITY White White Black White Black
N % N % N % N % N A
Interviews 70 (33) 46 (28) 116 (72) 31 (31) 68 (69)
or 2 Interviews 10 (38) 7 (47) 8 (53) 5 (33) 10 (67)
Not Significant
AGE 11-13 11-13 14-15 16-17 11-13 14-15 16-17
N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
Interviews 52 (25) 39 (24) 58 (36) 65 (40) 22 (22) 47 (46) 32 (32)
or 2 Interviews 2 ( 8) 0 (0) 4 (27) 11 (73) 1 C7) 5 (33) 9 (60)
Not Significant
PRESENTING Mis Mis Fel Mis Fel
OFFENSE N N % N % N % N %
Interviews 61 (29) 35 (22) 127  (78) 20 (20) 81  (80)
or 2 Interviews 10 (42) 2 (13) 13 (87) 2 (13) 13 (87)
Not Significant
TOTAL PRIOR 0 0 1 2+ 0 1 2+
N % N VA N % N % N % N % M %
Interviews 164 (49) 83 (51) 54 (33) 25  (15) 53 (52) 30 (30) 18 (18)

or 2 Interviews 8 (32)

10 (67) 5 (33) 0o (0)

9 (60) 2 (13) 4 (@27)

X2 = 9.85 Df = 4 p <.05
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Table 2~10 Continued

NEW YORK CITY (John Jay-Transit)

NO SERVICES SERVICES PENETRATION
SEX Male Female Male Female Male Female
N % N % N % N % N % N %
3 Interviews 120 (95) 6 ¢ 5) 119 (92) 11 ( 8) 104 ( 92) 9 (8)
1 or 2 Interviews 19 (90) 2 (10) 14 (93) 1 (7D 12 (100) 0 (0)
Not Significant
ETHNICITY White Black Hispanic White Black Hispanic White Black Hispanic
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
3 Interviews 23 (18) 66 (52) 37 (29) 22 (17) 66 (51) 42 (32) 18 (16) 57 (51) 37 (33)
1 or 2 Interviews &4 (19) 8 (38) 9 (43) 2 (13) 5 (33) 8 (53) 2 (17) 9 (75) 1 (8)
Not Significant
AGE 11-13 14-16 11-13 14~16 11-13 14~16
N % N % N % N % N A N %
3 Interviews 44 (35) 82 (65) 46 (35) 84 (64) 39 (35) 74 (65)
1 or 2 Interviews 6 (29) 15 (71) 4 (27) 11 (73) 2 an 10 (83)
Not Sigificant
PRESENTING Mis “Fel Mis Fel Mis Fel
N % N % N % N % N %N %
3 Interviews 126 (100) 0 (0) 126 ( 98) 3 (2) 108 ( 98) 2 (2)
1 or 2 Interviews 21 (100) 0 (0) 15 (100) 0 (0) 12 (100) 0 (0)
Not Significant
TOTAL PRIOR 0 1 2+ 0 1 2+ 0 1 2+
. N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
3 Interviews 69 (55) 33 (26) 24 ( 19) 60 (46) 35 (27) 35 (27) 30 (27) 35 (32) 45 (41)
1 or 2 Interviews 7 (23) 8 (38) 6 ( 29) 5 (33) 5 (33) 5 (33) 1 (8) 3 (25) 8 (67)

Not Significant



Table 2-10 Continued

ORANGE COUNTY

NO SERVICES SERVICES PENETRATION
SEX Male Female Male Female Male Female
N % N % N % N % N % N %
3 Interviews 80 (61) 57 (39) 111 (69) 51 (31) 74 (61) 47 (39)
1 or 2 Interviews 7 (44) 9 (56) 11 (55) 9 (45) 19 (70) 8 (30)
Not Significant
ETHNICITY White Black White Black White Black
N % N % N % N A N % N A
3 TInterviews 96 (75) 32 (25) 98 (62) 60 (38) 87 (74) 31 (26)
1 or 2 Interviews 10 (67) 5 (33) 14 (70) 6 (30) 20 77 6 (23)
Not Significant
AGE 11-13 14-15 16-17 11-13 14-15 16~17 11-13 14-15 16-17
N 7 N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
3 Interviews 20 (15) 69 (53) 42 (32) 31 (19) 67 (41) 64 (40) 21 (17) 52 (43) 48 (40)
1 or 2 Interviews 1 ( 6) 8 (50) 7 (44) 2 (10) 7 (35) 11 (55) 4 (14) 16 (59) 7 (26)
Not Significant
PRESENTING Mis Fel Mis Fel Mis Fel
OFFENSE N % N 2 N % N % N % N %
3 Interviews 125 ( 95) & (5) 149 ( 923 13 ( 8) 110 (92) 10 (8)
1 or 2 Interviews 16 (100) 0 (0) 19 (100) 0 ( 0 25 (93) 2 (7)
Not Significant
TOTAL PRIOR 0 1 2+ 0 1 2+ 0 1 2+
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
3 Interviews 116 (89) 11 ( 8) 4 ( 3) 134 (83) 19 12) 9 (5) 95 (79) 17 (14) 8 (6)
1 or 2 Interviews 14 (88) 0 (0) 2 (12) 16 (80) 4 (20) 0o (0) 23 (85) 2 (7 2 (7

Not Significant
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interviews. Though ordinary univariate analysis of variance is more common,

its multivariate extension is an essential adjunct when a problem involves

several intercorrelated dependent variables. When univariate tests are

applied to a series of dependent variables, it is not possible to determine

how many of the tests would appear significant due to chance, because the

tests are redundant in varying degrees. The multivariate significance test

reflects the probability that mean differences obtained for a set of dependent
variables would occur by chance. In our analyses we used the multivariate
significance test as our criterion. If the multivariate test did not indicate
significant differences, we considered groups equal, regardless of univariate

results. If a significant multivariate result was obtained, then groups were

compared on those variables for which the largest differences existed, as
reflected in the accompanying univariate tests.

The independent variables for this first multivariate analysis of variance
were interview status (interviewed three times vs. interviewed one or two
times) and disposition. The dependent variables were 19 measures selected
from those assessed in the interviews (see Table 2-11). This limited set of
dependent variables was chosen because it represents all the major constructs
from the larger set and because there were few cases for which data were
missing.

The MANOVA yielded statistical tests for three effects: disposition
(differences among dispositions due to the assignment process), interview
status (differences between youthé interviewed three times and youths
interviewed once or twice), and disposition by interview status (differential
losses across dispositions). The results of the analyses are summarized in

Table 2-12. The p values indicate that effects for disposition and interview
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Table 2-11
19 Selected Impact Measures

Variables

1.
2.
3.
4,
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

Importance of Conventional Goals
Commitment to Parents

Normlessness

Labeled Conforming

Labeled "'Sick"

Labeled Rad

Self Image Cenforming

Self Image "Sick"

5elf Image Bad

Negative Attitudes Toward Deviance
Counterlabeling

Social Isolation

Parents Disapproval of Deviance
Delinquency of Peers

Commitment to Peers

Self Report of Serious Delinquency
Self Report of Minor Delinquency
Self Report of Drug Involvement
Peers Disapproval of Deviance




Table 2-12 Celacs

i iewi sses in Relation
Analysis of Interv1ew%ng Lo o8 in Relation i
to Disposition - Testing for Diffe . |

the Interview Variables at Time One conclude that the groups were comparable before Time 2 and Time 3 losses, and

: da) .
: Sy \ values for Wilks Lam f . . . .. . . ..
Multivariate Significance Tests (p i kept. The interaction of disposition and interview status was significant

only for Kansas City. The finding of differential loss by disposition in

Interview Disposition by | 4

Disposition Status Interview Status i 5 Kansas City must be interpreted by examining differences among cell means for
Site —RERORILIOn -
.155 .005 ﬁ individual dependent variables. Univariate significance tests did not reach
Kansas City '2]2(9) 114 .379 ;
Memphis '332 .367 462 : é p<.05 for this effect for any of the dependent variables, so the variables
Orange COunty '323 .122 297 a [
New York City . y : | examined in interpreting this effect were those having the strongest
(John Jay-Transit) g
L . correlations to the significant canonical variable?,
Mean cell deviations appear in Table 2-13 for dependent variables that had
Cell Sample Sizes Disposition 3 @ correlation to the canonical variable with an absolute valye greater than
Services . Services f «25. From an examination of these deviations, it is clear that the
No Services RFY Penetration YSU ' :
o : : . s e .
‘ i significant result is due to extreme scores for the cases lost from the sample
; i
Kansas City . 73 71 75 ?g | g assigned to the Youth Sarvice Unit. This group felt labeled as less
Interviewed 3 Times . 9 9 9 ' !
Interviewed Once or Twice ’ g conforming, as more "sick," and more "bad"; their self-image was more "bad";
No Services Services Penetration ? they reported their peers to be mors delinquent; and they indicated that they
Memphis . 207 161 1?; ; é had engaged in more serious delinquency.
Interviewed 3 Times ] 26 15 x §
Interviewed Once or Twice § D. Comparability of Groups in Final Samples
I
Orange County ) 130 162 lgé § i Though there appears to have been differential loss in one sample, it is
Interviewed 3 Times 14 20 j |
Interviewed Once or Twice f : not necessarily the case that those youths interviewed three times differed
| ;
New York City ) S | from one disposition to another. Comparisons between the dispositions for
(John Jay-Tramsit) 124 127 lig 5
Interviewed 3 Times . 21 14 f youths interviewed all three time periods (the sample upon which most
Interviewed Once or Twice i _———

