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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 announc1ng the establishment of the President's 

Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice. This interest 1n 

cr1me and its control was in response to a grow1ng concern about increased 

crime in America. For example, over the decade of the 1960s, court cases 

increased by 94% as compared with a 26% increase 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: its lack of 

resources, its understaffing, its overly bureaucratic organization, and its 

failure to provide effective treatment to youths. Out of this climate the 

Commission1 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 Febru~r~ 1967.by the Pre~ider:tt's . 
Commission on Law Enforcement and Adm1n1strat10n of Just1ce 1S ent1tled 
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 
ow~ 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 1n 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 serv1ces, 

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 requires. (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, xi). 

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 larger cities it was not uncommon to see the supply of 

diversion programs exceed the number of justice referrals available for 

services. D ~ 0 h d" ht " dOt 1 1 0 f 0 0 .vers~on a caug on, an a v~r ua exp os~on 0 d~vers~on 

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 (Maron, 1975), encapsulation or 

"Od 0 h " (1 b ) w~ en~ng tenets, B om erg, 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. 

" I 
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In 1976 the Special Emphasis Office of the Office of Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) 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 OJJDP 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 to bear on the evaluation of 

diversion as an alternative to traditional 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 effectivene~s of diversion programming. The collaboration of the two 

OJJDP 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 
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control youths. Comparisons of rearrest data support their cUllc1usions. 

However, inasmuch as no information is provided about the selection and 

matching procedures used to form the preproject and control groups, it is 

difficult to draw any conclusions about the validity ~f these data. 

In fact, the authors stated that the project did not accept, for a variety 

of reasons, about 40% of all 601 referrals during the nine project months in 

which the experimental group was selected; no mention a made of similar 

exclusions for the preproject or control group. It appears that youths with 

cases pending in court, youths with warrants outstanding, and youths involved 

in court placements or on probation for prior serious offenses were 

systematically excluded from the project and included in the preproject and 

control group against which comparisons were made. If this is so, the 

findings associated with the conclusions would have to be dismissed as 

artifacts of the way comparison groups were selected, rather than as any 

substantive difference in experiences members of the three groups may have had. 

The work of Klein (1975a) with the Los Angeles Sheriff's Department is 

important for its methodological approach to the study of diversion 

programming as well as for its findings. Sheriff's Department personnel 

agreed 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 dispositions: (1) 

the 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 1 
worked out with the Sheriff's Department was contaminated, and that 

assignments were in some cases deliberately manipulated by individual 

i 
I 
I 

J" ~ 
!l . G, 
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officers. A powerful research design was thus compromised. Age and prior 

offense, the variables found to dl·fferent1.·ate b t d 1 d e ween ran om y eve loped 

dispositional groups, had to be independently t 11 d f . b con ro e or 1.n su sequent 

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 recid1.·v1.·sm, . . 1..e., compar1.ng youths rearrested S1.X 

months after the presenting offense with youths not rearrested (controlling 

for age and prior records), indicated no strong d f . tren avor1.ng release, 

referral of either kind, or pet1.· t;on;ng. Kl" 1· 1 •• e1.n s mu t1.p e 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 th 1 e ana yses 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 si~uat~on now seems to stand that all three conditions in which 
someth1.ng 1.S done for the offenders leads to higher reported rearrest 
rates tha~ do:s the condition - counsel and release - in which the 
least act1.on 1.S 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 overetH conclusions to be reached from these data are 

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

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

seriously compromised, rendering a good design susceptible to all of the 

problems associated with Ilonexperimental research. Second, the compromised 

model necessitated adopting control procedures which reduced the already sm~ll 

number of respondents to the point that too few subjects were available to 

conduct statistical tests for selected comparisons. 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 

participants • 
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Elliott and Blanchard (1975) studied diversion ~n 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 aga~n 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 National 

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 you.th 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 sco,red lower on self-esteem and reported greater perceived 
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negative labeling than did probation youths. A difference of me~ns test on 

residual ga~n scores was used to " compare the ~mpact of diversion and probation 

services for a 12-month per~od. R "d 1 
• L es~ ua gain scores were calculated and used 

for the purpose of controlling for initial differences in scores. Of the 11 

comparisons for change, two were indicative of significant treatment effects. 

The diversion group evidenced positive gains in access to desirable social 

roles with friends and positive changes ~n 1 b " a el~ng by friends. No other 

treatment effects were found. 

The authors summarize their impact b assessment y stating: 

Overall there w~s only limited evidence to support the position 
that tre~tment ~n a diversion program as compared to a probation 
prog:a~ ~s"more ~ffective in producing changes in those variables 
~pec~f~ed ~n OYJ? s National Strategy for Youth Development as lead­
~ng" to redu~ed 7nvolvement in delinquency ••• With respect to the 
ult~m~te cr~ter10n - a r.eduction in delinquent behavior - there was 
no ev~den~e" that the diversion programs were any more effective 
than trad~t~onal probation programs. (p. 12) 

The Elliott and Blanchard study ~s of special interest because of the 

mUltiple outcome measures employed. P rogram 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 var~ables and to develop a 

variety of measures that were h th ° d ypo es~ze to be related to acting out and 

delinquent behavior. 

Unfortunately, several f t b" ac ors com ~ned to reduce the credibility of the 

findings associated with this work. Th " e most ~mportant is the excessive 

mortality rate across the one-year measurement period. Losses ranged from 60% 

and 84% for the YSB proJoect and probation samples 011 one site, to 18% and 44% 

for the NYRC samples on the other. S d econ , assessment for the effects of 

these losses were not reported. GO thO 1ven ~s uncommonly high loss rate (more 

youths were lost to the study than remained) and the lack of countervailing 
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h d b1"ased In sum, the power " " d1" ff1" cult to accept t ese ata as un • evidence, 1t 1S 

of the multiple outcome design was destroyed by an enormOdS and an apparently 

uninvestigated loss rate. 

Forward et al. (1974) evaluated a. Denver court diversion project which 

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

three hours a week for one year. 
A sample of 27 diverted youths ~.,ere compared 

1 ths The control group was 
at a six-month interval with 22 contro group you • 

h t t he Denver Juvenile Court had placed 
randomly selected from adolescents t a 

under informal court supervision and thus were reported as being similar to 

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

services. 

"1" of the experimental and control cases~ both To ascertain the comparab1 1ty 

groups were compared at the outset of services on a set of demographic 

variables. 
Statistically significant differences were found that indicated 

1 older than those of the experimental 
that members of the contro group were 

group (15 years 9 months to 13 years 6 months, respectively), and that there 

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

" control group but that the differences were not 
there were more blacks 1n the 

statistically significant. 

" terms of self-reported changes in recidivism, Outcome was measured 1n 

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

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

instances of self-reported recidivism were relatively small in number; 

were reduct1"ons in serious as well as victimless offenses among 
further, there 

h v1"s-a-v1"s comparison group members, except for alcohol and drug 
project yout s • 

use, for which there were sharp increases among project youths compared with 
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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 ale study, like the Elliott and Blanchard study, is of 

major interest because of the presence of multiple-outcome measures linked, 1n 

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 findings. 

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 

to the seriousness of subsequent offenses. The groups did differ, however, on 

the average number of subsequent offenses. Youths in the diverted group were 

rearrested more often (averaging 1.7 offenses) than were their counterparts in 

the comparison group (averaging 1.1 offenses). 

Lincoln summarized her findings as follows: 

The major conclusion to be drawn here is that the referral program 
produced recidivists who recidivated more frequently in a standard 
time period than did recidivists among a group of matched 
counter-parts to these individuals. It is not likely that this is 
somehow accounted for by the fact that juveniles were selected for 
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, 
recidivism. (her emphasis, p. 328) 

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

small sample sizes involved and the single outcome variable used to judge 

success. 

Arnold Binder (undated, but covers 8/1/73-8/31/76 period) directed a 

police diversion project in Costa Mesa and Huntington Beach, California, that 

focused upon altering interactional f~ctors between youths and communities for 

the purpose of ameliorating the friction between behavior and social re-

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

gency control, coping, communication, and the use of community resources. 

A random assignment process was used to ass1gn youths who would normally 

not have been referred to probation by the police, to either of the diversion 

projects or to whatever disposition the police normally gave to the class of 

offenders in question (referral to the probation department was not an 

option). Two groups were thus created. The Treatment Group consisted of 
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youths randomly assigned to diversion services, and the Control Group conscS-
.,. 

ted of youths who were either lee tured and re leased or assigned "'to other 

community-based youth service programs. 

Two additional groups emerged during the research. One was called the 

Service Group and consisted of diversion project clients who were not 

subjected to the randomization process for reasons of "rapport or politics." 

The other, the Refusal Group, consisted of cases assigned to the experimental 

(treatment) group w"() failed to appear for an interview after a telephone 

contact by project personnel. 

The success of the Pretrial Intervention-Diversion Projects was assessed 

1n terms of recidivism analyses. Police record searches for recid- ivism 

information were conducted for the period from the date of termination of 

treatment to six and 12 months after referral dates for all experimental 

youths. The "at risk" periods for control group b . mem ers were adjusted to 

parallel those of the experimental groups. Binder then compared the simple 

recidivism rates of the two groups. 

The analysis for recidivism at six months involved 372 experimental youths 

and 70 control group youths in Costa Mesa and 567 experimental youths and 95 

control group youths in Huntington Beach. Ch' S I . f 1 quare ana YS1S 0 three-way 

contingency tables (site by experimental group by recidivism status) indicated 

that the experimental groups experienced less simple recidivism than did 

control group members at six months (16% compared with 26% in Costa Mesa and 

16% with 23% in Huntington Beach). Similar comparisons at 12 months indicate 

the same results for Costa Mesa, but no differences for Huntington Beach (31% 

compared with 46% and 24% with 25%" respectively). 

While Binder's data are significant, a word of caution 1S called for in 

their interpretation. First, his recidivism comparisons between youths of the 
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Pretrial Intervention-Diversion Projects (experimentals) and those lectured 

and released/referred to other youth service agencies (controls) are difficult 

to interpret because the control groups are confounded by the mix of disposi-

tions within them. We do not know, as a result, if the differences he found 

are due to attributes or experiences associated with the lectured and released 

yquths'in the control group or to those associated with youths referred for 

services elsewhere. Binder offers little information to help sort out the 

confusion. More important, these data do notning to clarify the role that 

diversion services play vis-a-vis traditional justice service practices. They 

say nothing, in other words, a.bout the efficacy of diversion vs. penetration 

into the justice system. 

Finally, the effects of an unspecified number of losses due to the failure 

to appear for services are not addressed. The reader is left wondering how 

much of the differences in recidivism is due to differences in experimental 

and control groups at the outset of the study (which are never directly 

tested), as opposed to treatment effects. 

In his evaluation of the Alternate Routes diversion project in Orange 

County, California~ Gilbert (1977) used a variety of outcome criteria to judge 

success: (1) attainment of short-term performance objectives, (2) adjudged 

diversion, (3) satisfaction of users, (4) timeliness of treatment, (5) 

relative cost of treatment, (6) recidivism, and (7) impact on the juvenile 

justice system. In response to those issues he reports that: the ploject 

surpassed its service goals by serving more youths than planned in each of 

four specified service areas; police and school representatives judged that 

from 75% to 80% of their referrals to the project would have been referred to 

the traditional justice system had the project not been in existence; and a 
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survey of community adults and youths revealed a high degree of satisfaction 

with the project. In his assessments f h or t e timeliness of treatment and 

recidivism, G;lbe t 4 r compared J"ustice e " xper~ences and rearrest records of a 

1972 sample of youths f h rom t e Alternate Routes divers;on 4 program with a 1970 

sample of youths from the F ountain Valley, California , Police Department. He 

reported that the average t; " 4me requ~red 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 J"udge the effectiveness of 

Alternative Routes, only three could be considered to be "h d" "" ar or obJect~ve 

measures - cost, recidivism, and J"ustice system impact. Although the 

evaluator could only determine the costs " ~ncurred 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 J"ustice system group. His comparisons of rearrest data 

revealed significantly lower recidivism for the Alternative Routes sample for 

both a six-month and a one-year follow-up period. 

findings were discounted , however, by the author: 

These very positive 

However, because a true experime tId " 
study, these results were viewed

n ~th es~g~ was not employed in the 
difference may have been attribut:~l caut~on, as the reas?ns for such 
such as changes which occurred" e" to some ~ther system~c factors, 
1972, the type of youth f ~n pol~ce pract~ces between 1970 and 
"creaming" the best of A~~ err~" to Alternative Routes by police, i.e 
factors. (p. 308) erna 1ve Routes, and/or a variety of other ., 

The specified (creaming) d an unspecified (lack of matching experimental and 

controls) alternative 1 " exp anat~ons represent, in our estimation , more compel-

ling explanations for h t e differences in recidivism found between groups than 

the program itself. 

-------------.:...-----~--~"-
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Finally, justice system impact was assessed 1n terms of annual arrest, 

probation referral, and court petitions records from 1999 through 1973. The 

result of a set of time ser1es 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 petitions. 

Of 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 

1n 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 conclude:d that only 51% of the clients were diverted 

'f. 
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from the justice system. Since he did not indicate how the groups were 

matched and S1nce he assumed that youths from the year before were identical 

to the experimental group in justice experience, his findings must be regarded 

as tentative, although methodologjcally 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 difference 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, no 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 conclude that Bohnstedt's findings are not 

supportive of diversion programs. 

Davidson et ala (1977) employed multiple outcome measures to assess the 

Community Based Adolescent Diversion Project in Champaign and Urbana, 

Illinois. The project used colleg'e-student volunteers as human service 

deliverers working on a one-to-one! basis \'1ith 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 operation, 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 
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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 seriousness of 1· po 1ce contacts for one and two year 

follow-up periods. Members f th . h d f o e project a ewer police contacts, which 

were of less severity, and fewer petitions f;led than the 1 b· ~ contro su Jects 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 socl·all·zatl·on. Th N . k· . e OW1C l-Str1ckland locus of 

control scale for children was added as f . a measure 0 lnternal-external locus 

of control. Gold'~ self-report measure of delinquency was adopted, and the 

social labeling scale described above was maintained. 

Thirty-six youths were randomly assigned to one of three groups: 

behavioral contracting, child advocacy, or control. A . h f· s 1n t e 1rst 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 fl·led. F th h ur ermore, t ere were significant differences 

between the two experimental condl·t;ons of . ~ contract1ng and advocacy. 



---.-----------------------------------

- 22 - - 23 -

Although Davidson et ale 's sample s~zes were small, the methodology occurring +n these circumstances ~s that diversion groups are initially 

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

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

however, two trouplesome issues associated with this work. First, the fact example of this phenomonon. Second, success criterion tends to be limited to 

that no changes in self-reported delinquency were found is contrary to what a single variable - official rearrests. Inasmuch as official recidivism is 

would be expected if diversion services had had a positive impact on the clearly not a measure of behavior (but rather a measure of official reaction 

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

generally held, tend to lag behind actual behavioral changes. There is reason Programs could (and have) been found to reduce client involvement in 

to believe, in other words, that official reaction to behavior does not change 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 ~s not 

no change ~n actual behavior accompanied by a decrease ~n official response to only inappropriate but also unfair to youth serv~ces personnel charged with 

behavior, a somewhat puzzling outcome. Second, while Davidson et ale 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 ~ssues 

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- behavior and (2) serv~ces rendered ~n and by the community represent a 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 

III. Summary with those of the justice system for the purpose of assessing differential 

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 

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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serv~ces (of all varieties) vis-a-vis justice-based dispositions and services, 

comparisons of service optioLS 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 

was designed to deal with the methodological weaknesses described above. The 

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 un~que 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. Advoc t f th 1 b 1" a es 0 e a e ~ng approach have suggested 

that the actions of agents of social control systems are instrumental in the 

formation and enlargement of delinquent self-;mages. 
L Hence, the labeling 

theorists claim that youths' perceptions of themselves as deviant or 

delinquent are heightened or even created by the legal processing1 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 

" 1For the purposes ?f this ~esea:ch~. the term legal processing ~s meant to 
~nclude a~y t~pe ?f ~nteractLon wLth the police, courts, and/or correctional 
~r pe?al ~nst~tutLons. Thus, the term covers all involvement with the 
JuvenLle JustLce system, however informal. 

. ".,l 



- 26 -

of treating troubled youths outside of traditional juvenile justice agencies. 

This recormnendation 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 cormnunity-based 

agencies, and (2) that troubled youth need to be "treated." Thus the weight of 

the federal government was placed behind the development of "diversi'on" 

programs for the purpose of creating alternative treatment agencies to tho~e 

of the justice system. 

The merit of this concept was based, 1n large part, on the claim that 

diversion reduces negative socialization processes that lead eventually to 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 1n 

alternative police dispositions (diversion for services, release without 

services, or referral for traditional justice handling). Specifically, the 

following questions are addressed: 

1. ~re 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? 

i 
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II. 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 divers;Qn. B . th . • y compar1ng e exper1mental or 
, 

diversion client;'with the first control group, it is possible to determine 

the treatment effects of diversion services relative to those of the juvenile 

J·ustice system. The second no s· 1 erV1ces contro 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 me'"ely ~ the result of avoiding the 

stigma of the justice system. 

has 

Perhaps the major weakness of evaluations of juvenile diversion programs 

been the liability of inadequate control groups. Unless treatment and 
". ~. 

control groups are similar in all possible respects, there is little reason to 

assume confidence in subsequent research findings. Too many evaluations of 

diversion programs involve youths "d . . ass1gne to d1vers10n who are less serious 

offenders than are those assigned t fl·· . o orma Just1ce process1.ng. Consequently, 

diversion clients, by compar;son, h·b·t 1 d 1· 
L ex 1 1. ess e 1.nquent behavior than do 

members of the control group. While @tatistical corrections, such as the 

analysis of covariances, may correct for ~n;t1·al d·ff b 
L L 1. erences etween 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 ar1se 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 th . d t you s ass1gne a 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. In an attempt to deal with these issues, 
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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 1n the study did not rece1ve 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 probat:.on officers who were to choose individcal 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 

3 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 serv~ce programs. 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 

The behalf of youths, and arrange any other services that might be required. 

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, th~ 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. Furthermore, 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. 

3pro jects were asked to guarantee a.samp1e.of 600 eligible 
a si2t-month period. In fact, the samp1~ng per~od was extended 
and 13 months, and some samples were still less than 600. 

cases within 
to between nine 
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2. Memphis, Tenness~~ 

A private nonprofit organization, Community Day Care-Comprehensive Social 

Services Association (CDC-CSSA), housed the Memphis-Metro Youth Diversion 

Project (M-}ITDP). 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 ~n 

the impact analysi~. 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 chosen, 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 

j 
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services. The program also provided for some education and employment 

placements. 

l, 
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in charge of the juvenile division was The assistant state attorney 

1 for determining totally responsib e whl.·ch cases would be brought to court. 

alone decided which cases wou e l d b placed in the poo 1 for random assignment. 

h ·nor felony cases . misdemeanants, thoug ml. was l imited to first-tl.me The pool 

were occasionally included. noted that most first-time It should be 

court in this county. misdemeanants were taken to 

4. (John Ja~-Transit Police) New York City ] 

Transit Authority Police an The New York City d the John Jay College of 

Criminal Justl.ce included in the impact analysis. . managed the fourth program 

counselors who managed The project employed d f r services cases and arrange 0 

He 

from student interns n it,,· agencies. and re.ferrals to commu J Unlike the Memphis 

h New York project and Orange County projects, t e did not reimburse community 

. for services rendered. agencl.es . t also differed from the others in This proJec 

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

diversion were in need of services. Diversion cases were frequently 

terminated without serVl.ces . when they were deemed unnecessary. 

. officers decided if cases Individual arrestl.ng would be placed in the 

assignment pool. . h their desk officers and In deciding, they consulted Wl.t 

officers of the Juvenile Crl.me worked at the project. . Prevention Unit who 

Virtually all of the youths for misdemeanors, usually chclsen had been arres ted 

. disorder occurring in the subway. va'ndalism, or forms of publl.c minor the its, 

f misdemeanors before. Many had been a.pprehended or 

c. Representativeness 

Because the four programs . client populations land varied widely in thel.r 

the impact analysis service delivery, 

specific model of diversion programs. 

-

C· annot be considered an evaluation of a 

OJJDP's diversion initiative was 

'-----------------------------~--------~~ 
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designed to elicit "I broad range of programs, not to implement any particular 

model. For this reason, data from the four sites were not combined but were 

treated as four separate studies. Sample sizes at each site were sufficient 

for adequate statistical power, and the variability among projects was viewed 

as advantageous for a good test of the impact of diversion. 

The evaluation of the four programs described above represents a fair test 

of diversion, in Our estimate. The programs adopted a mUch stricter (and more 

appropriate) definition of diversion than do most programs, and they also 

received mUch greater financial reSOurces than is typical. If these programs 

could not achieve their intended results, other diversion programs would not 

likely achieve Success either. While our experience evaluating diversion 

programs across the country suggests that the four projects reviewed here 

reflect a broad range of diversion programming, these projects are not 

representative of all diversion programs, and the findings resulting from this 

study cannot be generalized to all diversion programs. 

D. Outcome Variables 
-------------------. 

The outcome measures used to evaluate the programs' impact on their 

clients came from personal interviews with youths and justice agency records 

of arrest. At each site youths were interviewed three times in a one-year 

period, and arrest records were obtained from whichever agencies were 

necessary to compile a history of youth arrests. In addition to records of 

juvenile arrests, adult records were searched for youths who had reached the 

age of majority before the completion of the study. 

The major outcome variable derived from the arrest history was the number 

of arrests for delinquent acts in the six- and l2-month periods subsequent to 

referral to the program (or assignment to a control group). This index 

_r' _____ _ 
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included status, misdemeanor, and felony offenses. The two major indices of 

prior arrest history were the number of arrests for delinquent acts at 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 is 

usual with measures of attitudes or personality, scores on a scale were the 

simple sum of scores on the individual items. For each measure, Table 2-1 

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 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 
41. 
42. 
43. 
44. 
45. 
46. 
47. 
48. 
49. 
SO. 
51. 
52. 
53. 

Table 2-1 
Psychometric Properties of Impact Scales 

Scale 

Importance of Family Goals 
Importance of School Goals 
Importance of Peer Goals 
Importance of Goals-Total 
Success of Family 
Success in School 
Success with Peers 
Success-Total 
Commitment to Parents 
Normlessness 
Labeling-Parents-Conforming 
Labeling-Parents-Sick 
Labeling-Parents-Bad 
Labeling-Parents-Tota1 
Labeling-Friends-Conforming 
Labeling-Friends-Sick 
Labeling-Friends-Bad 
Labe1ing-Friends-Total 
Labe1ing-Teachers-Conforming 
Labeling-Teachers-Sick 
Labeling-Teachers-Bad 
Labeling-Teachers-Tota1 
Self Image-Conforming 
Self Image-Sick 
Se 1£ Image-Bad 
Self Image-Total 
Negative Attitudes toward Deviance 
Counter labe ling-Mother 
Counterlabe1ing-Father 
Counter labe ling'-Teacher s 
Counterlabeling-Friends 
Counter labe ling-Total 
Social Isolation-Peers 
Social Isolation-Family 
Social Isolation-School 
Student-Teacher RelationS-Positive 
Social Isolation-Work 
Soc~a1 Isolat~on-Community Groups 
SocLal Iso1at10n-Total-Family School 
P · " arents D1sapproval of Deviance 
Peers Disapproval of Deviance 
Parental Harmony-Conflict 
Parental Rejection 
Delinquency of Peers 
Conformity of Peers 
Commitment to Peers 
Negative Influence of Peers 
Importance of School 
Attenuation at School 
Integration of School 
Religious Involvement 
Blighted Neighborhood 
Fighting in Neighborhood 

Peers 

if: of 
Items 

5 
5 
4 

14 
5 
5 
4 

14 
5 

14 
4 
4 
4 

12 
3 
4 
4 

11 
4 
4 
4 

12 
4 
4 
4 

12 
9 
4 
4 
4 
4 

12 
5 
5 
6 
9 
5 
5 

16 
9 
9 

11 
5 

10 
8 
5 
8 
4 
5 
4 
2 
6 
2 

Alpha 

.723 

.753 

.590 

.772 

.783 

.772 

.694 

.830 

.771 

.762 

.601 

.663 

.772 

.809 

.529 

.656 

.791 

.775 

.673 

.728 

.815 

.838 

.602 

.712 

.821 

.810 

.802 

.723 

.782 

.748 

.748 

.749 

.670 

.740 

.730 

.755 

.701 

.733 

.810 

.724 

.912 

.850 

.629 

.853 

.838 

.791 

.556 

.668 

.618 

.496 

.626 

.852 

.569 

H.R. 

.349 

.380 

.266 

.201 

.420 

.404 

.363 

.260 

.418 

.188 

.279 

.332 

.460 

.267 

.278 

.329 

.495 

.246 

.343 

.407 

.527 

.306 

.281 

.397 

.541 

.272 

.340 

.397 

.473 

.426 

.426 

.427 

.292 

.373 

.312 

.259 

.408 

.212 

.256 

.541 

.360 

.274 

.377 

.349 

.437 

.136 

.345 

.299 

.264 

.456 

.490 

.398 
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analyses, it was found that scorLng 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 SLX 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 playa 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; 1= once; 2= 
twice; 3= 3 or 4 times; 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. 

/' 

I 
': 
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Table 2-2 
Self-Report Delinquency Scales and Their Reliabilities 

from the First Interview 

Short Scales 

Serious Assault 
Minor Assault 
Robbery 
Serious Theft 
Minor Theft 
Damaging Property 
Pub li ~ Disorder 
Hard Drugs 
Marijuana 
Alcohol 

Composite Scales 

Serious 
Minor 
Drugs 

Number of Items 

3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
3 
6 
6 
2 
2 

9 
16 
10 

Alpha 

.370 

.528 

.614 

.550 

.667 

.756 

.592 

.746 

-.676 
.825 
.757 
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statistical models. A logarithm transformationS 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 

The goal 1.·s to g1.·ve the reader the information needed to interview losses. 

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 

. d to understand the strengths and shortcomings of all the information reqU1.re 

the research design. 

1. Definition of Diversion 

OJJDP'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, 1..e., re erre 0 . f d t the next unit in the system or adjudicated by the 

court. d · . . t were to serve as alternatives to formal Thus, 1.verS1.on proJec s 

processing and not as alternatives to informal dispositions such as warning 

and release. 

OJJDP initially proposed that a single definition of diversion be employed 

at all sites, suggesting a def1.n1.t1.op S1.m1. ar 0 a . .. "1 t th t given by Galvin et a1. 

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

5The transformed value equaled the natural logarithm of the original 
h constant wa~ added to avoid taking the logarithm of zero. value plus one. T e ~ 
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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 a priori definition of diversion was 

incompatible with the practices of juvenile justice systems in some 

jurisdictions selected for study. For example, in one jurisdiction the 

practice was to warn and release multiple misdemeanants at court intakes for 

first offenses, while ill another jurisdiction the majority of first time 

misdemeanants were prosecuted. Any uniform definition of diversion would have 

met insurmountable resistance from one or more of the justice systems. 

Furthermore, such a definition would have violated the basic principle of 

diversion - removing traditionally adjudicab1e youths from the juvenile 

justice system. 

In designing the study to assess the impact of diversion, BRI adopted a 

broader definition, limiting divertab1e youths to offenders who would 

surcly6 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
1 

had the project not been operating to accept divertab1e youths, the police 

6The word surely is used knowing that decision-making in the juvenile 
justice system is 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 district attorney's office, the 

district attorney 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. TIle 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'~ computer. Both computers were programmed, based on the 

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

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 dispositions to these cases. This person placed the cases in alphabet­

ical 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 attorney 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 lists 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 assl.·gn cases to treatment and 

control groups, it was possible that tr~ resulting groups would not be 

comparable, either because of unknown failures in procedures that allowed bias 

to enter assignment or because of chance fl uctuations in assignment. It was 

establl.sh the success of the essential that the groups be compared to . 

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. 

ethnicity, presenting offense, and prior 

These variables were age sex , , 
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 

Memphis 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 

ran om, youths in different assignment assignment procedures were truly d groups 

would be expected to b "1 e Sl.ml. ar on any variable chosen for comparison. The 

results of the tests associated 'th T bl Wl. a e 2-3, containing such comparisons, 

7In Kansas City th . P l' Y , e serVl.ce group was split into two service groups - the 
o l.ce outh Service Unit (YSU) d R 1 f based program component. an 0 es or Youth (RFY) , a community-

options along with the no Yout~s were randomly assigned to these two treatment 
serVl.ces and penetration dispositions. 

8~he table does not include ineli ibl . assl.gned, such as those 1ivi t ~d e youths who were l.nadvertantly 
for the study (under 11 year~g ~~)Sl. e t~e program's catc~ment area, too young 
previous offense. 0 ,or a ready on the assl.gnment list for a ' 

f 
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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 % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 
No Services 23 (24) 53 (27) 24 Un 78 (2I) 22 (3) 32 (24) 65 (23) 53 (22) 44 (25) 34 (24 ) 40 (0) 24 (m 
Service RFY 22 (23) 50 (26) 31 (22) 86 (23) 17 (26) 31 (24) 70 (24) 53 (22) 49 (27) 34 (24) 29 (22) 39 (2]) 
Penetration 22 (23) 45 (23) 44 (31) 92 (25) 19 (29) 32 (24) 76 (26) 74 (30) 35 (20) 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 X2 ... 1.0.650 p":::.05 Not Significant Not SIgnifIcant Not Significant 

AGE SEX ETHNICITY PRESENTING OFFENSE TOTAL PRIOR OFFENSES 
MEMPHIS 11-13 11+-15 16-17 Male Female White Black Mis Felony 0 1 2+ 

N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 
No Services 80 On 125 (4) 140 (35) 293 (34) 52 (45) 115 (35) 230 (35) 92 (43) 250 (3) 171 (34) 112 (38) 61 (33) 
Services 68 (32) lO4 (29) 127 (32) 265 (31) 34 (29) 81 (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 x2. 10.68 P <t.: .005 X.z"'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 % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 
No Services 38 (32) 108 06} 74 (28) 139 00 81 (3) 163 (3) 53 (30) 208 (3) 12 (26) 19lf (4) 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 (3]) 

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 % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 
NO' Services 61 (35) 133 on 184 on 10 (26) 38 08} 91 05) 64 (9) 192 0]) 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<.OOl 
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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 dispositions. 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. No statistically 

significant differences were found in the comparisons for Orange County. In 

New Y~rk 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 direction that would be expected if assigntl'Lent 

procedures had been manipulated. 

The low proporti.on of females for one disposition would not seem t(J, 

indicate any manipulation of the assignment procedures. This disposition does 

not differ from the others ~n a way that 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 is 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 ~s not amb~o',uous. A d~ff f thO 0 d 0 0 L~ L erence 0 ~s magn~tu e ~s un1~kely to 

arise by chance. Furthe h O h f 0 r, ~g er rates 0 pr~or 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 intervielo1s 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 

s,Elmp1es could lead to biased comparisons between groups, ~t 
L was necessary to 

examine these losses v'ery carefully. Th 1 dO ese Osses ~d not affect analyses 

hwolving 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 perc1entage of interview losses the more completely the 

interview group represents the total sample. S d h 0 econ , t e proport~on 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 c:omparisons among groups. 

A decision was made during the developmental stage of the research to 

define the population eligible for random assignment independent of 

respondents' willingness to participate in the study. In other words, youths 

___________________ '--______ ~ ___________ ~_~c __ 
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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 ~n the study would 

influence the disposition. The BRI research team as well as justise 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%). In 

Kansas City and New York City, police officers requested consent to 

partici~ate after explaining the dispositioll 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 

'l I 



Table 2-4 
~espondent Pre-Interview Loss Source by Disposition 

KANSAS CITY MEMPHIS ORANGE COUNTY 1~EW YORK CITY 
(John Jay-Transit) 

No Svs Svs Pen No Svs Svs Pen No Svs Svs Pen No Svs Svs Pen 
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Refused Study 9 (60) 19 (63) 16 (76) 4 (4) 10 (8) 63 (29) 48 (64) 18 (30) 47 (62) 28 (8) 34 (2) 27 (82) 

Time Limit 3 (20) 8 (27) 4 (19) 9 (8) 10 (8) 76 (35) 26 (35) 3 (5) 27 (36) 8 (22) 10 (21) 6 (18) 

Refused Program 65 (61) 79 (63) 0 - 0 27 (lIS) 0 -
Victim Refusal 0 4 0) 0 -

Returned to Court 1 (7) 0 - 0 - 20 (19) 19 (15) 6 (3) 0 7 (12) 0 - 0 - 1 (2) 0 

Handicapped 2 (13) 2 (7) 1 (5) 0 7 (6) 7 (3) 0 1 (2) 1 (1) 

Lost via Handling 1 (1) 0 0 - 0 - 2 (4) 0 

Disposition 
Not Followed 0 1 (3) 0 - 2 (2) 0 - 57 (26) 

Unsatisfac tory 
Interview 4 (4) 0 - 0 -

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 

. t· At the term1·nation of the initial visit, the project per ass1gnment op 10n. 