{ 9The canonical variable is a composite of the dependent variables defined
to maximize group differences, The multivariate significance test refers
directly to the canonical variable.
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Table 2-13

Cell Deviations for Variables Associated with Loss

by Disposition Interaction in Kansas City

(Correlation to Canonical Variate Greater Than .25)

ONUT B W

Disposition .
é Services Services
' No Services RFY Penetration YSU
Labeling-Conforming 1
Interviewed 3 Times .70 2.22 .ig 2
Interviewed Once or Twice ' - .76 . .
within cell standard deviation = 4.98
Labeling-Sick ) .
Interviewed 3 Times -1.10 -3.32 .gg S0
Interviewed Once or Twice ] <34 . .
within cell standard deviation = 6.30
Labeling-Bad ) ) o5
Interviewed 3 Times ~1.68 _2°gi Z,Zg 5o
Interviewed Once or Twice ] ~1.88 . .
within cell standard deviation = 7.82
Self Image Bad ) ) 63
Interviewed 3 Times ) - .76 _1.gz .gg .o
Interviewed Once or Twice L ) .10 R .
within cell standard deviation = 3.10
Delinquency of Peers ) ) 6o
Interviewed 3 Times - .61 ; .gg _%.gi 5o
Interviewed Once or Twice .95 . .
within cell standard deviation = 7.67
Self Report of Serious Delinquency X 002 ~ 10 Lok
Interviewed 3 Times - 36 . o o
240 104 - .398 .60

Interviewed Once or Twice o
within cell standard deviation = .908

r to canonical variate

-.256
.313
.322
.293
. 342
<273

Loss by Disposition

Univariate F

1.763
2,057
1.653
1.732
1.625
1.709

df = 3.339

P
.154
.106
177
.160
.183
.165
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assessments of impact were made) by all of the demographic, background, and
impact variables available for such comparisons were thus completed to
determine how the losses ultimately affected the comparability of the
dispositional groups. These analyses are presented in Table 2-14.

Of the 58 comparisons for Kansas City, two were found to differentiate
among dispositions at a level of statistical significance (p<05).
Penetration youths reported living in more blighted neighborhoods and having
more negative attitudes toward deviance than did youths in the other
dispositions. A review of the data associated with all 58 of the comparisons
indicates a remarkable level of similarity across dispositional scores. These
data clearly indicate that the dispositional groups for Kansas City were
evenly matched at the first interview.

Four of the 58 comparisons in Memphis were found to statistically
differentiate the dispositional groups at the time of the first interview.

Youths in the Penetration group reported achieving higher levels of success

for peer-related goals, lower levels of parental labeling as sick, higher
levels of counterlabeling, and less involvement in minor delinquency. While
the overall number of dispositinnal differences were few, a review of
differences on all variables revealed a tendency for the Penetration group to
consistently show slightly more positive scores when compared with the No
Service and Service groups. This finding fits the pattern of losses described
earlier. The large number of youths lost from the Penetration group in
Memphis may have consisted of slightly more serious cases and may have had an
effect (although statistically not significant) upon the makeup of the
Penetration group vis-a-vis the other groups., These differences were,

however, minor and manifest themselves only as a trend across comparisons of




Table 2-14
Comparisons among Dispositions at t) for Youths Interviewed at All Four Impact Sites
for All Three Interview Periods on Selected Demographic, Impact, and Background Variables

New York City

Kansas City Memphis Orange County (John Jay-Transit)
N = 327 N = 474 N = 386 N = 369
Variable x2 DF  Sig x2 DF  sig x2 DF Sig x2 DF Sig
Age 8.465 6 N.S. 3.401 4 N.S. 4,248 4 N.S. .020 2 N.S.
Ethnicity .952 3 N.S. .978 2 N.S. 6.993 2 p .05 .502 4 N.S.
Sex 6.532 3 N.S. 1.166 2 N.S. 2.349 2 N.S. 1.547 2 N.S.
Presenting Offense
(misdemeanor, vs. felony) 2.819 3 N.S. 4.284 2 N.S. 1.762 2 N.S Not Applicable
Total # Prior Mis. & Fel, Off, 7.886 €& MN.S, 1.071 4 N.S. 4.266 4 N.S. 21.360 4 p .0005
School Enrollment 3.453 3 N.S. 5.148 2 N.S. 6.336 2 p .05 4,415 2 N.S.
Grade Point Average 3.284 6 N.S. 1.723 4 N.S. 3.606 4 N.S. 5.262 4 N.S.
Family Welfare Assistance 2.775 3 N.S. 2.868 2 N.S. 1.328 2 N.S. 6.189 2 p .05
Job in the Last 6 months 3.352 3 N.S. 1.169 2 N.S. 2.992 2 N.S. .639 2 N.S.
New York City
Kansas City Memphis Orange County (John Jay-Transit)
N = 327 N = 474 N = 386 N = 369
Variable F DF Sig F DF Sig F DF Sig F DF Sig
Importance of School 1.189 3,300 N.S. 1.662 2,456 N.S. 1,786 2,393 N.,S. .907 2,360 N.S.
Attenuation at School 2.395 3,300 N.S,. .310 2,458 N.S8. .697 2,393 N.S. 1.201 2,360 N.s.
Integration at School 2.496 3,300 N.S. .246 2,458 N.S. .620 2,393 N.S. 1.334 2,360 N.s.
Parental Disorganization 2.121 3,322 N.S. 176 2,462 N.S. .362 2,406 N.S. .753 2,361 N.S.
Religious Involvement 1.299 3,323 N.S. 1.153 2,471 N.S. .353 2,411 N.S. .595 2,366 N.S.
Blighted Neighborhood 2.999 3,323 p .05 2,701 2,471 N.S. .053 2,411 N.S. 346 2,366 N.S.
Fighting in Neighborhood 1.357 3,323 N.S. .954 2,471 N.s. .602 2,411 N.S. .061 2,366 N.S.
Importance of Family Goals 2,124 3,314 N.S. .076 2,458 N.S. .212 2,402 N.S. .937 2,364 N.S.
Importance of School Goals .412 3,251 N.S. 1.358 2,393 N.S. 2.543 2,326 N.S. 1.508 2,345 N.sS.
Importance of Peer Goals .358 3,323 N.S. .178 2,471 N.S. 1.654 2,411 N.S. 415 2,366 N.S.
Importance of Goals-Total 1.083 3,323 N.S. 1.148 2,471 N.S. 465 2,411 N.S. .239 2,366 N.S.
Success of Family .152 3,314 N.S. .500 2,458 N.S. .544 2,402 N.S. .542 2,364 N.S.
Success in School .053 3,251 N.S. .257 2,393 N.S8. .680 2,326 N.S. 421 2,345 N.S.
Success with Peers 2.435 3,323 N.S. 4.557 2,471 p .01 .612 2,411 N.S. .356 2,366 N.S.
Success-Total .192 3,323 N.S. 1.392 2,471 N.S. 716 2,411 N.S. .927 2,366 N.S.
Commitment to Parents 1.281 3,314 N.S. .284 2,458 N.S. .325 2,402 N.S. .005 2,364 N.S.




Table 2-14 Continued

New York City

Kansas City Memphis Orange County (Johin-Jay Transit)

N = 327 N = 474 N = 386 N = 369
Variable F DF Sig F DF Sig F DF Sig F DF Sig
Normlessness .709 3,323 N.S. 426 2,471 N.S. .347 2,411 N.S. 2.035 2,366 N.S.
Labeling—-Parents-Conforming .275 3,314 N.S. .106 2,458 N.S. 105 2,402 N.S. .091 2,364 N.S.
Labeling~Parents-Sick .564 3,314 N.S. 3.364 2,458 p .05 1.307 2,402 N.S. 1.773 2,364 N.S.
Labeling-Parents-Bad 425 3,314 N.S. .004 2,458 N.S. 1.103 2,402 N.S. 2.303 2,364 N.sS.
Labeling~Parents-Total .299 3,314 N.S. 1.014 2,458 N.S. .680 2,402 Mw,.S. 1.951 2,364 N.S.
Labeling~Friends-Conforming .044 3,323 N.S. .211 2,471 N.S. .570 2,411 N.S. .296 2,366 N.S.
Labeling-Friends—Sick .6G8 3,323 N.S. 542 2,471 N.S. 3.247 2,411 p .05 .396 2,366 N.S.
Labeling—-Friends-Bad .091 3,323 N.S. .282 2,471 N.S. 467 2,411 N.S. 1.397 2,366 N.S.
Labeling~Friends-Total .350 3,323 N.S. 517 2,471 N.S. 1.643 2,411 N.S. .721 2,366 N.S.
Labeling-Teachers-Conforming 1.254 3,251 N.S. 1.292 2,393 N.S. 1.782 2,326 N.S. .298 2,345 N.S.
Labeling-Teachers—-8ick 1.361 3,251 N.S. 1.826 2,393 N.sS. .079 2,326 N.S. .564 2,345 N.S.
Labeling~-Teachers-Bad .781 3,251 N.S. 1.700 2,393 N.S. .798 2,326 N.S. 1.197 2,345 N.S.
Labeling-Teachers-Total 1.690 3,251 N.S. 2.167 2,393 N.S. .828 2,326 N.S. .633 2,345 N.S.
Self Image-Conforming .283 3,323 N.S. .699 2,471 N.S. .325 2,411 N,S. .830 2,366 N.S.
Self Image-Sick .042 3,323 N.S. 2.210 2,471 N.S. 1.388 2,411 N.S. .202 2,366 N.S.
Self Image-Bad .305 3,323 N.S. 1.624 2,471 N.S. .020 2,411 N.,S. .520 2,366 N.S.
Self Image~Total .020 3,323 N.S. 2.113 2,471 N.S. .348 2,411 N.S. .030 2,366 N.S.
Negative Attitudes Toward