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 in 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 rom t e stu y. f h d 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 
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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 coordinator'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 1n 

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 offici31s, putting 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 
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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 tak€~ direct referrals from court intake in addition to 

those passing tLrough the Tandom 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 diver$ion 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 • 

• , I 

Table 2-5 
Comparison of Youths Retained and Lost Prior to First 

by Random Assignment Disposition 
Contingency Analysis 

No 

N 

Interviewed 76 
Not Interviewed 14 

Interviewed 237 
Not Interviewed 108 

Interviewed 147 
Not Interviewed 73 

Interviewed 147 
Not Interviewed 47 

Services 

% 

(84) 
(16) 

(69) 
(31) 

(67) 
(33) 

KANSAS CITY 

Services Penetration 
Roles For Youth 

N % 

86 (84) 
17 (16) 

Not Significant 

177 
122 

MEMPHIS 

(59) 
(41) 

N 

90 
21 

116 
215 

x2 81.17 p <.001 

ORANGE COUNTY 

182 (75) lL~8 
62 (25) 74 

Not Significant 

% 

(81) 
(19) 

(35) 
(65) 

(67) 
(33) 

NEW YORK CITY (John Jay-Transit) 

(6) 145 (80) 125 (9) 
(24) 36 (20) 33 (21) 

Not Significant 

Interviews 

Services 
Youth Service Unit 

N % 

105 (88) 
14 (12) 



-, 
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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, 

pl'esenting offense, and total number of official prior arres ts. These resul ts 

appear in Table 2-6. These analyses revealed no statistical differences 

between youths lost and kept for any of the comparisons 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 (81% 

vs. 75%) and more multiple prior offenses (22% vs. 17%) than those kept. 

Thus, the interviewed sample underrepresented youths with more serious arrest 

histories. In Orange County, more whites than blacks were lost prior to the 

first interviews (34% 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 connnon Pearson 

chi-square test for independence provides an adequate statistical model. We 

were also interested, however, in hypotheses concerning three-way 

classification~ 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 
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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 % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 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 (3ld 

Not Interv'd 16 (24) 30 (46 ) 20 (30) 56 (85) 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 % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Interviewed 116 (22) 202 (38) 212 (40) 462 (87) 68 (13) 169 (32) 359 (68) 130 (25) 397 05) 267 (50) 173 (3) 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.2: .05 X2 - 6.06 p.c::::.05 

ORANGE COUNTY 11-13 14-15 16-17 Male Female White Black Mis Felony 0 2+ 
N % N % N % N % N % 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 ( ') ) 
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.c:::: .01 Not Significant Not Significant 

NEW YORK CITY 11-13 14-15 Male Female White Black Mis Felony 0 2+ 
John Jal-Transit N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % \ 

Interviewed 141 (34) 276 (66 ) 388 (93) 29 (7) 71 (17) 211 (51) 134 (32) 408 (99) 5 (1) 172 (42) 119 (29) 123 (30 ) 
Not Interv'd 35 (30) 81 (0) 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 t .... yo-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 significanc,~ is not achieved, three-way 

interactions are assumed to be absent, cmd 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 defl'.lographic 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 werl~ 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 
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SEX 

Interviewed 
Not Interviewed 

ETHNICITY 

Interviewed 
Not Interviewed 

AGE 

Interviewed 
Not Interviewed 

PRESENTING 
OFFENSE 

Interviewed 
Not Interviewed 

PRIORS 
MIS & FEL. 

----~.---------~-----~--

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 

Male 
N % 

67 (78) 
11 (79) 

White 
N % 

25 (30) 
7 (5Q) 

Female 
N % 

19 (22) 
3 (21) 

Black 
N % 

58 (70) 
7 (50) 

Male 
N % 

70 (81) 
16 (94) 

White 
N % 

25 (30) 
6 (35) 

Female 
N % 

16 (19) 
1 (6) 

Not Significant 

Black 
N % 

59 (70) 
11 (65) 

Not Significant· 

Male 
N % 

77 
15 

(86) 
(71) 

White 
N % 

24 
8 

(28) 
(38) 

Female 
N % 

13 (14) 
6 (29) 

Black 
N % 

63 (72) 
13 (62) 

SERVICES (Y8U) 

Male 
N % 

97 ( 92) 
14 (l00) 

White 
N % 

31 (32) 
5 (36) 

Female 
N % 

8 (8) 
o 

Black 
N % 

67 (68) 
9 (64) 

11-13 14-15 16 11-13 14-15 16 11-13 14-15 16 11-13 14-15 16 
N % N % N % 

17 (20) 
6 (43) 

46 (53) 
7 (50) 

23 (27) 
1 ( 7) 

Mis 
N % 

45 (54) 
8 (57) 

o 
N % N 

1 
~ .0 

Fel 
N % 

38 (46) 
6 (43) 

2+ 
N % 

N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 
--~--~--~--~------~--~------~--~----~~----~~---

18 (21) 
4 (23) 

41 (48) 
9 (53) 

27 (31) 
4 (24) 

Mis 
N % 

46 (54) 
7 (41) 

o 
N % N 

Not Significant 

Fel 
N % 

39 (46) 
10 (59) 

Not Significant 

1 
% 

2+ 
N % 

18 (20) 
4 (19) 

Mis 
N 

37 (41) 
8 (38) 

0/ 
10 

58 (66) 
16 (76) 

o 
N % N 

1 
% 

N 

35 (39) 
9 (43) 

Fel 
% 

30 (34) 
5 (24) 

2+ 
N % 

27 (26) 
2 (14) 

41 (39) 
6 (43) 

o 
N % 

Mis 
N % 

57 (55) 
9 (64) 

1 
N % 

37 (35) 
6 (43) 

Fel 
N % 

46 (45) 
5 (36) 

2+ 
N % 

Interviewed 28 (33) 
Not Interviewed 6 (43) 

34 (40) 
6 (43) 

22 (26) 
2 (14) 

29 (34) 
5 (29) 

23 (27) 
6 (35) 

33 (39) 
6 (35) 

27 (30) 
2 ( 9) 

29 (33) 
6 (29) 

33 (37) 
13 (62) 

41 (39) 
5 (36) 

27 (26) 
4 (29) 

37 (35) 
5 (36) 

Not Signiftcant 

-. 

, 

" 

I' 
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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 (ll ) 196 (91) 19 ( 9) 

Not Significant 

PRESENTING Mis Fel Mis Fe1 Mis Fe1 
OFFENSE N % 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 a 1 2+ a 1 2+ 0 1 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 

l' 

~, I 
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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 (6n 60 (33) 93 (63) 55 (3n 
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 % 

I 
Interviewed 106 (74) 37 (26) 112 (63) 66 (37) 107 (74) 37 (26) 

I· -. 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 % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Interviewed 21 (4) 77 (53) 49 (33) 33 (I8) 74 (41) 75 (41) 25 (In 68 (46) 55 (3n 
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 Fe1 
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 (11 ) 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 (12) 50 (81) 12 (19) 59 (80) 15 (20) 

Not Significant 

l' 

J'-
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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 ( 9) 116 (93) 9 (7) 

Not Interviewed 45 (96) 2 (4) 32 (89) 4 (11 ) 30 (91) 3 (9) 

Not Significant 

ETHNICITY ~1hite 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 Fe1 
N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Interviewed 147 (100) 0 (-) 141 ( 98) 3 (2) 120 (98) " (2) L 

Not Interviewed 45 (96) 2 (4) 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 % 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 (4) 11 (33) 9 (27) 13 (39) 

Not Significant 
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that many more youths were lost from the group assigned to Penetration 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 compe.rability 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, J.0.9%; Memphis, 10.6%; Orange County, 

13.2%; and New York City, 11.5%. Most losses were due to two fa.ctors: (1) 

respondent or parent refusal to continue in the study, and (2) inability to 

locate respondents. 

Inasmuch 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 interviewpd all 

three times, the analysis of losses after the initial inte'rview compares 

respondents interviewed once or twice with those intervie'led three times. 

Table 2-8 presents the relation between losses and dispos.ition. These 

comparisons indicate that losses were evenly distributed among the justice 

dispositions at all four sites. 

Table 2-9 shows interview status in rf,lation to age ~ sex, ethnicity, 

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

I-
I , 
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Table 2-8 
Comparison of Youths Interviewed Three Times with Those Interviewed Once or Twice 

by Random Assigrnent Disposition 
Contingency Analysis 

KANSAS CITY 

Services 
No S'2rvices RFY Penetration 

N % N % N % 

3 Interviews 76 (88) 77 (90) 81 (90) 

1 or 2 Interviews 10 (12) 9 (10) 9 (10) 

Not Significant 

MEMPHIS 

Services 
No Services Roles 

N % N % 

3 Interviews 211 (89) 162 (92) 

1 or 2 Interviews 26 (11) 15 ( 8) 

Not Significant 

ORANGE COUNTY 

Services 
No Services Roles 

N % N % 

3 Interviews 131 (89) 162 (89) 

1 or 2 Interviews 16 (11 ) 20 (11 ) 

Not Significant 

NEW YORK CITY (John Jay-Transit) 

Services 
No Services Roles 

N % N % 

3 Interviews 126 (86) 130 (90) 

1 or 2 Interviews 21 (14) 15 (10) 

Not Significant 

N 

Services 
YSU 

% 

93 (89) 

12 (11 ) 

Penetration 
N % 

101 (87) 

15 (13) 

Penetration 
N % 

121 (82) 

27 (18) 

Penetration 
N % 

113 (90) 

12 (10) 
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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 
~~~--~--~~ 

Hale Female Misdem. Felony 0 1 2+ 11-13 14-15 16-17 White Black 
KANSAS CITY N % N % N % N % N % 
~~~~~------~--~--~--~--~~~--~--

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

3 Interviews 
1 or 2 Interviews 

MEMPHIS 

75 (23) 142 (43) 110 (34) 
5 (12) 23 (56) 12 (30) 

92 (30) 220 (70) 276 (84) 
13 (32) 27 (68) 35 (88) 

51 (16) 181 (57) 139 (43) 116 (36) 100 (31) 108 (33) 
5 (12) 25 (64) 14 (36) 9 (23) 13 (33) 17 (44) 

Not Significant Not Significant Not Significant Not Significant 

AGE ETHNICITY SEX 
11-13 14-15 16-17 White Black Male Female 
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

PRESENTING OFFENSE 
Misdem. Felony 

N % N % 

Not Significant 

TOTAL PRIOR OFFENSES 
o 1 2+ 

N % N % N % ----------------------.--------------------------------------
3 Interviews 116 (22) 202 (38) 212 (40) 169 (32) 359 (68) 462 (87) 
1 or 2 Interviews 99 (22) 162 (36) 184 (41) 157 (35) 287 (65) 397 (89) 

68 (13) 130 (25) 397 (75~ 267 (50) 173 (33) 
48 (11) 84 (19) 361 (81) 231 (52) 118 (26) 

89 (I 7) 
96 (22) 

Not Significant Not Significant Not Significant x2=4.71 p .05 

________________ ~_~~--~~A~G~E--~~~~-~~~E~T~H~N~I~CI~T~Y~~----~~--~S~E~X--~--7P~R~E~S~EN~T~I~N~G~O~F~F=E~N~SE~-- TOTAL PRIOR OFFENSES 
11-13 14-15 16-17 White Black Male Female Misdem. Felony 0 1 2+ 

ORANGE COUNTY N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 
~~~--~~~~--~ 

N % N % N % 

3 Interviews 79 (17) 219 (46) 179 (38) 325 (70) 140 (30) 302 (63) 175 (37) 444 (94) 
1 or 2 Interviews 40 (19) 77 (37) 90 (44) 167 (81) 39 (19) 140 (67) 69 (33) 193 (92) 

31 ( 6) 398 (84) 
16 ( 8) 173 (83) 

53 (I 1) 
31 (IS) 

25 ( 5) 
5 ( 2) 

Not Significant x2=9.12 p .005 Not Significant Not Significant Not Significant 

AGE ETHNICITY SEX PRESENTING OFFENSE TOTAL PRIOR OFFENSES 
B I ac-:k:----~M~a-=-l-e ----::F:-e-m-a"71 e' Mis d em. Fe Ion y ----o 1 2+ NEW YORK CITY 11-13 

(John Jay-Transit) N % 
14-15 
N % 

16-17 
N % 

White 
N % N % N % N % N % N % 

~~~----~~~--~ 
N N % N % 

3 Interviews 
1 or 2 Interviews 

141 (34) 276 (66) 
35 (30) 81 (70) 

71 (17) 211 (51) 134 (32) 388 (93) 
30 (26) 51 (45) 32 (28) 107 (92) 

29 ( 7) 408 (99) 
9 ( 8) III (96) 

5 ( 1) 172 (42) 119 (29) 123 (30) 
4 (4) 60 (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 

humbers 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 t:he effect that losses may 

have had on disposition within dem~graphic 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 aseigned 

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

----------------~~~~--~~--~------~--~~--~~~~------~~~~----~--~--------~--~----~. ------
3 Interviews 59 (78) 
1 or 2 Interviews 8 (80) 

17 (22) 
2 (20) 

63 (82) 
7 (8) 

ETHNICITY White Black White 
N % N % N % 

~----~--~--------

3 Interviews 21 (29) 
1 or 2 Interviews 4 (40) 

52 (1) 
6 (60) 

24 (32) 
1 (11) 

14 (18) 
2 (22) 

Not Significant 

Black 
N % 

51 (68) 
8 (89) 

Not Significant 

AGE 11-13 14-15 16 11-13 14-15 16 

69 
8 

(85 ) 
(89) 

White 
N % 

20 (26) 
4 (44) 

12 05) 
1 (11) 

85 ( 91) 
12 (100) 

8 (9) 
o (0) 

Black White Black 
N % N % N % ------------------
58 (74) 

5 (56) 
27 (31) 

4 (33) 
59 (69) 

8 (67) 

11-13 14-15 16 11-13 14-15 16 
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

3 Interviews 15 (20) 
1 or 2 Interviews 2 (20) 

42 (55) 
4 (40) 

19 (25) 
4 (40) 

17 (22) 
1 (11) 

PRESENTING Mis Fe! Mis 

35 (46) 
6 (67) 

25 (32) 
2 (22) 

Not Significant 

Fel 
OFFENSE N % N % N % 

--~~~~.------~~.--~----~ -~------~~~~--
N % 

3 Interviews 40 (54) 
1 or 2 Interviews 5 (56) 

34 (46) 
4 (44) 

40 (53) 
6 (67) 

36 (47) 
3 (33) 

Not Significant 

17 (21) 
1 (11) 

Mis 

32 (40) 
5 (56) 

N % 

51 (64) 
7 (78) 

32 (40) 
3 (33) 

Fel 
N % 

28 (35) 
2 (22) 

26 (28) 
1 ( 8) 

33 (36) 
8 (67) 

Mis 
N % 

50 (55) 
7 (58) 

----
34 (36) 

3 (25) 

Fel 
N % 

41 (45) 
55 (42) 

--~~~--------~~----~------~------~------~------------------------------------------------------------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 % N % N % 

3 Interviews 25 (33) 
1 or 2 Interviews 3 (33) 

31 (41) 
3 (33) 

1.9 (25) 
3 (33) 

26 (34) 
3 (33) 

20 (26) 
3 (33) 

30 (39) 
3 (33) 

Not S1gn1hcant 

26 (32) 
1 (11) 

25 CH) 
4 (44) 

29 (36) 
4 (44) 

------------
24 (26) 

3 (25) 
30 (32) 

7 (58) 

, 

, 
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Table 2-10 Continued 

MEMPHIS 

NO SERVICES SERVICES PENETRATION 

SEX Male Female Male Female Male Female 
N % N % N % N N N % N % "---

3 Interviews 180 (85 ) 31 (15) 143 (88) 19 (12) 90 ( 89) 11 (11) 
1 or 2 Interviews 21 (81) 5 (19) 13 (87) 2 (13) 15 (100) 0 ( 0) 

Not Significant 

ETHNICITY White Black White Black White Black 
N % N % N % N % N % N % 

3 Interviews 70 (33) 141 (67) 46 (28) 116 (72) 31 (31) 68 (69) 
1 or 2 Interviews 10 (38 ) 16 (62) 7 (47) 8 (53) 5 (33) 10 (67) 

Not Significant 

-----AGE 11-13 14-15 16-17 11-13 14-15 16-17 11-13 14-15 16-17 
N % N % N % H % N % N % N % N % N % 

3 Interviews 52 (25 ) 80 (38) 79 (37) 39 (24) 58 (36) 65 (40 ) 22 (22) 47 (46) 32 (32) 
1 or 2 Interviews 2 ( 8) 8 (31) 16 (62) 0 ( 0) 4 (27) 11 (73) 1 (7) 5 (33) 9 (60) 

Not Significant 

PRESENTING Mis Fe1 Mis Fe1 Mis Fe1 
OFFENSE N % N % N % N % N % N % 

3 Interviews 61 (29) 149 (71) 35 (22) 127 (78) 20 (20) 81 (80) 
1 or 2 Interviews 10 (42) 14 (58) 2 (13) 13 (87) 2 (13 ) 13 (87) 

Not Significant 

TOTAL PRIOR 0 1 2+ 0 1 2+ 0 1 2+ 
N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

3 Interviews 104 (49 ) 67 (32) 40 (19) 83 (51) 54 (33) 25 (15 ) 53 (52) 30 (30) 18 (18 ) 
.. 
"~ or 2 Interviews 8 (32) 15 (60) 2 ( 8) 10 (67) 5 (33) 0 ( 0) 9 (60) 2 ( 13) 4 (27) 

X2 = 9.85 Df = 4 p <.05 

~r I 
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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 (0) 14 (93) 1 ( 7) 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 % N % 

3 Inter"Q'iews 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 (7) 10 (83) 

Not Sigificant 

PRESENTING Mis J:t'e1 Mis Fel Mis Fel 
N % Ii % N % N % N % N % 

3 Interviews 126 (100) a (0) 126 ( 98) 3 (2) 108 ( 98) 2 (2) 
1 or 2 Interviews 21 (100) a (0) 15 (100) 0 (0) 12 (100) 0 (0) 

Not Significant 

TOTAL PRIOR 0 1 2+ 0 1 2+ 0 1 2+ 
N % R % 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 (33) 8 (38) 6 ( 29) 5 (33) 5 (33) 5 (33) 1 ( 8) 3 (25) 8 (67) 

Not Significant 

' . 
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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 % N % N % 

3 Interviews 96 05) 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 % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

3 Interviews 20 (IS) 69 (53) 42 (32) 31 (9) 67 (41) 64 (40) 21 (7) 52 (43) 48 (40 ) 
1 or 2 Interviews 1 ( 6) 8 (50) 7 (44) 2 (0) 7 (35) 11 (55) 4 (4) 16 (59) 7 (26) 

Not Significant 

PRESENTING Mis Fel Mis Fel Mis Fel 
OFFENSE N % N % N % N % N % N % ----

3 Interviews 1.25 ( 95) 6 (5) 149 ( 92) 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) 0 ( 0) 23 (85) 2 (7) 2 (7) 

Not Significant 

~-----.-.:...------'---.~'.--
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interviews. Though ordinary univariate analysis of varLance LS 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 youths 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. Importance of Conventional Goals 
2. Commitment to Parents 
3. Normlessness 
4. Labeled Conforming 
5. Labeled "Sick" 
6. Labeled Had 
7. Self Image Conforming 
8. Self Image "Sick" 
9. Self Image Bad 

10. Negative Attitudes Toward Deviance 
11. Counterlabeling 
12. Social Isolation 
13. Parents Disapproval of Deviance 
14. Delinquency of Peers 
15. Commitment to Peers 
16. Self Report of Serious Delinquency 
17. Self Report of Minor Delinquency 
18. Self Report of Drug Involvement 
19. Peers Disapproval of Deviance 

,-'--,-
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Table 2-12 
Analysis of Interviewing Losse~ in Relation 

" "t" - Testing for D~fferences on to D~spos~ ~on " 0 
the Interview Variables at T~me ne 

Multivariate .L .L S ~gn~ficance Tests (p values for Wilks Lamda) 

Site 

Kansas City 
Memphis 
Orange County 
New York City 

(John Jay-Transit) 

Cell Sample Sizes 

Disposition 

.310 

.129 

.332 

.323 

Interview 
Status 

.155 

.114 

.367 

.122 

Disposition 

Disposition by 
Interview Status 

.005 

.379 

.462 

.297 

No Services 
Services 

RFY Penetration 
Services 

YSU 

Kansas City 
Interviewed 3 Times 

Interviewed Once or Twice 

Memphis 
Interviewed 3 Times 
Interviewed Once or Twice 

Orange County 
Interviewed 3 Times 
Interviewed Once or Twice 

New York City 
(John Jay-Transit) 
Interviewed 3 Times 
Interviewed Once or Twice 

73 
9 

No Services 

207 
26 

130 
14 

124 
21 

71 
9 

Services 

161 
15 

162 
20 

127 
14 

75 
9 

89 
12 

Penetration 

101 
15 

121 
26 

110 
12 

j 
r d 
t' 
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status were not significant for any of the four samples. Thus, we can 

conclude that the groups were comparable before Time 2 and Time 3 losses, and 

that respondents lost after the initial interview were comparable to those 

kept. The interaction of disposition and interview status was significant 

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

Kansas City must be interpreted by examining differences among cell means for 

individual dependent variables. Univariate significance tests did not reach 

P<.05 for this effect for any of the dependent variables, so the variables 

examined in interpreting this effect were those having the strongest 

correlationa to the significant canonical variable 9. 

Mean cell deviations appear in Table 2-13 for dependent variables that had 

a correlation to the canonical variable with an absolute value greater than 

.25. From an examination of these deviations, it is clear that the 

significant result is due to extreme scores for the cases lost from the sample 

assigned to the Youth S~rvice Unit. This group felt labeled as less 

conforming, as more "sick," and more "bad"; their self-image was more "bad"; 

they reported their peers to be more delinquent; and they indicated that they 

had engaged in more serious delinquency. 

D. Comparability of Groups in Final Samples 

Though there appears to have been differential loss in one sample, it is 

not necessarily the case that those youths interviewed three times diff.ered 

from one disposition to another. Comparisons between the dispositions for 

youths interviewed !l! three time periods (the sample upon which.most 

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. 



Table 2-13 
Cell Deviations for Variables Associated with Loss 

by Disposition Interaction in Kansas City 
(Correlation to Canonical Variate Greater Than .25) 

_._------

1. Labeling-Conforming 
Interviewed 3 Times 
Interviewed Once or Twice 

within cell standard deviation = 4.98 

2. Labeling-Sick 
Interviewed 3 Times 
Interviewed Once or Twice 

within ce 11 standard deviation 

3. Labeling-Bad 
Interviewed 3 Times 
Interviewed Once or Twice 

within ce 11 standard deviation 

4. Self Image Bad 
Intervie~red 3 Times 
Interviewed Once or Twice 

within cell standard deviation 

5. Delinquency of Peers 
Interviewed 3 Times 
Interviewed Once or Twice 

= 6.30 

= 7.82 

= 3.10 

within cell standard deviation = 7.67 

6. Self Report of Serious Delinquency 
Interviewed 3 Times 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Interviewed Once or Twice 

~, I 

within cell standard deviation = .908 

r to canonical variate 

-.256 
.313 
.323 
.293 
.342 
.273 

No Services 

.70 
- .76 

-1.10 
.34 

-1.68 
-1.88 

.76 

.10 

- .61 
.95 

~% 

.240 

Disposition 
Services 

RFY Penetration 

.08 
2.28 

- .32 
-3.02 

-, ')2 
-2.04 

- .57 
-1.01 

- .44 
- .38 

.002 

.104 

.16 

.12 

.36 

.36 

- .36 
2.42 

- .33 
.99 

-2.23 
-1.01 

- .210 
- .398 

Services 
YSU 

.21 
-2.79 

- .54 
3.92 

- .95 
5.01 

- .63 
2.19 

-1.69 
5.39 

- .104 
.604 

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 1n the other 

dispositions. A reV1ew 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 dispositional 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 
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Table. 2-14 
Comparisons among Dispositions at tl for Youths Interviewed at All Four Impact Sites 

for All Three Interview Periods on Selected Demographic, Impac t, 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 6 N.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.S. .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. .333 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. 1.50n 2,345 N.S . 
Importance of Peer Goa Is • 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.S. .680 2,326 N.S. .421 2,345 N.S. 
Success with Peers 2.435 3,323 N.S. 4.557 2,l~71 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. 

---

---'---
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Table 2-14 Continued 

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 

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.S. 
Labeling-Parents-Total .299 3,314 N.S. 1.014 2,458 N.S. .680 2,402 r.l. 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. 
Labe ling-Teachers-Sick 1.361 3,251 N.S. 1.826 2,393 N.S. .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. 
Se lf 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 NoS. .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 

Relations 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.S. .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 ryeliquency .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.S. .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.S. 

,! I 
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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 

youth~. 

In Orange County, three of the 58 comparisons proved to be statistically 

significant. Bl~cks were overrepresented in the Services category, 

proportionately more Penetration youths were not enrolled in school, and 

Services youths reported significantly less labelling as sick by their peers. 

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 the 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 haa more prior offenses, fewer of them reported that their 

families haq 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 comparisons reveals no consistent trends in the differences 

among dispositional 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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IV. 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. 

three groups were formed by the random assignment of respondents to one of 

three treatment modalities - no services, diversion for services, and 

The 

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 one 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 periods, a 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 

" b measurement perl."ods vis-a-vis the other two justice varl.ables at su sequent 

dispositions. 

The tWQ-way analysis of variance was followed by an analysis of variance 

on Time 3 data, including respondent characteristics (age, sex, ethnicity, 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 SESe 

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. The~e three 

areas of impact will be discussed in the following sections. 

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 interaction 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 n.o 

differences in labeling impact across different justice dispositions is 

accepted at each of the four impact sites. 

The latter two analyses of variance (t d ) 3 an t 3-·t 1 ,';','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 consistent with the interaction effects found 

for the two-way analyses of var;ance. T . ff f . 4 wo ma~n e ects or d~sposition on 

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 
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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 .146 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 
.,.,* p<t::.Ol \ 

*** p<.005 

r 
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Table 2-16 
Scale Means for Labeling Variables 

with Statistically Significant Interaction Effects Cd x t) 

Memphis - Negative Labeling 
Teachers - Bad 

First Interview 
Second Interview 
Third Interview 

Memphis - Negative Labeling 
Teachers - Total 

First Interview 
Second Interview 
Third Interview 

Memphis - Counterlabell.ng - Total 

First Interview 
Second Interview 
Third Interview 

Orange County - Negative Labeling 
Friends - Sick 

First Interview 
Second Interview 
Third Interview 

Orange County - Negative Labeling 
Friends - Total 

First Interview 
Second Interview 
Third Interview 

New York City (John Jay-Transit) 
Counterlabeling - Total 

First Interview 
Second Interview 
Third Interview 

No Services 

10.71 
9.48 
9.49 

~9. 92 
27.76 
27.20 

45.45 
47.58 
47.67 

8.97 
8.48 
8.30 

24.71 
23.63 
22.67 

47.33 
49.67 
50.06 

Service 

10.16 
9.91 
9.78 

28.87 
28.52 
27.67 

44.16 
46.51 
49.34 

8.29 
8.40 
7.81 

23.92 
23.93 
22.45 

48.66 
48.34 
47.18 

Penetration 

10.58 
9.89 
9.39 

28.60 
27.90 
27.28 

47.00 
46.48 
48.99 

9.00 
8.17 
8.09 

25.03 
22.99 
22.66 

45.14 
48.11 
47.00 

i 
:1 

- 82 -

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 differe"ntially 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 

adjustment 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. In 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. 

~------.~----------~------~---~--------~ 
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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 Goa ls .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 
Peers 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 

-;!t p< .05 
{,'k po::::. .01 
*** p <: .005 

" I 



Table 2-18 
Social Adjustment Scale Means for Variables 

with Statistically Significant Interaction Effects (d x t) 

Kansas City - Importance of 
Peer Goals 

First Interview 
Second Interview 
Third Interview 

Kansas City - Importance of 
Goals - Total 

First Interview 
Second Interview 
Third Interview 

Kansas City - Positive Student­
Teacher Relations 

First Interview 
Second Interview 
Third Interview 

Kansas City - Peer Disapproval 
of Deviance 

First Interview 
Second Interview 
Third Interview 

Kansas City - Delinquency 
of Peers 

First Interview 
Second Interview 
Third Interview 

Kansas City - Negative 

No Services 

13.91 
13.29 
13.39 

56.31 
56.98 
56.44 

30.73 
32.02 
33.02 

29.81 
31.84 
31.86 

~ .. hq 

21.27 
20.96 

Influence of Peers 

First Interview 
Second Interview 
Third Interview 

22.17 
19.27 
18.96 

Service 
(RFY) 

13.39 
13.22 
12.08 

54.34 
55.04 
51.05 

31.40 
31. 76 
30.34 

28.38 
31.17 
29.82 

1.4.07 
22.54 
22.85 

22.18 
21.33 
20.74 

Penetration Services 
(YSU) 

13.47 
13.03 
13.62 

56.72 
56.59 
56.76 

30.63 
31.87 
31. 74 

31.36 
29.48 
29.33 

22.50 
22.34 
22.66 

21.08 
20.34 
19.74 

13.29 
13.79 
13.45 

54.83 
55.03 
54.85 

29.37 
30.77 
31.66 

30.45 
30.34 
29.95 

23.50 
23.04 
23.27 

22.05 
21.30 
21.24 

I 
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Table 2-18 Continued 

Memphis - Importance of 
School Goals 

First Interview 
Second Interview 
Third Interview 

Memphis - Importance of 
Goals - Tot.al 

First Interview 
Second Interview 
Third Interview 

New York City (John Jay-Transit) 
Commitment to Peers 

First Interview 
Second Interview 
Third Interview 

New York City (John Jay-Transit) 
Negative Influence of Peers 

First Interview 
Second Interview 
Third Interview 

No Service Services 

20.96 
21.02 
20.63 

57.95 
56.27 
56.04 

18.41 
18.59 
18.77 

21.01 
20.14 
20.63 

20.40 
20.87 
21.39 

56.83 
56.89 
57.62 

18.86 
18.46 
17.77 

21.26 
21.48 
21.80 

Penetration 

21.51 
20.52 
20.95 

58.29 
56.08 
56.62 

18.64 
18.64 
17.97 

21. 61 
21.47 
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 11 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, ~ocial Isolation - Total, 

Student-Teacher Relations, Parental Disappr0val 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 

I 
I 

were found in Kansas City, none in Memphis or Orange CountYr 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 11 measures. No interaction effect was found 

for any single measure in more than one site. 

The tests associated with the analyses of change scores were consistent 

with earlier findings. Three main disposition effects were found that were 
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consistent with the interaction effer;ts 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 ~n school, job status) by disposition 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 ad.justment experiences of the 

youths surveyed. 

All of the analyses associated with assessing the differential impact of 

disposition on a variety of social adjustment variables point 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 dispositions. 

D. Juvenile Delinquency 

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 v1as to reliably 

order individuals for the degree of their involvement in delinquent 

activities. The first step in forming indices ~as 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 mnong individual items were much 

lower than with other scoring approaches, and the pattern of correlations had 

no conceptual coherence. 

These problems arise because frequency scoring heavily weights the very 

few highest scor9s. For example, considp.r youths who committed thefts every 

day, every other day, once a month, or never. For a six month period, these 

rates of activity would correspond to frequencies of 163, 81, 6 and 0, 

respectively. The difference between once a day and once every other day ~s 

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 

~r I 
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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 ••• ?" 

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 

Category Value 

° 1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

8 

9 
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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 cohe~ent 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 items. 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 comprisedo£ 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 skewn.ess in these indices presented some 

problems in the use of the standard least-squares statistics because groups 

with differing means tended to have different varL~.nces. A logarithmic 

transformation (the natural log of the scale value plus one) greatly reduced 

this problem while increasing test-retest correlations and correlations to 

theoretically related variables. 

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

Felony Assault 
1. attacked someone 
2. had (or tried to 
3. been involved in 
Minor Assault 

with the idea of seriously hurting or killing him/her 
have) sexual relations with someone against their will 
gang fights 

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 money or things from other students 
2. used 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. sto len (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 
3 avoided paying for such things as 
4. stolen (or tried to steal) things 
Damaging Property 

worth $5 or less 
movies, bus or subway rides, and food 
worth between $5 and A 0 

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. 
3. 
4. 

carried a hidden weapon other than a plain pocket knife 
been loud. rowdy or unruly in a public place (disorderly conduct) 
been drunk in a public place 

5. begged for money or things from strangers 
6. made obscene telephone calls. such as calling someone and saying dirty 

things 
Hard Drugs 
1. used hallucinogens 
2. used amphetamines 
3. sold hard drugs such as heroin, cocaine. or LSD 
4. used barbiturates 
5. used 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 

------------.~-----'---~-----" 
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Table 2-21 
Self-Report Delinquency Scales and Their Reliabilities 

for First Interview Period 

Sub scale 

Small Scales 

Serious Assault 
Minor Assault 
Robbery 
Serious Theft 
Minor Theft 
Damaging Property 
Public Disorder 
Hard Drugs 
Marijuana 
Alcohol 

Composite Scales 

Serious 
Minor 
Drugs 

, , 

Number of Items 

3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
3 
6 
6 
2 
2 

9 
16 
10 

Reliability 

.370 

.528 

.614 

.550 

.667 

.756 

.592 

.746 

.676 

.825 

.757 
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The first assessments for the effect of disposition on the delinquent 

activity of youths involved two-way analyses of var~ance tests with 

disposition and time as the independent variables and self-reported 

delinquency as the dependent variable. The focus was upon the interaction of 

disposition and self-reported delinquency scores. The results of the tests 

are shown in Table 2-22. 