Deviance 3.298 3,323 p .05 1.394 2,471 N.S. 456 2,411 N.S. 1.770 2,366 N.S.
Counterlabeling .212 3,323 N.S. 3.107 2,471 p .05 194 2,411 N.S. 4.357 2,366 p .05
Social Isolation-Peers .611 3,323 N.S. 1.515 2,471 N.S. 2.166 2,411 N.S. .050 2,366 N.S.
Social Isolation-Family .652 3,314 N.S. .219 2,458 N.S. 417 2,402 N.S. .133 2,364 N.S.
Social Isolation—-School .732 3,251 N.S. 1.555 2,393 N.S. 1.807 2,326 N.S. 1.520 2,345 N.S,
Positive Student~Teacher

Relaticns 1.345 3,251 N.S. 2.726 2,393 N.S. 1.712 2,326 N.S. .716 2,345 N.S
Social Isolation-Total-

Family, School, Peers 1.158 3,323 N.S. .167 2,471 N.S. 1.032 2,411 N.sS. .400 2,366 N.S.
Parents Disapproval of Deviance .286 3,314 N.S. .352 2,458 N.S. .364 2,402 N.S. 375 2,364 N.S.
Peers Disapproval of Deviance 1.057 3,323 N.S. 1.105 2,471 N.S. .182 2,411 N.S. .298 2,366 N.S.
Delinquency of Peers .874 3,323 N.S. 1.673 2,471 N.S. 2.820 2,411 N.S. 1.080 2,366 N.S.
Conformity of Peers 1.164 3,323 N.S. .365 2,471 N.S. 1.098 2,411 N.S. .833 2,366 N.S.
Commitment to Peers 1.565 3,323 N.S. .668 2,471 N.S. 1.405 2,411 N.S. .299 2,366 N.S.
Negative Influence of Peers .962 3,323 N.S. .216 2,471 N.S. .099 2,411 N.S. .722 2,366 N.S.
Serious Deliquency .774 3,297 N.S. 2.962 2,467 N.S. .218 2,411 N.S. .872 2,335 N.S.
Minor Deliquency 1.973 3,297 N.S. 3.778 2,467 p .05 .920 2,411 N.sS. .762 2,335 N.S.
Alcohol & Drug Use 1.315 3,297 N.S. 1.446 2,467 N.S. .596 2,411 N.S. 1.961 2,335 N.sS.
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numerous variables. It appears that the effects of the loss of large numbers
of cases in Memphis were minor, minimally affecting the comparability of
dispositional groups at the first interview period. Where there were effects,
however, they were almost always in a more positive direction for Penetration
youthe,

In Orange County, three of the 58 comparisons proved to be statistically
significant. Blacks were overrepresented in the Services category,
proportionately more Penetration ycuths were not enrolled in school, and
Services youths reported significantly less labelling as sick by their péers.
A review of the scores for each variable indicates no overall trend of
dissimilarity between groups at the first interview. In fact, the groups
appear to be about as evenly matched at ﬁﬁe first interview as would seem
possible.,

In New York City, three of the 58 comparisons were found to statistically

differentiate between dispositional groups. Youths assigned to the
Penetration group had more prior offenses, fewer of them reported that their
families had received welfare assistance in the preceding six months, and as a
group they reported less counterlabeling vis—a—vis the other groups. A review
of all of the ccmparisons reveals no consistent trends in the differences
among éispositional groups at the first interview period except for the self-
reported delinquency measures. The self-reported delinquency data are
consistent with the official measures of delinquency in terms of the
directions of differences for Penetration youths, although no statistical
differences between groups were found. Given the magnitude of the differences
between groups in prior offenses, we must again suspect that the Penetration

group may not be comparable to the others at the time of assignment.
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1V. Impact Findings

A. Method of Analyses

To assess the impact of diversion as an alternative to traditional justice
dispositions, comparisons were made between three groups of respondents. The
three groups were formed by the random assignment of respondents to one of
three treatment modalities - no services, diversion for services, and
penetration into the justice system. Comparisons were made in terms of three
contexts - negative labeling, social adjustment, and juvenile delinquency.
Each context was treated independently. That is, the effect of the
disposition on ome context was assessed separately from the other two.

A particular strategy guided the tests of differences between the groups.
First, to determine if there were changes in the dependent variables for
different dispositions at different time périodé,fa two way analysis of
variance - disposition by time period - was completed for each of the three
contexts. Since dispositional groups were, by in large, similar on the
dependent variables at the first measurement period, youths diverted for
services were hypothesized to experience greater improvement on the dependent
variables at subsequent measurement periods vis-a-vis the other two justice
dispositions.

The two-way analysis of variance was followed by an analysis of variance
on Time 3 data, including respondent characteristics (age, sex, ethmicity, and
socioeconomic status) and disposition as the independent variables and the

impact measures associated with each dimension as the dependent variables.
Since the dispositional groups were comparable at the first measurement period
on the dependent measures, differences among dispositions found at the third
measurement period should be attributable to the experiences associated with

the different dispositions.
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An additional analysis of variance included the same independent
variables, but compared changes in the dependent variables from the first to
the third measurement periods. This analyses focused on raw change scores and
attempted to determine if change occurred differentially for alternative
dispositions controlling for age, sex, ethnicity, and SES.

These latter two analyses of variance permit tests for interaction between
subject characteristics and the effects of treatment. That is, they address
the question, "Is the impact of treatment related to age, sex, ethnicity, and
SES?"

Finally, to assess the total differential impact of disposition, a summary
multivariate analysis of variance was used to test differences on all three
contexts simultaneously. These analyses thus represent the major techniques
used to assess dispositional impact. Although there is redundancy among them,
each is based on a slightly different set of independent variables, and the

accumulative effect should offer a good test of this issue.

The methodology described above was conducted to examine the differential
impact of diversion vs. traditional justice dispositions on (1) negative
labeling, (2) social adjustment, and (3) delinquent behavior. T@eﬁa three
areas of impact will be discussed in the following sectioms.

B. Negative Labeling

The first set of analyses was designed to answer the question, "Are youths
diverted out of the justice system for services less stigmatized than those
who are released with no services or who penetrate the justice system?"
Two-way analyses of variance (disposition x time) were conducted for each of
19 labeling measures. These analyses assessed main effects of disposition and
time as well as the interaction between them. The interaction effect was the

major point of interest for the question posed here.
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A review of the interaétion effects illustrated in Table 2-15 indicates
that disposition had very little differential effect upon the labeling
experiences of the youths of the three justice dispositions at any of the
sites. Careful consideration of the instances in which differences did occur
(see Table 2-16) revealed no patterns or trends that support the concept
behind diversion. On the basis of these data, the null hypothesis of no
differences in labeling impact across different justice dispositions is
accepted at each of the four impact sites.

The latter two analyses of variance (t3 and t3~t1) «re conducted on
eight labeling measures (labeling "sick" and "bad" by parents, teachers,
friends, and self) and one counterlabeling measure (counterlabeling - total).
The findings of both tests were comnsistent with the interaction effects found
for the two-way analyses of variance. Two main effects for disposition omn
Time 3 scores were found, one in Orange County and one in New York City. The
effects were associated with different measures on different sites and were
the result of different dispositions. The total number of statistically
significant interaction effects between disposition and subject |
characteristics on Time 3 scores were no greater than would be expected by
chance (eight out of 180 comparisons), and no patterns emerged to favor any
particular disposition at any site. Three main effects were found for
disposition in the comparison of change scores. In New York City youths
receiving the Diversion for Services disposition reported large decreases in
counterlabeling, while in Memphis the youths of the same disposition reported
large increases in counterlabeling. Also in Memphis, Penetration youths had
significant decreases in teacher labeling as "bad." Similar findings resulted

from the analyses of variance for change scores when respondent characteristics




Table 2-15

Two-way Analysis of Variance: Disposition by Time Interactions for 19 Labeling Measures

New York City

Kansas City Memphis Orange County (John Jay-Transit)
F DF F DF F DF F DF

Labeling Parents-Conforming 1.780 6,606 .611 4,908 .351 4,790 .094 4,726
Labeling Parents-Sick .840 6,606 448 4,908 1.857 4,790 .715 4,726
Labeling Parents-Bad .353 6,606 . 257 4,908 2.242 4,790 .627 4,726
Labeling Parents-Total .871 6,606 415 4,908 1.112 4,790 .702 4,726
Labeling Friends~Conforming .675 6,592 1.662 4,884 374 4,774 1.205 4,692
Labeling Friends-Sick 1.388 6,592 1.710 4,884 2.408% 4,774 .855 4,692
Labeling Friends-Bad 1.372 6,592 .716 4,884 1.642 4,774 .976 4,692
Labeling Friends-Total 1.945 6,592 1.588 4,884 2.570% 4,774 .953 4,692
Labeling Teachers-Conforming .843 6,480 .500 4,766 1.175 4,642 .234 4,674
Labeling Teachers-Sick 704 6,480 1.403 4,766 1.024 4,642 1.010 4,674
Labeling Teachers-Bad 1.136 6,480 2.614% 4,766 J146 4,642 .232 4,674
Labeling Teachers-Total 1.150 6,480 2.491% 4,766 .590 4,642 428 4,674
Self Image-Conforming 1.302 6,634 .365 4,940 .206 4,822 .889 4,732
Self Image-Sick 1.233 6,634 .498 4,940 1.022 4,822 .708 4,732
Self Image-Bad 1.680 6,634 2.107 4,940 .121 4,822 1.298 4,732
Self Image-Total 1.227 6,634 1.844 4,940 .309 4,822 <564 4,732
Counterlabeling-Teachers .561 6,480 2.349 4,766 484 4,642 1.485 4,674
Counterlabeling—-Friends 1.576 6,592 .861 4,884 2.237 4,774 2.269 4,692
Counterlabeling—Total .590 6,634 4.209%%% 4,940 493 4,822 3.673%%¢ 4,732