The data in Table 2-22 indicate that in three of the four sites no 

significant interaction effects were found. In Memphis, where Penetration 

youths were less delinquent to begin with, two differences were found and, in 

both instances, Penetration youths began with much less self-reported 

delinquency and then moved toward the levels of the other two groups for 

second and third measurements (see Table 2-23). The results of this analysis 

of se~f-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. 

_______________________________________ c __ 
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Serious Assault 
Minor Assault 
Robbery 
Serious The ft 
Minor Theft 
Damaging Property 
Public Disorder 
Hard Drugs 
Marijuana 
Alcohol 

* p.:::".05 
** pc:::.. 01 

Kansas 

F 

.169 
1. 927 

.578 

.770 

.352 

.877 

.l~95 
1.173 
1.282 
1.721 

Table 2-22 
Disposition by Time Interactions 

for 10 Self-Reported Delinquency Measures 

City Memphis 

DF F DF 

6,592 .306 4,934 
6,528 1.655 4,772 
6,528 2.426* 4,772 
6,592 .626 4,934 
6,592 2.506* l~,934 

6,592 1.475 4,934 
6,592 .816 4,934 
6,592 .205 4,934 
6,592 1.139 4,934 
6,592 .582 4.934 

Orange County New York City 

F DF F DF 

.596 4,822 1.094 4,670 
1.324 4,668 .688 4,550 
1.097 4,668 .991 4,550 
1.320 4,822 1.484 4,670 

.256 4,822 .767 4,670 

.550 l~,822 1.102 4,670 
1.169 4,822 .777 4,670 

.491 4,822 1.132 4,670 

.ll8 4,822 .902 4,670 

.240 4,822 .258 4,670 



Table 2-23 
. Self~Re~orted Delinquency Subscale Means Variable 

w~th Stat~st~cally Significant Interaction Effects Cd x t) 

No Services Services Penetration 

Memphis - Robbery 

First Interview 
Second Interview 
Third Interview 

Memphis - Minor Theft 

First Interview 
Second Interview 
Third Interview 

.895 

.356 

.250 

6.43 
2.75 
1.85 

.996 

.500 

.460 

5.27 
2.88 
1.99 

.234 

.207 

.509 

4.72 
2.52 
1.90 
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Diversion from the juvenile justice system to serv~ces did not appear to 

result in less involvement in delinquent activities for Diverted for Services 

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

The self-reported delinquency data suggest, rather, that diverting youths for 

community-based services in the systems surveyed had no more impact on 

reducing subsequent involvement in delinquent activity than did referring 

youths on to the next step in the justice system or letting them go without 

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 offen4ers 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 into 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 ~n two 

significant effects for six-month comparisons and none for l2-month 

compar~sons (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 

1 0 1 °d o 0 10 0 dO 0 01 (T bl 2 28 2 30) mu t~p e rec~ ~v~sm ~n ~cate a s~m~ ar pattern see a es - to - • 

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 dispositions 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. 

6 Months 

12 Months 

6 Months 

12 Months 

6 Months 

12 Months 

Simple Recidivism -
Table 2-24 

6 and 12 Months Following 
Kansas City Total Sample 

No Services 
N % 

Svcs. (RFY) 
N % 

Presenting Offense 

Svcs. (YSU) 
N % 

Penetration 
N % 

STATUS - MISDEMEANORS FELONIES 

No Arrests 

Arrests 

No Arrests 

Arrests 

No Arrests 

Arrests 

No Arrests 

Arrests 

No Arrests 

Arrests 

, 
No Arrests 

Arrests 

52 

43 

(55 ) 

(45) 

X2 - 2.335 

41 

54 

(43) 

(57) 

X2 = 3.584 

65 

35 

df = 3 

55 

45 

df = 3 

(65 ) 

(35) 

N.S. 

(55) 

(45) 

N.S. 

MISDEMEANORS - FELONIES 

61 

34 

(64) 

(36) 

X2 = 469 . 

50 

45 

(53) 

(47) 

X2 = 659 . 

65 

35 

df = 3 

55 

45 

df = 3 

FELONIES 

74 (78) 79 

21 (22) 21 

X2 = 1.087 df 

72 (6) 68 

23 (24) 32 

X2 = 659 . df = 3 

(65 ) 

(35) 

N.S • 

(55) 

(45) 

N.S • 

(9) 

(21) 

N.S. 

(68) 

(32) 

N.S • 

63 

44 

51 

56 

67 

40 

58 

49 

84 

23 

79 

28 

(59) 

(41) 

(48) 

(52) 

(63) 

(37) 

(54) 

(46) 

(8) 

(22) 

(4) 

(26) 

70 

52 

60 

52 

75 

37 

65 

47 

93 

19 

86 

26 

(62) 

(46) 

(54) 

(46) 

(67) 

(33) 

(58) 

(42) 

(83) 

(I 7) 

(7) 

(23) 



6 Months 

12 Months 

6 Months 

12 Months 

6 Months 

12 Months 

Table 2-25 
Simple Recidivism - 6 and 12 Months Following Presenting Offense 

Memphis Total Sample 

No Arrests 

Arrests 

No Arrests 

Arrests 

No Arrests 

Arrests 

No Arrests 

Arrests 

No Arrests 

Arrests 

No Arrests 

Arrests 

No Services 
N % 

Services 
N % 

STATUS - MISDEMEANORS - FELONIES 

259 

85 

X2 = .921 

229 

115 

X2 = .06 

(75) 

(25) 

(67) 

(33) 

232 

66 

df = 2 N.S. 

201 

97 

df = 2 N.S. 

MISDEMEANORS - FELONIES 

267 

77 

(78) 

(22) 

X2 = 1.068 

239 

105 

X2 = .036 

(70) 

(30) 

236 

62 

df = 2 

209 

89 

df = 2 

FELONIES 

295 

49 

(86) 

(4) 

265 

33 

N.S. 

N.S. 

X2 = 6.842 df = 2 p<.05 

276 

68 

(80) 

(20 ) 

X2 = 1.395 

241 

57 

df = 2 N.S. 

(78) 

(22) 

(67) 

(33) 

(79) 

(21) 

(70) 

(30) 

(89) 

(ll ) 

(81) 

(9) 

Penetration 
N % 

257 

72 

221 

108 

266 

63 

229 

100 

303 

26 

275 

54 

(78) 

(22) 

(67) 

(33) 

(81) 

(9) 

(70) 

(30) 

(92) 

(8) 

(84) 

(6) 

6 Months 

12 Months 

6 Months 

12 Months 

6 Months 

12 Months 

Table 2-26 
Simple Recidivism - 6 and 12 Months Following Presenting Offense 

Orange County Total Sample 

No Arrests 

Arrests 

No Arrests 

Arrests 

No Arrests 

Ar.rests 

No Arrests 

Arrests 

No Arrests 

Arrests 

No Arrests 

Arrests 

No Services 
N % 

Services 
N % 

STATUS - MISDEMEANORS - FELONIES 

188 

28 

(87) 

(3) 

X2 = 1.176 

178 

38 

X2 = .369 

(82) 

(8) 

213 

23 

df = 2 N.S. 

190 

46 

df = 2 N.S. 

MISDEMEANORS - FELONIES 

189 (88) 

27 02} 

x2 = 1.958 

180 

36 

X2 = .103 

(83) 

(7) 

216 

20 

df = 2 

194 

42 

df = 2 

FELONIES 

205 

11 

(95) 

(5) 

X2 = 5.340 

200 

16 

X2 = .715 

(93) 

(7) 

233 

3 

df = 2 

222 

14 

df = 2 

N.S. 

N. S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

(90) 

(0) 

(80) 

(20) 

(92) 

(8) 

(82) 

(8) 

(99) 

0) 

(94) 

(6) 

Penetration 
N % 

192 

24 

178 

38 

193 

23 

179 

37 

208 

8 

199 

17 

(89) 

(11 ) 

(82) 

(18) 

(89) 

(11 ) 

(83) 

(In 

(96) 

(4) 

(92) 

(8) 

4 I 



Table 2-27 
Simple Recidivism - 6 and 12 Months Following Presenting Offense 

New York City (John Jay-Transit) Total Sample* 

-"!',.------------~~--:---------..,---------------No Services Services Penetration 

6 Months No Arrests 

Arrests 

12 Months No Arrests 

Arrests 

6 Months No Arrests 

Arrests 

12 Months No Arrests 

Arrests 

6 Months No Arrests 

Arrests 

12 Months No Arrests 

Arrests 

N % N % N % 

STATUS - MISDEMEANORS - FELONIES 

161 

32 

(83) 

on 
153 

27 

X2 = 7.930 df = 2 p<.OS 

148 (77) 135 

45 (?1) 45 

X2 = 5.697 df = 2 N.S. 

NISDEMEANORS - FELONIES 

161 

32 

X2 = 
148 

45 

(83) 

on 
153 

27 

7.930 df = 2 

on 135 

(23) 45 

p':::.05 

X2 = 5.697 df = 2 N.S. 

174 

19 

FELONIES 

(90) 

(0) 

164 

16 

X2 = 3.718 df = 2 N.S. 

163 

30 

(84) 

(6) 

149 

31 

X2 = 1.816 df = 2 N.S. 

(85) 

(15) 

(75) 

(25) 

(85) 

OS) 

(75) 

(25) 

(91) 

(9) 

(83) 

on 

112 

40 

100 

52 

112 

40 

100 

52 

129 

23 

120 

32 

(74) 

(26) 

(66) 

(34) 

(74) 

(26) 

(66) 

(34) 

(85) 

OS) 

(79) 

(21) 

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

Months 

6 Months 

12 Months 

6 Months 

12 Months 

6 Months 

12 Months 

j 
{1 
d 

Table 2-28 
Multiple Recidivism - 6 and 12 Months Following Presenting Offense 

Kansas City Total Sample 

Number 
of Arrests No Services Services (RFY) Penetration Services (YSU) 

o 
1 

2+ 

o 
1 

2+ 

o 
1 

2+ 

o 
1 

2+ 

o 
1 

2+ 

o 
1 

2+ 

N % N % N % N % 

STATUS - MISDEMEANORS - FELONIES 

52 
26 
17 

41 
27 
27 

61 
22 
12 

50 
23 
22 

74 
14 

7 

72 
11 
12 

(55) 
(27) 
(18) 

X2 = 4.607 

(43) 
(28) 
(28) 

X2 = 4.306 

65 
25 
10 

55 
22 
23 

(65) 
(25) 
(10) 

df = 6 

(55) 
(22) 
(23) 

df = 6 

63 
26 
18 

N.S. 

51 
27 
29 

N.S. 

(59) 
(24) 
(17) 

(48) 
(25) 
(27) 

MISDEMEANORS - FELONIES 

(64) 
(23) 
(13) 

X2 = 3.065 

(53) 
(24) 
(23) 

X2 = 1.861 

(78) 
(5) 

(7) 

X2 = 6.341 

(76) 
(12) 
(l3) 

X2 = 8.792 

65 
27 

8 

55 
25 
20 

(65 ) 
(27) 
(8) 

df = 6 

(55) 
(25) 
(20) 

df = 6 

FELONIES 

79 
18 

3 

68 
22 
10 

(79) 
(8) 
(3) 

df = 6 

(68) 
(22) 
(10) 

df = 6 

67 (63) 
27 (25) 
13 (12) 

N.S. 

58 
28 
21 

(54) 
(26) 
(20) 

N.S. 

84 (8) 
19 (8) 

4 (4) 

N.S. 

79 (74) 
22 (21) 

6 (6) 

N.S. 

70 
23 
19 

60 
22 
30 

75 
22 
15 

65 
22 
25 

93 
11 

8 

86 
14 
12 

(62) 
(20) 
(I 7) 

(54) 
(20) 
(27) 

(67) 
(20) 
(3) 

(58) 
(20) 
(22) 

(83) 
(10) 
(7) 

(77) 
(2) 
(1) 

I:.dMk wa_,~--""':---";";'-------------
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, 



IJ 

Ii 
Ii Table 2-29 fl Table 2-30 Multiple Recidivism - 6 and 12 Months Following Presenting Offense ;1 

Multiple Recidi~ism ~ 6 and 12 months Following Presenting Offense :1 
j, 

~ Memphis Total Sample 
Ii New York C1ty (John Jay-Transit) Total Sample 

~ Number Number fl Months Months of Arrests No Services Services Penetrations II of Arrests No Services Services ,I 
Penetrations N % N % N % (, 

N % N 'I 
% N % !I 

Ii 
Ij 

STATUS - MISDEMEANORS - FELONIES [i STATUS - MISDEMEANORS - FELONIES 0 259 (75) 232 (78) 257 (78) ii 
52 (15) 46 (15) 54 (16) !1 0 161 (83) 153 (85) 

6 Months 1 11 

112 (74) 33 (10) 20 (7) 18 (6) II 6 Months 1 12 (6) 
2+ 

fj 15 (8) 18 (12) 2+ 20 (10) 12 (7) 22 (4) X2 = 4.525 df = 4 N.S. 
II 
I' X2 = 9.537 df ::: 4 p< .05 f, 0 229 (67) 201 (67) 221 (67) , , 

12 Months 1 67 (20) 51 (17) 67 (20) a 
p 

2+ 48 (14) 46 (15) 41 (2) It 0 148 (77) 135 ( 75) 100 (66) 
I 12 Months , 

1 12 (6) 
, 

16 (9) , ! 
15 (0) x2 = 1.933 df = 4 N.S. I 2+ 33 (7) 29 (6) 37 (24) I 

MISDEMEANORS - FELONIES x2 = 6.550 df = 4 N.S. 
0 267 (78) 236 (79) 266 (81) MISDEMEANORS - FELONIES .. ~ 6 Months 1 48 (14) 47 (6) 53 (16) 

2+ 29 (8) 15 (5) 10 (3) 0 161 (83) 153 (85) 112 (74) '6 Months 1 13 (7) 15 (8) 18 (12) X2 = 9.817 df = 4 p <:.05 2+ 19 (0) 12 (7) 22 (4) ! 
239 (0) 209 OO~ 229 g~~ 

, 
X2 = 9.078 df = 4 

0 i N.S. 12 Months 1 65 (19) 51 (17 70 I 2+ 40 (12) 38 (13) 30 (9) • 0 148 (7) ! 
135 (75) 100 (66) ! 12 Months 1 14 (7) 16 (9) 15 (0) X2 = 3.422 df = 4 N.S. ~ 

2+ ~ 31 (16) 29 (6) 37 (24 ) I 
FELONIES i X2 = 6.236 df = 4 N.S. e 

Ii 
(92) 

,I 0 295 (86) 265 (89) 303 i FELONIES 6 Months 1 36 (10) 23 (8) 22 (7) 
i 2+ 13 (4) 10 (3) 4 (1) Ii 0 174 (90) 164 (91) 129 (85) 
~ 
~ 6 Months 
i 1 11 (6) 11 (6) 14 (9) X2 = 8.324 df = 4 N.S. 
!l 2+ 8 (4) 5 (3) 9 (6) 
11 0 276 (80) 241 (81) 275 (84) II X2 = 4.106 df = 4 N.S. 12 Months 1 43 (12) 39 (13) 43 (13) ~ 

2+ 25 (7) 18 (6) 11 (3) ~, 0 163 (84) 149 (83) 120 (79) ~ 12 Months 1 15 (8) 17 (9) 14 (9) X2 = 5.148 df = 4 N.S. 2+ 15 (8) 14 (8) 18 (12) 
X2 = 2.664 df = 4 N.S. 

I 

I j 
, s 



- 105 -

with the police than their counterparts in the other dispositions. The 

integrity of the random assignment process was thus questioned, as it appeared 

that the more serious offenders (at least Ln 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 grou~s 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. It 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 dispositions. 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. 

106 -

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. No 

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 d d I " " pro uce a most LdentLcal findings. The 

reCL LVLsm Ln Memphis was test for the main effect of dispositions on felony "d"" " 

statistically significant and thus consistent with all prLor analyses for this 

variable. The main effect for felony offenders at s;x h" 4 mont s Ln Orange 

County, however, disappeared. 

The collective results of the official recidivism analyses do not support 

serVLces oster a decrease in delinquent the hypothesis that diversion " f 

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 month9 after the presenting offense, as did the few other differences found 

earlier. By 12 months after the presenting offense, not one maLn 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 th f " on e our Lmpact 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 ~n affirming that diverting youths out of the justice system for 

services did not, for the four sites reviewed, result ~n either less 

involvement in delinquent activity (self-reported) or reduce the extent to 

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

youths in these four sites, the disposition of diversion for services was no 

more effective in reducing delinquency and further conta\~t with the juvenile 

justice system than was penetration into the system or release and no services. 

E. Summary Measure 

The answers to the questions posed at the outset of this section relative 

to the role that justice disposition plays in reducing negative labeling, 

promoting social adjustment, and lessening involvement in delinquent 

activities and official recidivism, were detailed above and were found to be 

consistent. The results of a variety of analyses all indicate& that diversion 

services were no more effective in producing positive attitudes, conforming 

behavior, and constructive environments than were dispositions that have 

traditionally been available to justice personnel. The evidence was 

relatively uniform acrosS analyses and constant across topics. Before these 

rather negative findings were accepted, however, one final attempt to reject 

the null hypothesis of no differences was initiated. 

The multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used as a summary to 

test for the effects of disposition, controlling for age, sex, ethnicity, and 

SES on a composite of impact variables including labeling, social adjustment, 

and self-reported delinquency. The MANOVA was selected as a summary 

analytical technique because it allows for the treatment of more than one 

dependent variable at a time. The MANOVA is a powerful method for summarizing 

effects on multiple dependent variables since the relationships among 

~, I 
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variables are often complex. A better assessment of effect may therefore be 

obtained through a multivariate .L 0 un~variate test as opposed to a ser~es f ' 

analyses. 

In preparation for the use of the MANJVA , all of the original measures 

used to assess labeling, social adjustment, and self-reported delinquency were 

considered in the selection of the measures to be included in the analyses. 

Of the original measures , 19 were selected for the MANOVA composite. This was 

done for a variety of reasons. ~s ~mited in the First, the MANOVA program' I' 

number of variables that can be simultaneously treated depending upon the 

design configuration associated with particular analyses. 

Second, many of the measures used in the two-way analysis of variance were 

redundant both in terms f f o ace validity and shared variance. A number of 

measures were therefore combined f to orm more comprehensive measures and to 

reduce redundancy. For example, the summary measure, The Importance of 

Conventional Goals - Total, was used in place of three individual subscales: 

Importance of Goals - Family, Importance of Goals - School , and Importance of 

Goals - Peers. N ' egat~ve labeling by parents, friends, and teachers as 

Conforming, Sick, and Bad were co llapsed into three measures focusing upon 

labeling content as opposed to the source of the labeling, providing summary 

negative lab I' e ~ng scales for Conforming, Sick, and Bad labeling contexts. The 

variations in Counterlabeling (mother, father, 

in favor of a 

dealt with. 

teachers, friends) were dropped 

summary counterlabeling measure. Social Isolation was similarly 

The self-reported delinquency b 1 su sca es were collapsed into three 

scales indicative of involvement in three levels of illegal activity: Serious 

Delinquency, Minor Delinquency, ,::md Drug Use. 

Third, inasmuch as many f h o. t e youths participating in the research were 
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from single parent famil~es 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 thoug11t 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 

experie~ces of youths. (See Table 2-11 for the list of 19 variables.) 

The multivariate significance test used as a summary assessment reflects 

d ~fferences in dispositional groups that were obtained the probability of mean • 

across an entire set of dependent variables. In this analysis, 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 

. 1 If a significant multivariate result equal, regardless of univar~ate resu ts. 

were then compared on those variables for which the was obtaineq, groups 

largest differences existed. 

d T~me 1 ~nterview data were used as cova~iates as Age, sex, ethnicity, an.L • 

. f random assignment outcomes and to increase a hedge against the integr1ty 0 

the precision of the comparative tests. Second period impact measures (six 

months after assignment) were assessed for dispositional differences, 

11 as age, sex, and ethnicity on all four controlling f"L initial scores as we 

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

arrest), controlling for Time 1 scores. 
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Of the eight assessments for mUltiple variate effects, the only 

differences found were for Kansas City. In order to determine which variables 

~n the composite were contributing the most in differentiating between 

dispositions for the multivariate tests in Kansas City, the univariate tests 

accompany~ng the MANOVA were studied. The adjusted cell means (adjusted ~or 

Time 1 data as well as age, sex, and ethnicity) for those univariate tests 

which proved to be marginally significant (p<.lO) 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 that the process of assigning youths to a diversion 

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

; 
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Table 2-31 
Multivariate and Univariate Tests for the Effects of Disposition on Selected Variables 

Kansas City 

t2 cov tl t3 cov tl 

Scale Univariate Adjusted Cell Means Univariate Adjusted Cell Means 

No 
F Sig Services 

CODlDitment to Parents 2.801 p .05 21.59 
Importance of Conventional 

Goals .831 p .45 56.92 
Self Image - Bad 2.588 p .10 10.03 
Parental Disapproval of 

Deviance 2.334 p .10 41. 71 
Peer Disapproval of 

Deviance 5.577 p .001 30.37 
Drug and Alcohol 

Involvement 2.783 p .05 1.20 
De linquency of Peers 1.749 p .15 21.28 

Multivariate Tests for 19 Dependent Valt"iables: 

Wilk I S Lambda 
Approximate F 
d.f. 
Significance 

t 2 cov t 1 

.72719 
1.49985 
57,758 

p<.05 

t 3 cov t 1 

.70280 
1.63730 

57,743 
p<.005 

Services 
(RFY) 

21. 76 

55.91 
10.14 

40.48 

31.65 

1.13 
22.57 

Services No Services Services 
Pen (YSU) F Sig Services (RFY) Pen (YSU) 

22.48 21.32 1.837 p .10 21.98 21.28 21.92 21.30 

56.20 55.05 5.922 p .005 55.79 50.77 55.94 54.45 
9.22 10.46 2.362 I? .10 8.60 9.32 9.32 9.85 

41.02 41.82 .554 p .60 41.56 41.14 41.90 41.55 

27.52 28.91 3.399 p .05 32.44 30.71 28.17 28.93 

1.48 1.27 2.866 p .05 1. 23 1.16 1.49 1.40 
23.35 23.52 3.851 p .05 20.61 22.32 23.46 24.02 

.\ 

"'IIII~ 

\ 



- 112 -

had relatively no differential impact for next stage 1n the judicial process, 

subsequent labeling, social adjustment, self-reported delinquency, 

official recidivism at the four sites reviewed. 

and 
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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 

servlces (through either diversion projects or community-based agenc1es 1n 

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 more 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 que!:~~,ionnaires. 
Similar comparisons were made based on 

these respondent self-reports. 

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

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

records suffers from the contradictions inherent in 
having a service agency 

collect research 
f t suffers from data; the accuracy 6f clients' sel -repor s 

. f t memory and confusion ~mper ec 
about the kind of agency providing the 

service. W~th different samples, describe somewhat Although they deal L 

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

two sources offer the 
f ' d' of services impact opportunity to corroborate ~n ~ngs 

obtained from either. f given site, the project records We hoped that, or a 

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

outcomes. 

II. Method of Analysis 
, of services are comparisons of The basic analyses to assess the 1mpact 

of 

outcome 
has received services and a group 

between a group of respondents that 

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

services and a group that has not. 
Unlike the impact of diversion analysis in 

bl assured by the random 
which the initial comparability of groups was reasona Y 

assignment procedure, 

to differ initially. 

that we would expect the present analyses involve groups 

, . necessary to retreat from the For this reason, 1t 1S 

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

~ I 

. frequently interpretable ~ook 
The results of such an analys1s are groups. 

1 d d that we are on less firm 
and Campbell, 1979), though it must be acknow e ge 

1 . s about treatment 
1'n the preceding chapter in drawing conc US10n ground than 

effects. 

I 
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All of the analyses in the present chapter follow the same basic pattern 

regardless of the independent variable in question. First, a three part 

analysis was conducted using the variables assessed in the interviews _ 

labeling, social adjustment variables, and self-reported delinquency - as 

measures of outcome. As before, our approach was multivariate. That is) 

dependent variables and covariates were considered simultaneously, and age, 

sex, ethnicity, and arrests prior to referral were controlled for before 

comparisons were made. Because we did not expect treatment groups to be 

initially equivalent, the first part of the analysis compared groups on Time I 

scores for all dependent variables. Knowledge of initial differences ~s 

important in interpreting the results of the rest of the analysis. 

The remaining two parts represent different attempts to take initial 

differences into account in assessing treatment effects. One is a 

multivariate extension of ga1n score analyses in which differences between 

Time 3 and Time I 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 I scores have been covaried out. In this 

context, multivariate covariance analysis is particularly useful. Not only 

does it provide for a more precise test of treatment effects, which is its 

primary function in the analysis of the experimental design, but also the use 

of multiple covariates provides a more comprehensive basis for adjusting for 

initial group differences. When groups are initially equivalent, the two 

methods - comparison of differences scores and covariance analysis - yield 

similar estimates of treatment effects. 

After the impact of services on the interview variables was assessed for a 

given independent variable, a second analysis was performed using rearrest 

information. Following the logic just described, treatment groups were 

'- -



- - - -- - ----~------- ----

- 116 -

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) Ln 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. 

III. 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 

Ln an analysis of services, we had little control over the form or the content 

of the inform~tion 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, hO~lever, 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 

, , 
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Table 3-1 
Analysis Plan for Assessing 

Impact of Services 

Dependent Variables 

A. Interview Data 

1. Time 1 scores for 19 selected 
outcome measures (representing 
social adjustment, labeling, and 
self-reported delinquency) 

2. Differences between Time 3 and 
Time 1 scores for 19 selected 
outcome variables 

3. Time 3 scores for 19 selected 
outcome measures 

B. Rearrest Data 

1. Number of official arrests for 
felonies and misdemeanors in the 
year following assignment to groups 

Independent Variables 

Kind or Amount 
of Services 

Kind or Amount 
of Services 

Kind or Amount 
of Services 

Kind or Amount 
of Services 

----------------------------------------------------~~-------------~ 

Covariates 

Age, Sex, 
Ethnicity, and 
Prior Arrests 

Age, Sex, 
Ethnicity, and 
Prior Arrests 

Age, Sex~ 
Ethnicity, 
Prior Arrests, 
and Time 1 
scores for 19 
selected out­
come measures 

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 ~n 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, camp~ng7wilderness, 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 col1.ection, 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 

, 
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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 

clients. 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 duration and 

intensity to have an effect or whether services were delivered at all. 

Despite its deficiencies, the data presented in Table 3-2 gives us some basis 

for determining the extent to which "diversion with services" actually 

resulted in services. Although consideration of service data obtained through 

self-reports may cause us to later revise our judgement, it appears that at 

three sites the gre~t majority of project clients received some kind of 

services. The exception is New York City, where 61% of clients who had 

records had three service contacts or fewer (the percentage of clients with 

minimal services could be higher, as records were missing for nearly 20% of 

those who were interviewed). Substantial numbers of clients received at least 

15 service contacts, ranging from a third of the New York City respondents who 

had service records to nearly four-fifths of the Kansas City clients. 

'--



Table 3-2 
Number of Youths Randomly Assigned for Diversion Project Services 

(Based on Project Records) 

New York City 
Kansas City Memphis Orange County (John Jay-Transit) 

N % N % N % N % 

Low 19 (l3.8) 43 (28.3) 44 (28.9) 70 (61.4) 
(0-6 contacts) 

Medium 11 (8.0) 43 (28.3) 43 (28.3) 6 (5.3) 
(7-14 contacts) 

High 108 (78.3) 66 (43.4) 65 (42.8) 38 (33.3) 
(15 contacts and up) 

Total 138 (100.0) 152 (100.0) 152 (100.0) 114 (100.0) 

I 
I 

NOTE: Figures exclude inappropriate referrals. Numbers in parentheses are 
column percentages. 
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Table 3-3 
Log of Rearrests (Felonies And Misdemeanors) for Youths 

Receiving Low, Medium, and High Amounts of Services 

Low Medium High F df Significance 

Kansas City 

Unadjusted Means .35 .32 .43 
Adjusted Means* .29 .35 .44 0.913 2,139 N.S. 

Memphis 

Unadjusted Means .35 .25 .18 
Adjusted Means .36 .25 .17 2.753 2,151 p <:: .10 

Orange County 

Unadjusted Means .16 .15 .13 
Adjusted Means .17 .16 .09 1.051 2,141 N.S. 

New York City 
(John Jay-Transit) 
Unadjusted Means .29 .79 .31 
Adjusted Means .30 .69 .31 1.678 2,118 N. S. 

*Adjusted for covariates: age, sex, ethnicity, and the log of the number of 
misdemeanor and felony arres ts prior to re ferral. 



o - 1 Contact 

2 or More Contacts 

o Contacts 

1 or More Contacts 

o Contacts 

1 or More Contacts 

~, I 

Number of Youths 
(Based 

Table 3-4 
Receiving Counseling 
on Project Records) 

Services 

Kansas City Memphis 
N % 

16 (11.6) 

122 (88.4) 

N % 

67 (44.1) 

85 (55.9) 

Table 3-5 

Orange County 
N % 

130 (85.5) 

22 (14.5) 

New York City 
(John Jay-Transit) 
N % 

35 (30.7) 

79 (69.3) 

Number of Youths Receiving Job/Education 
(Based on. Project Records) 

Services 

Kansas City 
N % 

26 (18.8) 

112 (81.2) 

Memphis 
N % 

124 (81.6) 

28 (18.4) 

Orange County 
N % 

137 (90.1) 

15 (9.9) 

. New York City 
(John-Jay Transit) 

N % 

74 (64.9) 

40 (35.1) 

Number of Youths 
(Based 

Table 3-6 
Receiving Recreation 
on Project Records) 

Services 

Kanqas City 
N % 

49 (35.5) 

89 (64.5) 

Memphis 
N % 

91 (59.9) 

61 (40.1) 

Orange County 
N % 

70 (46.1) 

82 (53.9) 

New York City 
(John Jay-Transit) 

N % 

97 (85.1) 

17 (14.9) 

i 
I­
I 
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B. Results 

1. Amount of Services. In order to determine whether the amount of 

diversion services they received affected outcomes for project clients, youths 

were sorted into three groups based on the Total Number of Contacts recorded 

for them in project records. The problems associated with variations across 

sites in how case records were kept are far less serious 1n making comparisons 

within projects than in making comparisons among projects. Presumably, case 

records in the same project were subjected to the same biases in record-

keeping. Table 3-2 presents the number of youths receiving low (0-6 

contacts), medium (7-14 contacts), and high amounts of services (15 contacts 

and up) at the four sites. In this analysis, the medium and high groups were 

collapsed in New York City because of the small number of clients receiving 

services. (Inappropriate referrals and youths Who moved or died in the course 

of the study wer.e excluded.) 

(a) Interview Data. Examination of the results of the three-part 

analysis indicates no consistent differences in the treatment outcomes of 

clients receiving low, mediurn, or high amounts of project service at any of 

the four sites. None of the multivariate tests of differences between change 

scores or between Time 3 scores adjusted fot' initial group differences were 

significant at the .05 level. 

(b) Rearrest Data. No statistically l:eliable differences were found for 

Kansas City, Orange County, or New York City Crable 3-3). However, 

interpretable differences approached statistical significance (p< .10) for 

Memphis, where number of rearrests was inversely related to the amount of 

services received. Taking the antilogs of the means that differed gives .4 

rearrests for the low services group, .3 rearrests for the middle group, and 

.2 rearrests for the high group. Data presented elsewhere in this report 
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indicate that Bervice groups were comparable at Time 1 on both the interview 

variables and number of prior arrest, suggesting that differences in rearrest 

can be attributed to the impact of services. Ordinarily, not much would be 

made of so marginal a result, but the analysis of covariance is a weak test of 

differences when the distribution of the dependent variable is so skewed. 

2. Kind of Services. A similar analysis was conducted to assess the 

impact of particular kinds of services on client outcomes. Three independent 

variables were constructed by dichotomizing Number of Counseling Contacts 

(none or onelvs. some), Number of Job/Education Contacts (none vs. some), 

and Number of Recreation Contacts (none vs. some). Note that receiving one 

kind of service did not preclude receiving the others. Tables 3-4, 3-5
s 

and 

3-6 show the number of project clients receiving each kind of service at each 

site. 

(a) Interview Data. Although changes in outcome measures were unrelated 

to the overall amount of services that clients received, significant effects 

were found for one type of service - recreational activities - in Kansas City 

and New York City. Tables 3-7 and 3-8 (bottom) show the MANOVA comparisons 

for difference scores (Time 3 minus Time 1) and for Time 3 scores adjusted for 

initial differences. The multivariate tests indicate that in Kansas City the 

two groups (those who received recreation services and those who did not) 

changed differentially over the year in which the study was conducted. In 

both Kansas City and New York, groups had different Time 3 scores when initial 

differences were adjusted for. 