* p<.05
Je¥e p.{.ol

*%% p<,005




Table 2-16

Scale Means for Labeling Variables

with Statistically Significant Interaction Effects (d x t)

No Services Service Penetration
Memphis - Negative Labeling
Teachers - Bad
First Interview 10.71 10.1? lg.gg
Second Interview 9.48 9.98 9.39
Third Interview 9.49 9.7 o
Memphis — Negative Labeling
Teachers - Total
First Interview "9.92 28.8; ;g.gg
Second Interview 27.76 28.5 27.28
Third Interview 27.20 27.67 .
Memphis - Counterlabeling - Total
First Interview 45,45 44.1? 22.22
Second Interview 47.58 46.24 43.99
Third Interview 47.67 49, .
Orange County - Negative Labeling
Friends - Sick
First Interview 8.97 g.ig g:gg
Second Interview 8.48 7.81 5 0o
Third Interview 8.30 .
Orange County — Negative Labeling
Friends - Total
First Interview 24,71 23.9§ ;Z.gg
Second Interview 23.63 23.25 22.66
Third Interview 22.67 22, .
New York City (John Jay-Transit)
Counterlabeling - Total
First Interview 47.33 Zg.gz Zg:i?
Second Interview 49,67 .18 Paabes
Third Interview 50.06 47. .

f—-«».:g?:::mﬂ.g_-..w»« e
+
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were controlled. Nine out of 180 interaction effects were found for
disposition and demographic variables on the labeling measures, with no
patterned effects supportive of the diversion for services hypothesis.
It would appear, on the basis of these analyses, that justice disposition

did not differeﬁtially affect the subsequent labeling experiences of the

youths of this study.

C. Social Adjustment

The first test completed to assess the effects of disposition on social
ad justment measures began with the same two~way analysis of variance
techniques described above, testing the interaction of time (three measurement
periods) with disposition (lecture and release, diversion, penetration) for
each of 22 social adjustment measures. The outcome of the tests associated
with the hypothesis, "Youths diverted out of the justice system for services
will experience more positive social adjustment than will youths lectured and
released or referred for penetration,” are illustrated in Table 2-17.

Twelve of the 88 tests produced statistically significant interaction
effects (see Table 2-18), Three of the effects in Kansas City were the result
of at least one of the Diverted for Services groups reporting more negative
scores on social adjustment than their counterparts in the other dispositions,
and two of the effects appear to be due to extreme positive scores by Lectured
and Released youths. The significant effects in Memphis appear to result from
decreasing scores in the Lectured and Released and Penetration groups and
increasing scores for the Diverted youths. 1In New York City the differences
were due to the relatively stable or improved scores by Lectured and Released
youths compared with deteriorating scores for Diverted for Services and, in

one case, Penetration youths., Overall, no trends or patterns emerged

supportive of the diversion hypothesis.




Table 2-17

Two-Way Analysis of Variance, Disposition Time Interaction

for 22 Social Adjustment Measures

New York City

Kansas City Memphis Orange County (John Jay-Transit)
F DF F DF F DF F DF

Importance of Family Goals .696 6,606 684 4,908 646 4,790 606 4,726
Importance of School Goals 1.320 6,480 3.589%% 4,766 1.015 4,642 1.091 4,674
Importance of Peer Goals 2.318% 6,592 .279 4,884 .390 4,774 1.117 4,692
Importance of Goals - Total 2.598% 6,634 2.492% 4,940 .649 4,822 .564 4,732
Success of Family .324 6,606 . 277 4,908 . 886 4,790 3.902 4,726
Success in School .299 6,480 .636 4,766 .991 4,642 2,164 4,674
Success with Peers 1.818 6,592 1.948 4,884 1.441 4,744 1.261 4,692
Success - Total .727 6,634 .906 4,940 1.857 4,822 4,553 4,732
Commitment to Parents .902 6,606 .102 4,908 .215 4,790 1.269 4,726
Normlessness .666 6,634 .765 4,940 .301 4,822 1.669 4,732
Neg. Attitude toward Deviance 1.411 6,634 1.103 4,940 1.119 4,822 1.268 4,732
Social Isolation - Peers .278 6,592 .379 4,884 2.063 4,774 1,182 4,692
Social Isolation - Family 1.403 6,606 1.242 4,908 2.089 4,790 .232 4,726
Social Isolation - School .512 6,480 1.352 4,766 1.074 4,642

Student~Teacher Relations 3.302%%% 6,480 1.037 4,766 313 4,642

Social Isolation - Total 1.248 6,634 .341 4,940 1.360 4,822 .820 4,732
Parent Disapproval of Deviance .830 6,606 1.424 4,908 1.040 4,790 .848 4,726
Pears Disapproval of Deviance 2.425% 6,592 2.023 4,884 .262 4,774 1.794 4,692
Delinquency of Peers 2.809% 6,592 1.784 4,884 762 4,774 .790 4,692
Conformity of Peers 1.374 6,592 1.804 4,884 1.255 4,774 .840 4,692
Commitment to Peers .986 6,592 127 4,884 .735 4,774 3.051*% 4,692
Neg. Influence of Peers 2,231%* 6,592 .528 4,884 1.173 4,774 3.192% 4,692
* p-%.05

% p&g .0l

% p<.005

Lr




Table 2-18
Social Adjustment Scale Means for Variablas
with Statistically Significant Interaction Effects (d x t)

No Services Service Penetration Services
(RFY) (Ysu)
Kansas City - Importance of
Peer Goals
First Interview 13,91 13.39 13.47 13.29
Second Interview 13.29 13.22 13.03 13.79
Third Interview 13.39 12.08 13.62 13.45
Kansas City - Importance of
Goals = Total
First Interview 56.31 54.34 56.72 54.83
Second Interview 56.98 55.04 56.59 55.03
Third Interview 56.44 51.05 56.76 54,85
Kansas City - Positive Student-
Teacher Relations
First Interview 30.73 31.40 30.63 29.37
Second Interview 32.02 31.76 31.87 30.77
Third Interview 33.02 30.34 31.74 31.66
Kansas City - Peer Disapproval
of Deviance
First Interview 29.81 28.38 31.36 30.45
Second Interview 31.84 31.17 - 29.48 36.34
Third Interview 31.86 29.82 29.33 29.95
Kansas City - Delinquency
of Peers
First Interview °TLAQ 24.07 22.50 23.50
Second Interview 21.27 22.54 22.34 23.04
Third Interview 20.96 22.85 22.66 23.27
Kansas City - Negative

Influence of Peers

First Interview 22.17 22.18 21.08 22.05
Second Interview 19.27 21.33 20.34 21.30
Third Interview 18.96 20.74 19.74 21.24

T e oo e T

Table 2-18 Continued

No Service Services Penetration

Memphis - Importance of

School Goals

First Interview 20.96 20.40 21.51

Second Interview 21.02 20.87 20.52

Third Interview 20.63 21.39 20,95
Memphis - Importance of

Goals - Total

First Interview 57.95 56.83 58.29

Second Interview 56.27 56.89 56.08

Third Interview 56.04 57.62 56.62
New York City (John Jay-Tranmsit)

Commitment to Peers

First Interview 18.41 18.86 18.64

Second Interview 18.59 18.46 18.64

Third Interview 18.77 17.77 17.97
New York City (John Jay-Transit)

Negative Influence of Peers

First Interview 21.01 21.26 21.61

Second Interview 20.14 21.48 21.47

Third Interview 20.63 21.80 20.23
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Additional analyses focusing upon tests for differences among dispositions
at the third measurement period and for change scores from the first to the
third interviews were conducted for 1l social adjustment measures. These
measures were selected from the original set of social adjustment variables on
the basis of their completeness and representativeness: Importance of Goals -
Total, Success in Achieving Goals - Total, Commitment to Parents,
Normlessness, Negative Attitudes toward Deviance, Jocial Isolation - Total,
Student-Teacher Relations, Parental Disappruval of Deviance, Peer Disapproval
of Deviance, Delinquency of Peers, and Commitment to Peers (see Appendix B).

Analyses were completed at each site to test for differences between
dispositions at the last measurement period. Two main effects for disposition
were found in Kansas City, none in Memphis or Orange County, and five in New
York City. Both instances in which main effects were encountered in Kansas
City resulted from a lack of improvement in scores in the Diversion for
Services groups. In New York City, all five of the effects for disposition
were primarily due to improvement in scores for the Lectured and Released
group and the decline in scores of those in the Diverted for Services group.
In spite of the numerous differences found in Time 3 scores by disposition,
positive support for the diversion hypothesis was not obtained. The analyses
directed at assessing the interaction between disposition and respondent
characteristics at the third measurement period revealed, again, no patterned
results. Eight out of 176 tests for interaction effects proved to be
statistically significant across 1l measures. No interaction effect was found
for any single measure in more than omne site.

The tests associated with the analyses of change scores were consistent

with earlier findings. Three main disposition effects were found that were

Y S

consistent with the interaction effects associated with the two-way analysis
of variance at all three time periods. That is, the main effect for
disposition always showed improving scores for Lectured and Released youths
and declining scores for the Diversion for Service youths. The tests for the
effects of respondent characteristics confirmed earlier findings. Only seven
out of the 176 tests for interaction were significant, and no patterns emerged
in the data.

Comparisons of single item social adjustment measures (e.g., respondent
GPA, enrollment in school, job status) by di;position were also completed,
using chi square contingency analysis for youths interviewed at all three time
periods. These data were consistent with the two-way analyses of variance and
supported the findings that alternative justice dispositions did not have a
significant differential impact on the social adjustment experiences of the
youths surveyed.

All of the amalyses associated with assessing the differential impact of
disposition on a variety of social adjustment variables peint to one
conclusion - youths diverted for services at the four impact sites studied did
not experience more positive social adjustment on the variables measured than

did youths in the other dispositionms.

D. Juvenile Delirnquency

Juvenile delinquency was assessed two ways. First, youths were asked at
each interview period to report how often they had engaged in a specified
array of delinquent acts during the preceding six months. A self-reported
measure of delinquency was thus acquired. Second, justice records were
searched to ascertain not only the number of police contacts participants

experienced after entering the study (recidivism), but also the number of
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police contacts participants had experienced before entering the study (prior

offense history).

1. Self-Reported Delinquency

Self-reported delinquency was assessed by a set of 35 items. Each item

referred to a specific delinquent activity. The respondents were asked how

many times in the past six months they had done each of these things. The

number of times was recorded, unless it exceeded 12; in that case respondents

chose from among six response categories.

In forming indices of self-reported delinquency, our need was to reliably

~

order individuals for the degree of their involvement in delinquent

activities. The first step in forming indices was to choose a method of

scoring individual items. An obvious possibility is to use the simple

frequency of each act as a score. Preliminary analyses indicated that such an

approach has severe drawbacks. Correlations among individual items were much

lower than with other scoring approaches, and the pattern of correlations had
ne conceptual coherence.

These problems arise because frequency scoring heavily weights the very
few highest scorgs. For example, consider youths who committed thefts every
day, every cther day, once a month, or never. For a six month period, these

rates of activity would correspond to frequencies of 163, 81, 6 and O,

respectively. The difference between once a day and once every other day is

more than 13 times as large as the difference between once a month and never.

Distinctions among individuals with low and moderate rates of involvement are

masked by the emphasis on high rates.

Instead of frequency scoring, responses were recorded into 10 categories

as shown in Table 2-19. This scoring system results in a more balanced

o ———
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Table 2-19

Category Scoring of Self Reports of Delinquency

Response to "How many times in the
last six months have you...?"

Category Value

None
One
Two
Three or Four
Five through Seven
Eight through Twelve
Three or Four Times a Month
Once a week
Two to Three Times a Week and
Four to Five Times a Week
Once a Day and
Two to Three Times a Day

NOUVEWN ~O

o

O




_90...
representation of high and low rates of delinquency by making finer
distinctions among lower rates of delinquency while still including several
categories at the high end of the scale. This scoring system resulted in a
more coherent pattern of correlations among the items.

We proceeded through two stages in grouping the items into indices.
First, items were clustered into the small groups shown in Table 2~20 on the
basis of their conceptual similarity. These .groupings were primarily used as
a basis for forming more comprehensive indices. Scores for each small
grouping were calculated by summing across jtems. The comprehensive indices
are composites of the small groupings. By weighting scores for each small
grouping inversely to their standard deviation, it was possible to equalize
the contribution of each grouping to the variances of the final measures. By
using the two-stage approach, we were able to see that several aspects of
delinquency were well-represented in our indices, despite differing numbers of

items on various subjects and differing rates of occurrence.

We used three comprehensive indices of self-reported delinquency. The
Serious Delinquency scale was comprised i serious assault, robbery, and
serious theft; the Minor Delinquency scale was comprised of minor assault,
minor theft, damaging property, and public disorder; and the Drug Involvement
scale was comprised of involvement with hard drugs, marijuana, and alcohol
(see Table 2-21 for scale properties).

Finally, it was discovered that skewness in these indices presented some
problems in the use of the standard least-squares statistics because groups
with differing means tended to have different variznces. A logarithmic
transformation (the natural log of the scale value plus one) greatly reduced
this problem while increasing test-retest correlations and correlatiomns to

theoretically related variables.

Table 2-20
Conceptual Clusters of Self-Reported Delinquency Items

Felony Assault

1. attacked someone with the idea of seriously hurting or killing him/her

2. had (or tried to have) sexual relations with someone against their will

3. been involved in gang fights

Minor Assault

1. hit (or threatened to hit) a teacher or other adult &at school

2 hit (or threatened to hit) one of your parents

3. hit (or threatened to hit) other students

Robbery

1. used force (strong~arm methods) to get momey or things from other students

2. wused force (strong-arm methods) to get money or things from a teacher or
other adult at school

3. used force (strong—arm methods to get money or things from other people
(not students or teachers)

Felony Theft

1. stolen (or tried to steal) a motor vehicle such as a car or motorcycle

2 stolen (or tried to steal) something worth more than $50

3. broken into a building or vehicle (or tried to break in) to steal
something or just to look around

Minor Theft

1. knowingly bought, sold or held stolen goods (or tried to do any of these
things)

2. stolen (or tried to steal) things worth $5 or less

3 avoided paying for such things as movies, bus or subway rides, and food

4. stolen (or tried to steal) things worth between $5 and * 0

Damaging Property

1. purposely damaged or destroyed property belonging to your parents or other
family members

2. purposely damaged or destroyed property belonging to a school

3. purposely damaged or destroyed other property that did not belong to you
(not counting family or school property)

Public Disorder

1. thrown objects (other than snowballs), such as rocks or bottles, at cars
or people

2. carried a hidden weapon other than a plain pocket knife

3. been loud. rowdy or unruly in a public place (disorderly conduct)

4. been drunk in a public place

5. begged for money or things from strangers

4. made obscene telephone calls. such as calling someone and saying dirty
things

Hard Drugs

l. wused hallucinogens

2. used amphetamines

3. sold hard drugs such as heroin, cocaine. or LSD

4. wused barbiturates

5. wused heroin

6. used cocaine

Marijuana

1. used marijuana

2. sold marijuana or hashish

Alcohol

1. used alcoholic beverages

2. bought or provided liquor for a minor




Table 2-21 . E e
Self-Report Delinquency Scales and Their Reliabilitiles i

for First Interview Period % The first assessments for the effect of disposition on the delinquent

activity of youths involved two-way analyses of variance tests with

Subscale Number of Items Reliability
: disposition and time as the independent variables and self-reported
Small Scales 5
370 i delinquency as the dependent variable. The focus was upon the interaction of
Serious Assault 3 : :
Minor Assault g '2%2 g disposition and self-reported delinquency scores. The results of the tests
Robbery !
Serious Theft Z '223 % are shown in Table 2-22,
Minor Theft ' :
Damaging Property g ';gg i 5 : The data in Table 2-22 indicate that in three of the four sites no
Public Disorder ’ !
Hard Drugs 2 LZfﬁ | } significant interaction effects were found. In Memphis, where Penetration
Marijuana o ! !
Alcohol 2 : } youths were less delinquent to begin with, two differences were found and, in
Composite Scales é E both instances, Penetration youths began with much less self-reported
! !
Serious 12 :g;g : § delinquency and then moved toward the levels of the other two groups for
Minor 3 ?
Drugs 10 ‘ $737 second and third measurements (see Table 2-23). The results of this analysis

of self-reported delinquency provide no real support for the hypothesis that
youths diverted for services experience greater decreases in delinquent
behavior than do lectured and released or penetrating youths.

The analyses of variance testing for the direct effects of disposition as
well as the interaction between respondent characteristics and disposition at
the third data wave resulted in one significant interaction out of 48 tests
and no main effects for disposition. The same tests on change scores resulted
; in three significant interactions out of 48 tests — one for sex and
disposition, one for age and disposition, and one for ethnicity and
disposition ~ each at a different site. One main effect for disposition was
. : found in Memphis indicating that youths in the Penetration group experienced
less reduction in serious self-reported delinquency than did youths in the
Lectured and Released or Diversion for Services groups.

The overall findings from the analyses of justice disposition and

self-reported delinquency were consistent and relatively unambiguous.




Table 2-22
Disposition by Time Interactions
for 10 Self-Reported Delinquency Measures

Kansas City Memphis Orange County New York City
F DF F DF F DF F DF
Serious Assault .169 6,592 .306 4,934 .596 4,822 1.094 4,670
Minor Assault 1.927 6,528 1.655 4,772 1.324 4,668 .688 4,550
Robbery .578 6,528 2.426% 4,772 1.097 4,668 .991 4,550
Serious Theft .770 6,592 .626 4,934 1.320 4,822 1.484 4,670
Minor Theft .352 6,592 2,506% 4,934 .256 4,822 .767 4,670
Damaging Property .877 6,592 1.475 4,934 .550 4,822 1.102 4,670
Public Disorder 495 6,592 .816 4,934 1.169 4,822 .777 4,676
Hard Drugs 1.i73 6,592 .205 4,934 491 4,822 1.132 4,670
Marijuana 1.282 6,592 1.139 4,934 .118 4,822 .902 4,670
Alcohol 1.721 6,592 .582  4.934 240 4,822 .258 4,670

* p<.05
** p< 0l

Y




Table 2-23
. SelfiReRorted De}inquency Subscale Means Variable
with Statistically Significant Interaction Effects (d x t) | - 96 -

No Services i : 5 . . . . . . . .
Services Penetration : Diversion from the juvenile justice system to services did not appear to

result in less involvement in delinquent activities for Diverted for Services

Memphis - Robbery
youths than Lectured and Released or Penetration youths in any of the sites.