1Since an initial contact with diversion project personnel at court intake 
or a police stationhouse was often counted as a Counseling Contact, clients 
with only one such contact were not considered as being enrolled in a service 
program. 

~------------------------~---,--------------------------------~------~--
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Table 3-7 
Selected Variables for Describing Impact of Recreation Services 

(Based on Project Records) 

Unadjust~d 
Time 1 Means 

No 
Dependent Variable Recreation 

Commitment to Parents 20.67 

Negative Attitudes 
toward Deviance 37.18 

Counterlabeling - Total 42.17 

Parents Disapproval 
of Deviance 41.58 

Commitment to Peers 17.96 

* p<.10 
** p<.05 
*** p <.01 

MANOVA T3-T1 

Wilks Lambda .728 
Approx. F' 1.942 
df 19,99 
significance p<.05 

Some 
Recreation 

21.30 

39.54 

43.14 

41.46 

18.46 

T3covT1 

.676 
2.015 
19,80 
p<.05 

Kansas City 

Unadjusted 
Time 3 Means 

No Some 

Adjusted Mean 
Differences (T3-Tl) 

No Some 
Recreation Recreation Recreation Recreation 

21.20 20.96 .93*** -.75 

37.16 37.82 -1.57** -3.70 

46.82 45.87 6.16** 1.22 

41.14 41.38 -.12 -.40 

17.22 18.66 -.04 .98 

Adjusted Time 3 
Means (T3covTl) 

No Some 
Recreation Recreation 

21.70** 20.46 

38.43* 36.55 

47.79 44.90 

41.90* 40.62 

17.34* 18.54 

... 

\ 
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Deeendent Variable 

Labe ling - Bad 

Self Image - Sick 

Social Isolation 

Peer Disapproval 
of Deviance 

Commitment 

* p< .15 
** pC:::: .05 

MAN 0 VA 

to Peers 

Wilks Lambda 
Approx. F 
df 
significance 

-----------------------------------------------------------

Table 3-8 
Selected Variables for Describing Impact of Recreation Services 

(Based on Project Records) 
New York City (John Jay-Transit) 

Unadjusted 
Time 1 Means 

No 
Service 

31.08 

9.06 

35.17 

34.59 

18.87 

.861 

.701 
19,83 
N.S. 

Service 

34.43 

10.29 

38.69 

30.86 

18.24 

.657 
1.760 
19,64 
p<..05 

Unadjusted 
Time 3 Means 

No 
Service Service 

28.87 35.18 

8.70 10.59 

34.39 37.34 

33.33 28.18 

17.88 17.00 

-. 

Adjusted Mean 
Differences (T3-Tl) 

No 
Service Service 

-2.48 1.02 

-.15 .09 

-.99 -1.15 

-1.19 -2.75 

-.53 -1. 71 

, 

, 

Adjusted Time 3 
Means (T3covTl) 

No 
Service Service 

30.02*i( 34.02 

8.86** 10.42 

34.32* 37.42 

32.48* 29.02 

18.18* 16.70 

\ 
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When a statistically significant multivariate effect was found, the 

following procedure was used in intet'preting it. First, a list of individual 

dependent variables was compiled that included any variable for which the 

univariate test of group differences was significant at a specified level 

(usually p~ .10) for either the differential change comparisons or the 

covariance analysis comparisons. Then, unadjusted Time 1 and Time 3 group 

means were graphed to determine the direction of change for each group and to 

assess the plausibility of hypotheses other than the efficacy of treatment 

that might explain the effects (regression effects, selection-maturation, 

etc.). Finally, graphs and univariate tests for all the selected variables 

were considered simultaneously, and a conclusion about the impact of services 

was drawn. 

Table 3-7 describes the five outcome variables that were used in 

interpreting the effect of services in Kansas City. Youths receiving 

recreation services changed in the direction of feeling less committed to 

their parents and more committed to their peers, having more positive 

attitudes toward deviance, experiencing less counterlabeling, and perceiving 

their parents as ~ore disapproving of deviance relative to youths who did not 

receive services. Overall, recreational activities seem to have had a 

deleterious effect on clients. The effect was consistent across variables, 

but it was not large, as can be seen by comparing the magnitude of the 

differences with the average group variability (pooled within cell standard 

devia~ion). Nor was the absolute difference of means substantial. For 

example, the difference between the two groups on Commitment to Parents 

represents less than 2 points on a scale that ranges from 5 to 25, i.e., the 

difference of changing from "agree" to "strongly agree" on two items out of 

five. 
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For New York City, five variables were selected VLa the procedure just 

described. Their unadjusted group means and MANOVA test of effects are 

reported in Table 3-8. Though none of the univariate tests on difference 

scores were significant, the direction of the group differences was the same 

as in the covariance analysis. Again, receiving recreation services seems to 

have had a negative effect on client outcomes. Those receiving them felt more 

labeled as "bad" by others, labeled themselves as more "sick," felt more 

socially isolated, and perceived their peers as more approving of deviance 

relative to youths who did not receive services. 

(b) Rearrest Data. No differences were found for any of the three 

service variables for Kansas City, Orange County, and New York City (Table 

3-9). The present analysis does shed some light on the marginal group 

differences in number of rearrests reported earlier for Memphis. Apparently 

these differences are largely the result of services related to jobs and 

education, though again the result only approaches statistical sigrlificance 

(p < .10). Youths who had job/education contacts recorded in project records 

had a mean of .1 arrests; those who had none had a mean of .3 arrests. The 

qualifications made earlier about the interpretation of such findings apply 

here as well. 

IV. Impact of Services from Community-Based Agenci~~ 

A. Youth Reports of Services 

Information about services was also solicited from the youths themselves, 

a far simpler task than surveying project records. An youths who were 

interviewed at Time 3 were asked a series of questions designed to elicit 

descriptions of the services they had received in the preceding year. 

(Similar data were collected at Time 2 with reference to the preceding six 



Log of 
Table 3-9 

Rearrests (Felonies and Misdemeanors) for Youths 
Receiving Three Kinds of Services 

Counseling Jobs/Education Recreation 

No Service Service No Service Service No Service Service 

Kansas City 

Unadjusted Means 
Adjusted Means* 

F ratio 
df 
signficance 

Memphis 

Unadjusted Means 
Adjusted Means 

F ratio 
df 
significance 

Orange County 

Unadjusted Means 
Adjusted Means 

F ratio 
df 
significance 

New York City 
(John Jay-Transit) 
Unadjusted Means 
Adjusted Means 

F ratio 
df 
significance 

.33 

.33 

.24 

.25 

.13 

.13 

.28 

.32 

.42 .37 

.42 .40 
.339 

1,138 
N.S. 

.26 .27 

.25 .28 
.002 

1,150 
N.S. 

.13 .13 

.15 .13 
.076 

1,140 
N.S. 

.35 .32 

.34 .31 
.027 

1,117 
N.S. 

.42 .43 • 40 

.42 .46 .39 
.016 .441 

1,138 1,138 
N.S. N.S. 

.15 .26 .28 

.11 .23 .21 
3.269 .455 
1,150 1,150 
P c::: .10 N.S. 

.09 .11 .15 

.10 .12 .14 
.157 .116 

1,140 1,146 
N.S. N.S. 

.35 .33 .30 

.35 .35 .22 

.072 .579 
1,117 1,117 
N.S. N.S. 

*Adjusted for covariates: age, sex, ethnicity, and the log of the number of felony 
and misdemeanor arrests prior to referral. 

1 

I 
i 
I ' 
i 

I 
! 

I 
I 

- 130 -

months, but these were not used for this analysis.) These data allowed us to 

extend the analysis of the impact of services to include respondents in the 

other two dispositions (No Services and Penetration) t0~ whom, of course, no 

diversion project service records were available • 

Information was collected about services provided Ln three different 

settings: probation agencies, community-based agencies, and institutions 

(detention centers, training schools, group homes). Simple descriptive 

language was used to make the questions about the type of agency and the kind 

of services received as unambiguous as possible. Whenever possible, the name 

of the agency and the service deliverer were obtained, so that inevitable 

respondent mistakes about the source of services could be corrected. For each 

type of agency, nearly identical questions were asked to ascertain the number 

of contacts in each of eight service categories. Cases reporting only a 

single probation contact or institutionalization of one week or less were 

eliminated on the premise that these were part of justice processing prior to 

disposition assignment rather than services resulting from a disposition. For 

the present analyses, two sets of indices were completed, one for 

community-based services and one for probation and institutional services 

combined (justice services). These parallel the set formf~d for the servic.es 

described if. diversion project records: 

(1) Number of Counseling Contacts (talking to someone about personal or family 
problems; items 329, 353, or 380). 

(2) Number of Job/Education Contacts (talking about careers, how to get or 
prepare for a job, help in finding a job, tutoring or help in chang;ing 
schools; items 330, 354~ or 381; 331, 355, or 382; 332, 356, or 384. Note 
I:hat items concerning job placement (331) and educational placement (332) 
did no t inc lude a frequency res ponse. There fore, the med ian numb€!r of 
contacts for these services in diversion project records was substituted 
whenever a youth reported receiving the service. Fot' job placement these 
values were 10 for Kansas City, 13 for Memphis, 30 for Orange County, and 
25 for New York City. The median value for educational placement was 20 
for all sites.) 
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(3) Number of Recreation Contacts (participation in sports and games, arts and 
crafts classes, cultural activities or field trips; items 334, 358, or 
385; 335, 359, or 386). 

(4) Total Number of Service Contacts (contacts for any of the above plus an 
"other" category). 

Using youths' reports of the services they received allows us to broaden 

our assessment of the integrity of treatments to the other two treatment 

groups. As in any field study, investigators had only limited control over 

what happened to youths after they were assigned to treatment conditions. Not 

surprisingly, the integrity of the treatments eroded somewhat over the year in 

which outcomes were assessed. 

It is not unusual that youths in the Penetration and No Service groups 

occasionally sought services from community-based agencies similar to the 

diversion project. In some cases, particularly where projects operated as 

service brokers, they obtained services from the same agencies that provided 

them to youths in the Diversion for Services group. As Table 3-10 indicateB" 

between 5% and 12% of youths assigned to the No Service and Penetration groups 

reported receiving services from a community-based agency. In fact, a youth 

assiined to Diversion for Services in New York City had only a slightly better 

chance 'of obtaining services in the community than one assigned to Penetration 

(16.9% vs. 11.4%). 

Similarly, some youths ~n the Diversion for Services and No Services 

groups ultimately received services from justice system agencies during the 

year in which data were collected. The overlap was greatest in Kansas City 

where 17.8% of the Diversion for Services group and 32.5% of the No Services 

group reported such services, despite agreements with police personnel to 

reassign rearrested youths to their original dispositions. 

-

Kansas City 

Community-Based 
Justice-Based 
Any Services 

Memphis 

Community-Based 
Justice-Based 
Any Services 

Orange County 

Community-Based 
Justice-Based 
Any Services 

New York City 

Table 3-10 
Number of Youths Reporting Any Community 
or Justice-Based Services by Disposition* 

No Services Services Penetration 
(RFY) 

(N = 80) (N = 80) (N = 83) 

8 (10.0) 52 (65.0) 9 (10.8) 
26 (32.5) l!+ (17.5) 39 (47.0) 
32 (40.0) 56 (70.0) 44 (53.0) 

No Services Services Penetration 

(N = 216) (N = 163) (N = 102) 

12 (5.5) 51 (31.1) 6 (5.8) 
27 02.3) 20 (12.2) 27 (26.2) 
37 06.8) 67 (40.9) 32 (31.1) 

eN = 134) (N :: 165) (N = 125) 

10 (6.3) 138 (83.6) 12 (9.6) 
14 00.4) 13 (7.9) 32 (25.4) 
22 06.4) 141 (85.5) 39 (31.0) 

(N = 129) (N = 130) (N = 114) 
(John Jay-Transit) 
CommunitY'-Based 10 0'.8) 22 06.9) 13 01.4) 
Justice-Based 15 01.6) 11 (8.5) 13 01.4) 
Any Services 25 (19.4) 28 (21. 5) 25 (21.9) 

Services 
(YSU) 

(N = 94) 

57 (60.6) 
17 (18.1) 
67 01.3) 

*Percentage of the total for a given disposition is in parenthesis. 

NOTE: Sum of percentages for Community- and Justice-Based Services often 
exceed percentages for Any Services because some respondents received both 
kinds of services. 



- 133 -

Finally, substantial numbers of youths reported having little or no 

contact with the agencies to which they were referred. For example, some 

youths referred for penetration were lectured and released at the next stage 

of justice processing, and others referred to diversion with services failed 

to report to the diversion project for an initial interview. As we expected, 

not many clients received probation or court se'cvices as the result of the 

initial referral to court. One way to estimate the number of youths who 

received justice-based services through assignment to the Penetration group is 

to subtract the percentage receiving such services in the No Service group (or 

the Diversion for Services group) from the percentage in the Penetration group 

receiving them. Presumably, youths in the No Services group found their way 

into justice-based services sometime during the year after random assignment 

to groups through some means other than their dispositional assignment. Thus, 

only about 15% of the youths assigned to penetrate the system in Kansas City 

received court services as the result of their referral (47% of the 

Penetration group reported services vs. 32% of the No Service group). Similar 

percentages were obtained for Memphis and Orange County; and in New York, 

youths in the Penetration and No Services groups had virtually identical 

chances of receiving services from a justice agency. 

We had hoped that our description of community-based agencies ("any 

progr,am that helps kids like yourself through activities like counseling, 

recreation, jobs, tutoring, or crafts class," not counting "programs run by 

the police and courts") would be construed by respondents as including 

diversion projects. If we assume for a moment that tte self-reports are 

accurate, then the number reporting services from community-based agencies 

should exceed the number receiving diversion project services since some could 
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be expected to have obtained services on their own. Yet the number of youths 

in the Diversion for Services group who could ~ remember receiving 

community-based services was 16.4% in Orange County, 35.0% in Kansas City, 

68.9% in Memphis, and 83.1% in New York City. Even if we include the youths 

reporting justice agency services - on the assumption that they were confused 

about who delivered the services - the 
percentages are still quite high: 

14.5, 30.0, 59.1, and 78.5, respectively. 

In sum, no matter how different the treatments were in the short run (and 

they were different at least insofar as one group proceeded to the next stage 

of justice processing and the other two did not), the consequences of 

assignment to groups became more similar over the period in which outcomes 

were assessed. 
However, this disparity between original disposition and the 

service experiences that youths reported havl"ng h ld t b " 
s ou no e lnterpreted as a 

criticism of the analysis presented in Chapter 2. It should be obvious that 

these features are not peculiar to the four sites under study and, 

consequently, the comparison of random assignment groups in the previous 

chapter represents a reasonable test of diversion to community-based programs 

~ it is actuallz implemented. That is, we believe that youths in the three 

groups had experiences that typically follow referral to a diversion project, 

referral to court, or L\cture and release. 

Furthermore, distinctions can be made among projects as to the "purity" of 

the dispositional groups. Based on self-reported services, comparisons at the 

Orange County site are as pure as can be hoped for since 83.6% of the 

Diversion for Services group versus 6.3% and 9.6% of the other two groups 

reported receiving services from a community-based agency; 25.4% of the 

Penetration group versus 10.4% and 7.9% of the other two groups said they 
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received justice agency services. The Kansas City site does less well, and 

the Memphis site less well still. In New York City, so few youths received 

services of any kind that the comparison of groups cannot be considered an 

adequate test of the impact of diversion with services. 

B. Resul.ts 

1. Amount of Services. Table 3-11 shows the amount of community agency 

services reported by interviewed youths in all three dispositions. 

(Discussion of self-report of justice agency services will be taken up 

later.) The independent variable for this analysis was formed by dividing 

youths into three groups based on Total Number of Contacts: none, some (1-15 

contacts), and many (16 contacts and up). In order to determine whether the 

amount of community agency services affected outcomes for the total 

interviewed sample, a set of analyses identical to those based on project data 

was conducted. 