First Interview .895 996

Second Interview .356 500 'ggg ? ‘ The self-reported delinquency data suggest, rather, that diverting youths for
Third Interview 250 ’ sV :
-460 -509 ? community-based services in the systems surveyed had no more impact on

Memphis - Minor Theft reducing subsequent involvement in delinquent activity than did referring

First Interview 6.43 5.97 youths on to the next step in the justice system or letting them go without

Second Interview 2.75 > 88 4.72 :
Third Interview 1.85 1'99 f'gg ‘ % liability. Additionally, age, sex, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status did

not appear to systematically interact with disposition for the self-reported

delinquency measures used. On the basis of these measures it must be
concluded that diversion for services on the four impact sites reviewed were
no more effective in reducing delinquent behavior than were traditional
justice dispositions.

2. Official Recidivism

In an effort to assess official reaction to delinquent behavior, searches
of official records for police apprehensions of youths were obtained for all
youths defined as eligible for the study regardless of whether they agreed to
participate. Recidivism analyses were completed on the total population of
youths randomly assigned to justice disposition as well as on youths for whom
all three interviews were obtained. Analysis with the total youth population
was deemed to be the more powerful test, as it involved a larger sample of
youths and was free of possible biases resulting from both the initial and
across time losses of youths.

Official recidivism was divided into two measures -— simple and multiple.

The former represents a dichotomy of repeat and nonrepeat offenders while the

latter is a trichotomy of offenders, with participants divided into groups on
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the basis of the frequency with which they were apprehended for law violations
(0, 1, and 2 or more apprehensions) occurring after the offense that
introduced youths to the study. Offenses were also divided int§ status,
misdemeanor, and felony categories. Categorization was completed on the basis
of the individual definitions and practices of the communities involved.

Chi-square tests for differences between dispositions for simple

recidivism for the total target population on each impact site resulted in two

significant effects for six-month comparisons and none for 12-month

comparisons (see Tables 2-24 to 2-27). In New York City more Penetration

youths were rearrested for status-misdemeanor-felony offenses than were youths

in the other dispositions. In Memphis more repeat felony offenders were from

the Lectured and Released group compared with the Penetration group, which had
the fewest repeat offenders. In all instances the differences disappeared
within one year of random assignment to disposition. Chi-square analyses for

multiple recidivism10 indicate a similar pattern (see Tables 2-28 to 2-30).
A significant main effect for disposition was found in Memphis and New York
City at six-month comparisons for misdemeanor-felony, and status-misdemeanor-
felony offenses respectively, both of which disappeared by the 12-month
comparisons for recidivism,

It will be recalled that comparisons among dispositioms for official prior

offenses (pre-study) reported in the loss section indicated that in New York

City, Penetration youths were found to have had greater pre-study involvement

10Multiple recidivism was not calculated for Orange County due to the
limited numbers of youths in all dispositions having more than one repeated

offense.
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Simol L Table 2~24
imple Recidivism - 6 and 12.Months Following Presenting Offense
Kansas City Total Sample

So Serv1ses Svecs. (RFY) Penetration Sves. (YSU)
% N % N % N %

6 Months

12 Months

6 Months

12 Months

6 Months

12 Months

STATUS - MISDEMEANORS - FELONIES

No Arrests 52 (55) 65  (65) 63 (59 70 (62)
Arrests 43 (45) 35 (35) 44 (41) 52 (46)
X2 - 2,335 df = 3 N.S.
No Arrests 41 (43) 55 (55) 51 (48) 60  (54)
Arrests 56 (57) 45 (45) 56 (52) 52 (46)
X2 = 3.584 df = 3 N.S.

MISDEMEANORS - FELONIES

No Arrests 61 (64) 65 (65) 67 (63) 75 (67)
Arrests 34 (36) 35 (35) 40 (37) 37 (33)
X2 = 469 df = 3 N.S.
No Arrests 50 (53) 55 (55) 58 (54) 65  (58)
Arrests WD A US4 we) 4 )
X2 = 659 df = 3 N.S.
FELONIES
No Arrests 74 (78) 79 (79) 84  (78) 93 (83)
Arrests 21 (22) 21 (21) 23 (22) 19  (17)
X2 = 1,087 df N.S.
No Arrests 72 (76) 68  (68) 79 (74) 86  (77)
Arrests 23 (24) 32 (32) 28 (26) 26 (23)
X2 = 659 df = 3 N.S.




Table 2-25

Simple Recidivism - 6 and 12 Months Following Presenting Offense

Memphis Total Sample

No Services Services Penetration
N yA N 4 N %
STATUS ~ MISDEMEANORS - FELONIES

6 Months No Arrests 259 (75) 232 (78) 257 (78)
Arrests 85 (25) 66 (22) 72 (22)

X2 = 921 df = 2 N.s.
12 Months No Arrests 229 (67) 201 (67) 221 (67)
Arrests 115 (33) 97 (33) 108 (33)

X2 = .06 df = 2 N.S.

MISDEMEANORS - FELONIES

6 Months No Arrests 267 (78) 236 (79) 266 (81)
Arrests 77 (22) 62 (21) 63 (19)

X2 = 1.068 df = 2 N.S.
12 Months No Arrests 239 (70) 209 (70) 229 (70)
Arrests 105 (30) 89 (30) 100 (30)

X2 = ,036 df = 2 N.S.

FELONIES
6 Months No Arrests 295 (86) 265 (89) 303 (92)
Arrests 49 (14) 33 (11) 26 (8)
X2 = 6,842 df = 2 p<.05

12 Months No Arrests 276 (80) 241 (81) 275 (84)
Arrests 68 (20) 57 (19) 54 (16)

X2 = 1,395 df = 2 N.S.

e e N A T

Simple Recidivism - 6 and 12 Months Following Presenting Offense

Table 2-26

Orange County Total Sample

No Services Services Penetration
N A N % N %
STATUS - MISDEMEANORS - FELONIES

6 Months No Arrests 188 (87) 213 (90) 192 (89)
Arrests 28 (13) 23 (10) 24 (11)

X2 = 1.176 df = 2 N.S.
12 Months No Arrests 178 (82) 190 (80) 178 (82)
Arrests 38 (18) 46 (20) 38 (18)

X2 = ,369 df = 2 N.S.

MISDEMEANORS - FELONIES

6 Months No Arrests 189 (88) 216 (92) 193 (89)
Arrests 27 (123 20 (8) 23 (11)

X2 = 1.958 df = 2 N.S.
12 Months  No Arrests 180 (83) 194 (82) 179 (83)
Arrests 36 (17) 42 (18) 37 (17)

X2 = ,103 df = 2 N.S.

FELONIES

6 Months No Arrests 205 (95) 233 (99) 208 (96)
Arrests 11 (5) 3 (1) 8 (4)

X2 = 5,340 df = 2 N.s.
12 Months No Arrests 200 (93) 222 (94) 199 (92)
Arrests 16 (7) 14 (6) 17 (8)

X2 = 715 df = 2 N.s.
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Table 2-~28
Table 2-27 Multiple Recidivism - 6 and 12 Months Following Presenting Offense
Kansas City Total Sample

Simple Recidivism - 6 and 12 Months Following Presenting Offense
New York City (John Jay-Transit) Total Sample*

LR i ST R

- o Sorvices P p— Pemetration ? i Months S?m2§§ests No Services Services (RFY) Penetration  Services (YSU)
N 7 . , : 7 gi | N . N % N 5 N 7
STATUS - MISDEMEANORS - FELONIES ﬁ STATUS - MISDEMEANORS - FELONIES
6 Months  No Arrests 161 (83) 153 (85) 112 (74) g 6 Monthe 0 2 EZ?; gg Eggi gg EZZ; . Eggg
Arrests 32 (17) 97 (15) 40 (26) ] ; 2+ 17 (18) 10 (10) 18 (17) 19 17
X2 = 7,930 df = 2 p<.05 ? | X2 = 4.607 df = 6 N.S.
12 Months No Arrests 148 (77> 135 (75) 100 (66) | % 12 Months 2 g% Egg; Zg Egg; 2§ gggg gg E;gg
Arrests 4s (21 45 (25) 5 (34) | 24 27 (28) 23 (23) 29 (27) 30 (27)
X2 = 5.697 df =2 NS | X2 = 4.306 df = 6  N.S.
MISDEMEANORS - FELONIES
MISDEMEANORS - FELONIES | | 0 61 (64) 65 (65) 67 (63) 75 (67
6 Months Mo Arrests 161 (83) 153 (85) 112 (74) % 6 Months ~ 22 Efg; 2 (%gg a7 éf;; 22 Efg§
Arrests 32 (17) 27 (15) 40 (26) : %2 = 3.065 if = 6 N.S.
X2 =7.930 df =2 p<.05 | 0 50 (53) 55 (55) 58 (54) 65 (58)
12 Months Mo Arrests 148 (77) 135 (75) 100 (66) | 12 Months 1 noo B v S S L (20
Arrests 45 (23) 45 (25) 52 (34) g X2 = 1.861 df = 6 N.S.
X2 = 5.697 df = 2 N.S. FELONIES
0 74 (718) 79 (79) 84  (78) 93 (83)
FELONIES i 6 Months 21 1@ (%gg 1§ (%gg 12 (%2; 1; (%2%
6 Months No Arrests 174 (90) 164 (91) 129 (85) % X2 = 6.341 if = 6 N.S.
Arrests 19 (10) 16 (9) 23 (15) | 0 72 (76) 68 (68) 79 (74) 86 (77)
| wwse 10y B @ 2@ H G
12 Months  No Arrests 163 (8) 149 (83) 120 (79) | | ¥2 = 8.792 df=6 NS
Arrests 30 (16) 31 (17) 32 (21) % » %
X2 = 1.816 df =2 ﬁ.s.

*No Status offenders where included in the sample in New York City Q“

e



Multiple Recidivism - 6 and 12 Months Following Presenting Offense

Table 2-29

Memphis Total Sample

Number

Months of Arrests No Services Services Penetrations
N % N % N %

STATUS - MISDEMEANORS - FELONIES
0 259 (75) 232 (78) 257 (78)
6 Months 1 52 (15) 46 (15) 54 (16)
2+ 33 (10) 20 (7) 18 (6)

X2 = 4,525 df = 4 N.S.
0 229 (67) 201 (67) 221 (67)
12 Months 1 67 (20) 51 (17) 67 (20)
2+ 48 (14) 46 (15) 41 (12)

X2 = 1.933 df = 4 N.S.

MISDEMEANORS - FELONIES
0 267 (78) 236 (79) 266 (81)
6 Months 1 48 (14) 47 (16) 53 (16)
2+ 29 (8) 15 (5) 10 (3)
X2 = 9,817 df = 4 p<.05

0 239 (70) 209 (70 229 70
12 Months 1 65 (19) 51 (17% 70 §21;
2+ 40 (12) 38 (13) 30 (9)

X2 = 3,422 df = 4 N.S.

FELONIES

0 295 (86) 265 (89) 303 (92)
6 Months 1 36 (10) 23 (8) 22 (7
2+ 13 4) 10 (3) 4 (1)

X2 = 8.324 df = 4 N.S.
0 276 (80) 241 (81) 275 (84)
12 Months 1 43 (12) 39 (13) 43 (13)
2+ 25 (7) 18 (6) 11 (3)

X2 = 5,148 df = 4 N.S.

15

New York City (John Jay

. ’ Table 2-30
Multiple Recidivism - 6 and 12 month

s Fqllowing Presenting Offense
~Transit) Total Sample

X2 = 2,664 df = 4 N.s.

Number
Months of Arrests No Services Services Penetrations
N % N % N %
STATUS - MISDEMEANORS - FELONIES
6 Montne ? 161 (83) 153 (85) 112 (74)
) 12 (6) 15 (8) 18 (12)
20 (10) 12 (7) 22 (14)
X2 = 9,537 df = 4 p<.05
T I T O
(9) 15 (10
2+ 33 (17) 29 (16) 37 (24;
X2 = 6,550 df = 4 N.S.
MISDEMEANORS - FELONIES
6 Momths 0 141 (83) 153 (85) 112 (74)
zi 13 (7) 15 (8) 18 (12)
19 (10) 12 (7) 22 (14)
X2 = 9,078 df = 4 N.S.
12 Momthe ? 148 (77) 135 (75) 100 (66)
) 14 (7) 16 (9) 15 (10)
31 (16) 29 (16) 37 (24)
X2 = 6,236 df = ¢4 N.S.
FELONIES
6 Monthe ? 174 (90) 164 (91) 129 (85)
. 11 (6) 11 (6) 14 (9)
8 (4) 5 (3) 9 (6)
X2 = 4.106 df = 4 N.S.
12 Nonthe 0 163 (84) 149 (83) 120 (79)
1 15 (8) 17 (9) 14 (9)
2+ 15 (8) 14 (8) 18 (12)
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with the police than their counterparts in the other dispositiomns. The
integrity of the random assignment process was thus questioned, as it appeared
rhat the more serious offenders (at least in terms of prior police history)
may have been disproportionately assigned to the Penetration group. Given
this possibility, the analysis of covariance technique was used to control for
prior offenses.

Inasmuch as we were aware of initial differences between groups in New
York City on prior offenses, a control for offense history was required to
determine if post-test differences were merely the result of differences in
prior offense histories. This is of obvious concern, given the high
correlation between prior police history and the commission of new offenses.
An analysis of covariance with prior offense as a covariate was thus
initiated. Age, sex, and ethnicity were also included as covariates.

The comparison of justice disposition for recidivism outcome at six and 12
months after presenting offense (adjusting for age, sex, ethnicity, and total
number of prior offenses) was completed for all youth initially assigned to
the three experimental groups. A similar analysis was completed for youth
remaining for all three interviews. The results of tests using the former
data set indicate that the differences found among dispositions in New York
City for simple and multiple recidivism at six months disappeared when age,
sex, ethnicity, and prior offenses were controlled. 1t appears that the
earlier differences found in New York City were due to differences between the
groups at the outset of the study rather than to any experiences youths may
have had as a result of their justice dispositioms. The early differences and
patterns found in Memphis for felony offenders at six months were maintained,

but the misdemeanor-felony distinction at six months disappeared.
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In Orange County a main effect for disposition appeared for the six-month
measure of felony recidivism. Released youths had the highest number of
repeat offenses while the Penetration and Service youths had the least. WNo
other main effects for disposition were found for any of the other recidivism
comparisons controlling for age, sex, ethnicity, and prior offenses at six and
12 months after the presenting offense. The same analysis for youths
interviewed at all three time periods produced almost identical findings. The
test for the main effect of dispositions on felony recidivism in Memphis was
statistically significant and thus consistent with all prior analyses for this
variable. The main effect for felony offenders at six months in Orange
County, however, disappeared.

The collective results of the official recidivism analyses do not support
the hypothesis that diversion services foster a decrease in delinquent
behavior. The evidence suggests that in Memphis youths in the Penetration
group engaged in fewer felonies six months after entering the study than did
their counterparts in the other dispositions. This finding held after
controlling for age, sex, ethnicity, and prior offenses. Even this finding,
consistent across all six-month comparisons for recidivism, disappeared within
12 months after the presenting offense, as did the few other differences found
earlier. By 12 months after the presenting offense, not one main effect for
disposition was found across all offense categories. The results of the tests
for the effects of disposition on recidivism using offical return rates are
rather compelling, suggesting that justice disposition appears to have had no
effect in reducing recidivism on the four impact sites in which comparisons
were made.

The findings associated with the tests for the dispositional effects of

self-reported delinquency and official recidivism were consistent and mutually
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supportive in affirming that diverting youths out of the justice system for :

services did not, for the four sites reviewed, result in either less i - 108 -

involvement in delinquent activity (self-reported) or reduce the extent to é variables are often complex. A better assessment of effect may therefore be
: obtained through a multivariate test as opposed to a series of univariate

which youths were apprehended for illegal acts (official recidivism). For the :
analyses.

ervices was no !

the disposition of diversion for s
In i
preparation for the use of the MANOVA, all of the original measure
s

youths in these four sites,

n into the system oOT release and no services.

stice system than was penetratio :
5 considered i :
: n the selection of the measures to be included in the anal
yses.
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to the role that justice disposition plays in reducing negative labeling, o
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effects on multiple dependent varia
Third, inasmuch
’ as many of the youths participating in the research were
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from single parent families or were often not enrolled in school, many
questions involving family and school were not answered. In instances of
excessive missing data, scales were dropped (e.g., parental harmony and
conflict) and in others, summary scales were substituted (e.g.,
counterlabeling). Finally, measures with poor psychometric scale properties
(e.g., negative influence of peers) were dropped from the pool of scales. The
final 19 measures were thought to fairly represent the original measures and
also constitute a more parsimonious set of measures upon which to conduct a
final assessment for the impact of disposition on the social adjustment
experiences of youths. (See Table 2-11 for the list of 19 variables.)

The multivariate significance test used as a summary assessment reflects
the probability of mean differences in dispositional groups that were obtained
across an entire set of dependent variables. 1In this analyéis, the
multivariate significance test was used as the criterion test to signify the
presence or absence of dispositional differences. If the multivariate test
did not indicate significant differences, dispositional groups were considered
equal, regardless of univariate results. If a significant multivariate result
was obtained, groups were then compared on those variables for which the
largest differences existed.

Age, sex, ethnicity, and Time 1 interview data were used as covaviates as
a hedge against the integrity of random assignment outcomes and to increase
the precision of the comparative tests. Second period impact measures (six
months after assignment) were assessed for dispositional differences,
controlling for initial scores as well as age, sex, and ethnicity on all four

impact sites. These analyses were repeated for Time 3 scores (12 months after

arrest), controlling for Time 1 scores.

R S A
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Of the eight assessments for multiple variate effects, the only
differences found were for Kansas City. 1In order to determine which variables
in the composite were contributing the most in differentiating between
dispositions for the multivariate tests in Kansas City, the univariate tests
accompanying the MANOVA were studied. The adjusted cell means (adjusted for
Time 1 data as well as age, sex, and ethnicity) for those univariate tests
which proved to be marginally significant (p<.10) we-: analyzed to determine
if youths diverted for services were characterized by more positive outcomes
than were youths in other dispositions (see Table 2-31). The adjusted cell
means were provided for both measurement periods when measures in one period
were found to be statistically significant.

The review of the univariate tests associated with the MANOVAs at the
second and third measurement periods covarying out first wave data provide no
support for the hypothesis supportive of diversion. While there is a slight

trend favoring Lectured and Released youths and disfavoring Services (YSU)

youths, the actual magnitude of the difference are often small. Given the
large samples used in this study and the power involved in the MANOVA to
identify differences among groups even when such differences are small, these
data suggest that there is little reason to suppose that alternative justice
dispositions have differential impact upon the subsequent behavior of youths
and little evidence upon which to accept diversion for services as being more
productive in this regard than is releasing or referring youths on into the
justice system. The conclusion that must be drawn from all of these
particular impact data is ﬁhat the process of assigning youths to a diversion

for services disposition, as opposed to releasing or referring them to the




Multivariate and

Table 2-31
Univariate Tests for the Effécts of Disposition on Selected Variables
Kansas City

t2 cov tl t3 cov tl
Scale Univariate Adjusted Cell Means Univariate Adjusted Cell Means
No Services Services No Services Services
F Sig Services (RFY) Pen (Ysu) F Sig Services  (RFY) Pen (Ysu)
Commitment to Parents 2.801 p .05 21.59 21.76 22,48 21.32 1.837 .10 21.98 21.28 21.92 21.30
Importance of Conventional
Goals .831 p .45 56.92 55.91 56.20 55.05 5.922 p .005 55.79 50.77 55.94 54.45
Self Image - Bad 2.588 p .10 10,03 10.14 9.22 10.46 2.362 .10 8.60 9.32 9.32 9.85
Parental Disapproval of
Deviance 2.33 p .10 41.71 40,48 41,02 41.82 .554 .60 41.56 41.14  41.90 41.55
Peer Disapproval of
Deviance 5.577 p .001 30.37 31.65 27,52 28.91  3.399 .05 32.44 30.71  28.17 28.93
Drug and Alcohol
Involvement 2.783 p .05 1.20 1.13 1.48 1.27 2.866 .05 1.23 1.16 1.49 1.40
Delinquency of Peers 1.749 p .15 21.28 22.57 23.35 23.52 3.851 .05 20.61 22.32 23.46 24.02
Multivariate Tests for 19 Dependent Variables:
t:zcovt:l t3cov tl
Wilk's Lambda .72719 .70280
Approximate F 1.49985 1.63730
d.f. 57,758 57,743
Significance p<.05 p<.005
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next stage in the judicial process, had relatively no differential impact for
subsequent labeling, social adjustment, self-reported delinquency, and

official recidivism at the four sites reviewed.

Chapter 3

THE IMPACT OF SERVICES

I. Introduction

The preceding chapter considered the question of whether outcomes -

changes in social adjustment, labeling, and delinquent behavior - differed for

youths assigned to different dispositions: diversion without services,
diversion with services, and penetration into the juvenile justice system.
The present chapter asks whether outcomes differ for youths who receive
services (through either diversion projects or community-based agencies in
general) as compared with those who do not. Although kindred, the two

inquiries are not identical, since assignment to a disposition is only

imperfectly related to the "treatment" that a youth ultimately receives. That

is, assignment to diversion with services is no guarantee that services will
be delivered, assignment to diversion without services does not preclude
obtaining services on one's own, etc. By setting dispositional assignment
aside, the analysis in the present chapter abre directly addresses the
fundamental question of whether services per se have an impact on client
outcomes.

The data collected in the National Evaluation offer two approaches to the
problem. First, information about client services was culled from project
records for all interviewed youths assigned to diversion with services. This
made it possible to compare groups of clients that differ in the amount and
kind of project service they have received. Second, youths assigned to all

three dispositions were asked to describe their service experiences in the
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second and third wave quesiionnaires. Similar comparisons were made based on

these respondent self-reports.

The two approaches make use of two different sources of information about

services, each with its own biases and imprecision. The accuracy of project

records suffers from the contradictions inherent in having a service agency

collect research data; the accuracy of clients' self-reports suffers from

imperfect memory and confusion about the kind of agency providing the

service. Although they deal with different samples, describe somewhat

different kinds of services, and cover somewhat different time periods, the

two sources offer the opportunity to corroborate findings of services impact

obtained from either. We hoped that, for a given site, the project records of

services and client reports of services would be similarly related to youth

outcomes.

1I. Method of Analysis

The basic analyses to assess the impact of services are comparisons of

outcome between a group of respondents that has received services and a group

that has not, or between a group that has received a particular kind of

services and a group that has mnot. Unlike the impact of diversion analysis in

which the initial comparability of groups was reasonably assured by the random

assignment procedure, the present analyses involve groups that we would expect

to differ initially. For this reason, it is necessary to retreat from the

analysis of an experimental design to a post hoc analysis of nonequivalent

groups. The results of such an analysis are frequently interpretable (Cook

and Campbell, 1979), though it must be acknowledged that we are on less firm

ground than in the preceding chapter in drawing conclusions about treatment

effects.

>
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All of ¢t i
he analyses in the present chapter follow the same basic patt
ern

d ’

measures of outcom
e. As before, our approach was multivariate. That is
3

dependent vari
ariables and covari
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sly, and age
b2

comparisons were ma i
de. Because we did not expect treatment groups to be

initially equivalent, the first part of the analysis compared groups on Time
scores for all dependent variables. Knowledge of initial differences is
important in interpreting the results of the rest of the analysis

The remaining two parts represent different attempts to take initial

g

multivariate extension of gain score analyses in which differences between
Time 3 and Time 1 scores are used as the multiple dependent variables, The
other is a multivariate analysis of covariance in which Time 3 scores are
compared after the effects of Time 1 scores have been covaried out. In this

9 e

of multiple covari i
P variates provides a more comprehensive basis for adjusting for

initial group dif
group ferences. When groups are initially equivalent, the two
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information. i ic j
Following the logic just described, treatment groups were
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compared after covarying out the effects of age, sex, ethnicity, and total

arrests prior to referral. The logarithm of number of rearrests for

misdemeanors and felonies (plus one) in the year following referral was the

dependent variable,

Table 3-1 provides an outline of the analysis plan and specifies which

variables are used as dependent variables and covariates.

ITI. Impact of Diversion Project Services

A. Diversion Project Records of Services

One of the more ambitious tasks of the National Evaluation was to collect
detailed descriptions of services provided to clients from project records.
Despite our recommendations about what kinds of information might prove useful
in an analysis of services, we had little control over the form or the content

of the information that was collected, since case recordkeeping was the

responsibility of the project. The result was widely varying formats, sizable

amounts of missing data and, at some sites, confusion over whether records for
some cases were kept at all.

It was possible, however, after a careful review of recordkeeping
procedures across projects, to devise a coding form that represented the
common denominator of extant service information. By imposing our own coding
standards, by having trained coders code directly from project files, and by
making a few necessary extrapolations and simplifying assumptions, we achieved
a degree of comparability and completeness that would have been impossible in
a less intensive effort.

Total Number of Service Hours and Total Number of Service Contacts were

recorded in 24 categories (see "long" project service record form, Appendix C)

for all cases randomly assigned to a project during its first 18 months of

.

[2 sy

Table 3-1
Analysis Plan for Assessing
Impact of Services

Dependent Variables Independent Variables Covariates
A. Interview Data
1. Time 1 scores for 19 selected Kind or Amount Age, Sex
outcome measures (representing of Services Eth;icit’ and
social adjustment, labeling, and Prior Ary, t
self-reported delinquency) e
2. Differences between Time 3 and Rind or Amount Age, Sex
Time 1 scores for 19 selected i ’ ,
of Services icity
outcome variables gg?ﬁiczt]’ ind
rrests
3. Time 3 scores for 19 selected Rind or Amount Age, Sex
b
outcome measures of Services Ethnicit;,
Prior Arrests,
and Time 1
scores for 19
selected out-
come measures
B. Rearrest Data

1. Number of official arrests for
felonies and misdemeanors in the

Kind or Amount
of Services

year following assignment to groups

Age, Sex,
Ethnicity, and
Prior Arrests
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operations. For the subsample of interest in this chapter - interviewed
youths - data were collected for services delivered up to at least 12 months
from the date of referral. Since very few clients remained in services for
longer than a year, the data set includes virtually the entire history of
service delivery to youths in the study.

Although the data set offers a rich store of descriptive data for a
comparative analysis of project services (a task addressed in a later
chapter), it was necessary to reduce the data greatly for the purpose of the
present analysis. In particular, four composite indices were developed for
use as independent variables:

(1) Number of Counseling Contacts (included diagnostic services; individual,

family, and group counseling; residential placement (each day of placement
was counted as one contact); and Big Brothers/Sisters).

(2) Number of Job/Education Contacts (included job placement, job training,
tutoring, educational placement, employment/career counseling, volunteer
placement, and youth advocacy).

(3) Number of Recreation Contacts (included athletics/games, arts/crafts,
cultural enrichment, camping/wilderness, and drop-in activities).

(4) Total Number of Service Contacts (all of the above plus medical services,
emergency assistance, and an "other" category).

The advantages that accrue to diversion project personnel for diligent
case recordkeeping should be obvious: Accurate and complete case records
enable managers to document their agency's achievements, make informed
management decisions, monitor client progress, etc. Yet anyone who has had
even casual contact with social service programs knows of the inevitable (and
often understandable) conflicts that arise over recordkeeping.

In monitoring the progress of project data collection, we observed
systematic exclusion of some kinds of information at some sites, the
possibility of exaggerated records of services at others and, overall,

considerable variation across sites in the degree to which service records

ez R
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reflect service activity. Despite these variations, the data presented in
Tables 3-2, 3-4, 3-5, and 3-6 are in keeping with our impressions of the total
amounts and kinds of services that the four projects provided to their
clienﬁs. For example, the Kansas City programs (Roles for Youths and Youth
Service Unit) were service-intensive projects that emphasized counseling and
"roles" training. In contrast, the New York City program had an expressed
policy of providing services to only those youths who were determined by
project personnel to need them.

Until recently, issues related to treatment integrity were generally
ignored in the evaluation of service programs (Sechrest and Redner, 1979;
Quay, 1977). Interpretation of findings, particularly findings of no
treatment effect, like those described in the preceding chapter, were often
clouded by the questions of whether services were sufficient in <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>