(a) Interview Data. Changes in outcome measures varied with the amount 

of services received from community-based agencies in Orange County, but not 

in Kansas City, Memphis, or New York City. As indicated in Table 3-12, 

statistically significant effects were found with both ... the MAN OVA for 

difference scores and the multivariate analysis of covariance for Time 3 

scores. Inspection of univariate tests on selected variables suggests a 

fairly consistent pattern of results for both analyses. With the exception of 

Parents Disapproval of Deviance, groups reporting no service contacts and many 

service contacts were quite similar. Both groups differed from the group 

reporting an intermediate amQunt of services. The extreme groups had better 

outcomes than the intermediate group in that they perceived their peers as 

less delinquent and reported engaging in less minor delinquency and drug use. 
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Table 3-11 
Number of Youths Receiving Services from Community-Based Agencies 

(Based On Self-Reports) 

No Contacts 

Some (1-15 Contacts) 

Many (16 or more 
Contacts) 

Total 

Kansas City 

203 (62.7) 

72 (22.2) 

49 05.1) 

324 (100.0) 

New York City 
Memphis Orange County (John Jay-Transit) 

408 (86.1) 257 (62.2) 322 (88.0) 

34 06.9) 81 09.6) 14 (3.8) 

32 (6.8) 75 08.2) 30 (8.2) 

474 (100.0) 413 (100.0) 366 000.0) 

NOTE: Numbers in parentheses are column percentages. 
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Table 3-12 
Selected Variables for Describing Impact of Community-Based Services 

(Based on Self-Reports) 
Orange County 

Unadjusted Unadjusted Adjusted Mean Adjusted Time 3 Time 1 Means Time 3 Means Differences (T3-Tl) Means (T3covTl) 

No Some Many No Some Many No Some Many No Some Many Dependent Variable Contacts Contacts Contacts Contacts Contacts Contacts Contacts Contasts Contacts Contacts Contacts Contacts 
Self Image - Sick 9.25 9.06 9.24 8.58 7.61 8.44 -.76 -1.41 -.74 8.45** 7.68 8.48 

Parents Dispproval 
of Deviance 42.21 41.86 42.8(: 4!.83 42.32 43.14 -.24 .42 1.19 41.92* 42.61 42.74 

Delinquency of Peers 20.48 19.62 20.39 19.55 20.45 19.27 -1.06** 1.05 -1.23 19.37 20,,78 19.11 

Self-Reported Minor 
De linquency 1.13 1.06 1.26 .83 .89 .75 -.31** -.14 -.53 .79* .96 .71 

Se If-Rerorted Drug/ 
Alcohol Use .92 .83 .67 1. i4 1.34 .87 .20** 2.39 .21 1.04* 1.27 1.03 

* p·<.10 
** p<.05 

HANOVA T3-Tl T,3covTl 

Wilks Lambda .864 .848 
\ Approx. F 1.472 1.580 

df 38,740 38,702 
significance p<.05 p<.05 
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On the other hand, the groups with no contacts or many contacts were rnore 

like ly to describe themse lves as "sick" relative to the intermediate group c 

The curvilinear relationship between amount of services and outcomr~s is 

consistent with the notion that providing minimal services does more harm than 

good, that either intensive interventions should be applied or none at all. o Contacts 

Furthermore, it is conceivable that some treatment, for example counseling 1 or More Contacts 

services, might reduce delinquency and at the same time undermine 

self-concept. At this point, however, this is merely conjecture, g~ven the 

magnitude or the effects in question and the absence of significant find;ings 

for the other sites. 

(b) Rearrest Data. No significant (p<.05) or borderline (p4(.lO) 

effects of services on rearrests were found for any of th~ four sites. 

'1. Kind of Services. Based on youths sE;.lf-reports, one last set of o Contacts 

independent variables was formed by dichotomizing Number of Counseling 1 or More Contacts 

Contacts (none vs. some), Number of Job/Erh'cation Contacts (none yD. some), 

and Number of Recreation Contacts (none vs. some). Tables 3-13, 3-14, and 

3-15 show the number of respondents reporting each kind of service at each 

site. 

(a) Interview Data. Out of 24 possible multivariate comparisons (two 

analyses, three kinds of services, four sites), only one was statistically o Contacts 

significant at the .05 level: the covariance analysis of Time 3 scores 
1 or More Contacts 

indicated that counseling services had an impact on outcome measures in Orange 

County (Table 3-16). Unfortunately, using a dichotomous independent variable 

precludes finding the curvilinear relationship between services and outcome 

described above. Table 3-16 presents the variables selected to describe the 

effect of counseling services; perhaps because of the complexity of the 

Table 3-l3 
Number of Youths Receiving Counseling Services 

(Based on Self-Reports) 

Kansas City Memphis Orange County 

252 (77.8) 4·37 (92.2) 354 (85.7) 

72 (22.2) 37 (7.8) 59 04.3) 

Table 3-14 
Number of Youths Receiving Job/Education Services 

(Based on Self-Reports) 

New York City 
(John Jay-Transit) 

343 (93.7) 

23 (6.3) 

Kansas City Memphis 
New York City 

Orange County (John Jay-Transit) 

220 (67.9) 425 (89.7) 336 (81.4) 

104 (32.1) 49 00.3) 77 08.6) 

Table 3-15 
Number of Youths Receiving Recreation Services 

(Based on Self-Reports) 

331 (90.4) 

35 (9.6) 

Kansas City Memphis Orange County New York City 

240 (74.1) 429 (90.5) 317 06.8) 334 (91. 3) 

84 (25.9) 45 (9.5) 96 (23.2) 32 (9.7) 
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Table 3-16 
Selected Variables for Describing Impact of Counseling Services 

(Based on Self-Reports) 
Orange County 

Unadjusted Unadjusted Adjusted Mean Adjusted Time 3 
Time 1 Means Time 3 Means Differences (T3-T1) Means (T3covT1 ) 

No No No No 
Dependent Variable Service Service Service Service Service Service Service Service 

Important of Goals 56.93 55.35 .55.15 55.97 -1. 88** .72 54.45* 56.67 

Lack of Normlessness 51.09 53.07 52.73 55.13 1.59 2.11 53.07~'( 54.79 

Parents Disapproval 
of Deviance 42.16 42.75 42.03 42.96 - .. 17 .25 42.10 42.88 

Se If-Reported Minor 
Delinquency 1.16 1.02 .82 .89 -.35* -.13 .75* .96 

Se If-Reported Drug/ 
Alcohol Use .88 .70 1.12 1.16 .24* .46 1.06 1. 22 

* p< .10 
** pC::::: .05 

MANOVA T3-T1 T3covT1 

Wilks Lambda .936 .912 
Approx. F 1.311 1. 736 
df 19,362 19,343 
significance N.S. p '.05 

~, I 
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b · Youths who reported receiving relationship, the results are am ~guous. 

. felt- less normless, attached more importance to counseling serv~ces 

1 and perce~ved their parents as less approving of conventional goa s, • 

wh d ~d not receive services. At the same delinquency than their counterparts 0 ~ 

time, they reported engaging in more minor delinquency and more alcohol and 

drug use. 

(b) Rearrest Data. No significant (p~.05) or borderline (p~.10) 

differences in rearrests were found for any of the three kinds of services at 

any site. 

V. Summary of Findings 

It is difficult, based on these results, to draw any definitive 

. f . on youth outcomes, and it is conclusions about the ~mpact 0 serv~ces 

impossible to make any generalizations. Some statistically reliable effects 

were found, but they were scattered throughout analyses that differed in 

source of service information (records and self-report), kinds of service 

1) d types of outcome (counseling, job/education, recreation, and tota ,an 

variables (interview data and rearrests). To summarize: 

1. There was some indication that services (based on project records), 

particularly jobs and education, lead to a reduction in recidivism in 

Memphis. 

2. Recreation services (based on project records) in New York City (John 

) and Kansas C ~ty adversely affected clients' Jay-Transit Police ~ 

social adjustment and perceptions of being labeled. 

3. ) 1 t d to outcomes in a Services in Orange County (self-report were re a e 

complex way. The no services or intensive services groups reported 
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less m~nor delinquency and drug use, but described themselves as 

"sicker" than the group receiving an intermediate amount of 

services. Results for counseling services showed that clients 

receiving them reported more delinquency and drug use, but appeared 

better adjusted. 

We would have more confidence in these results if there was some 

consistency across sites or kinds of service or types of outcome variables. 

Analyses based on project records of services were not corroborated by 

analyses based on self-report of services. Analyses using outcom~ measures 

obtained through interviews suggest some small deleterious effect of services, 

but analyses using rearrest data showed trends in the opposite direction. 

Results found for Kansas City and New York City were not replicated in Orange 

County. Similarly, we could be more certain about the impact of services if 

the effects for any single analysis were larger. But after initial group 

differences were taken into account, independent variables often added no more 

than a few percentage points to the explained variance of the dependent 

variable. Comparisons of mean scores for different service groups suggest 

that many statistically significant differences may not be substantively 

significant. 

It may be, as the Orange County data suggest, that the effects of services 

on youth outcomes is too complex to be detected by the group comparisons we 

have made. Further work could be directed toward searching for curvilinear 

relations in the data, where sample sizes permit. Yet, given the statistical 

power of tests we have employed and the magnitude of the effects we have found 

so far, the chances of finding major impacts as yet undiscovlered ~n these data 

seem small. 

, 



Chapter 4 

CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS AND SERVICE DELIVERY 

I. Introduction 

attention focused on four intensively In the preceding chapters, our 

those at whlo'ch random assignment of treatment conditions was 
studied sites, 

possible. 
Now interest broadens to include all 11 diversion projects funded 

, (See Appendix A for detailed descriptions of 
through the OJJDP initiatlove. 

all program sites.) The present chapter provides a description of the 

the clients they served and the services they provided. 
projects in terms of 

, were certalo'n kinds of clients 
t t swer t ·,··o questloons: It also attemp soan w 

, d of services, and did services have an impact on 
selected into particular klon s 

, h perlo'od following referral to the project? client rearrests lon t e 

f h referred to the diversion Data were collected for two samples 0 yout s 

projects. The first and larger sample consisted of a complete census of all 

, lo'n their first two years of operation. After 
youths referred to the projects 

locating the most inclusive listings of re·ferrals to each project, the 

research staff searched project ~'el::ords fOlr client information including dates 

, and termincltion, offense type, referral source, 
of arrest, referral, servloces, 

and service information. 
, h" h til proJ'ect record form.) (See Appendlox D, t e s or 

The smaller sample consisted of up to 350 cases at each site that 

of all Cases referred to the projects in their 
constitute a systematic sample 

first 18 months of opera.tion. A more comprehensive search of project records 

h (us ing the "long" project record form, was performed for these yout s 
see 

Appendix C) in the manner described in Chapter 3. The longer form required 
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all of the information of the shorter form plus data on specific instances of 

service delivery in different categories over time. (Boston had to be 

excluded because service records were too incomplete to be useful.) Justice 

records for the smaller sample .Tere also searched in the manner described in 

Chapter 3, providing the data necesary to test hypotheses about the relation 

of services and recidivism. 

II. Description of Cases Referred to Projects 

A. Demographic Characteristics 

As Table 4-1 shows, in their first 24 months of operation, the diversion 

projects received far more boys as referrals than girls. For. eight of the 11 

pr.ojects the number of boys exceeded 80% of the total number of referrals. 

The John Jay-Transit Police and Puerto Rico projects had the highest 

percentages of boys, 94.5% and 92.2%, respectively. Rosebud and Orange County 

had the lowest percentages, 61.7% and 68.2%. 

Referrals to the projects as a group showed considerable ethnic 

diversity. Some projects, reflecting the connnunities they served, received 

referrals primarily of a single ethnic background: Rosebud 000% Native 

American), Puerto Rico (100% Hispanic), YES-MFY (86.2% Hispanic), Harlem 

(92.7% black), and Orange County (71.9% white). Referrals to the others 

represented two or more ethnic groups: Kansas City, Memphis, Boston, and 

Nilwaukee had substantial numbel:'S of both blacks and whites, whi,le Denver (not 

shown in Table 4-1) and John Jay-Transit Police had a mixture of blacks, 

whites, and Hispanics. 

Projects differed, too, in the ages of their prospective clients. In 

Denver, Memphis, and Puerto Rico, over 40% of the cases referred were 16 years 

and older. In contrast, the New York projects, where the age of majority is 
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Table 4-1 Continued 

Boston Milwaukee Puerto Rico YES-MFY Harlem 
(N -- 411) (N = 571) (N = 960) (N = 185) (N = 296) 
N % N % N % N % N % 

Sex 
Male 367 (83.9) 499 (87.4) 838 (92. ?) 144 (77.8) 244 (82. n 

Female 44 (10.7) 72 (12.6) 71 ( 7.8) 41 (22.2) 51 (17.3) 
Missing Data 0 0 51 0 1 

Ethnicit~ 
White 223 (54.4) 140 (24.6) o ( 0.0) 6 ( 3.3) 2 ( 0.7) 
Black 127 (31.0) 395 (69.5) o ( 0.0) 19 (10.4) 267 (92.7) 
Hispanicc 55 (13.4) 25 ( 4.4) 960 (100. 0) 157 (86.2) 19 ( 6.6) 
Other 5 ( 1.2) 8 ( 1.4) o ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
Missing Data 1 3 0 3 8 

Age at Time 
of Referra 1 
11 years 

& under 30 ( 7.3) 2 ( 0.4) 51 ( 5.6) 6 ( 3.7) 20 ( 7.2) 
12-13 years 82 (20.0) 92 (16.1) 98 (11.0) 25 (15.6) 71 (25.4) 
14-15 years 192 (46.8) 259 (45.4) 270 (30.2) 107 (66.9) 161 (57.5) 
16-17 years 107 (26.0) 216 (37.9) 426 (47.5) 22 (13.7) 28 (l0.0) 
18 years 

& over 0 ( 0.0) 1 ( 0.2) 51 ( 5.7) 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
Missing Data 0 1 64 25 16 

apercentages are calculated excluding cases for which information was unavailable, 
i.e., cases with missing data. 

bEthnicity was recorded unsystematically in Central Denver service records for those 
referrals who were never enrolled in services. The large amount of missing data makes the 
breakdown by ethnicity misleading. 

cHispanic includes Puerto Rican, Mexican-American, and Spanish-American. 
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16, received far fewer of the older youths (less than 15% of the total for 

John Jay-Transit Police, Harlem, and YES-MFY). The modal age group for 

referrals was 16-17 years in Denver (51.2%), Memphis (43.5%), Orange County 

(35.7%), Rosebud (43.9%), and Puerto Rico (47.5%); and 14-15 years in Kansas 

City (44.8%), John Jay-Transit Police (62.7%), Boston (46.8%), Milwaukee 

(45.4%), YES-MFY (66.9%), and Harlem (57.5%). 

B. Referral Characteristics 

Project clients were heterogeneous with respect to certain referral 

characteristics; that is, projects differed in the sources from which they 
, I 

received referrals and in the kinds of cases they accepted (or were offered) 

for referral (see Table 4-2). With respect to the seriousness of the offense 

that resulted in diversion, two projects - Memphis and YES-MFY - received 

primarily cases charged with felonies (71.7% and 62.0%, respectively). Three 

others - Orange County, John Jay-Transit Police, and Boston - received for the 

most part cases charged with misdemeanors (85.5%, 89.2%, and 71.1%). Arrest 

for a status offense was generally unacceptable as a reason for referral in 

II 

J 
II 

accordance with the guidelines established by OJJDP. Nonetheless, two 

projects - Rosebud anG Harlem - received a substantial number of cases charged 

with status offenses (36.1% and 33.7%). The remaining projects - Denver, 

Puerto Rico, Kansas City, and Mi.lwaukee - had a fairly even mix of youths 

arrested for misdemeanors and youths arrested for felonies in their referral 

populations. 

With the exception of John Jay-Transit Police, Rosebud, YES-MFY, and 

Harlem, theft was the modal type of presenting offense for referral to the 

diversion projects. At two projects, Kansas City and Memphis, over 

three-quarters of the r~ferral population was charged with theft. Public 

disorder was the modal category of presenting offense at John Jay-Transit 
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Table 4-2 
Referral Characteristics of Diversion Project Referrals 

Two-Year Sample of Referrals to Projects (N = 7,089) 

John Jay-
Denver Kansas City Memphis Orange County Transit Puerto Rico 

(N = 563) (N = 407) (N = 1,240) (N = 1,023) (N = 1,043) (N = 960) 
N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Serioulness of 
Presenting Offense 
Status Offense 28 ( 9.4) 10 ( 3.0) 51 ( 4.2) 6 ( 0.6) a ( 0.0) 5 ( 1.1) 
Misdemeanor 135 (45.5) 176 (52.9) 297 (24.2) 864 (85.5) 880 (89.2) 238 (54.3) 
Felony 134 (45.1) 147 (44.1) 880 01.7) 130 (1209) 106 (10.8 ) 176 (40.2) 
Missing Data 266 a 74 12 12 57 522a 

Pre&enting 
Offense Tn~e 
Assaults 34 (11.4) 24 ( 7.2) 43 ( 3.5) 132 (13.1) 12 ( 1. 2) 54 (12.3) 
Robbery 10 ( 3.4) 2 ( 0.6) 12 ( 1.0) 2 ( 0.2) 0 ( 0.0) 16 ( 3.7) 
Theft 160 (53.9) 253 06.0) 965 (78.5) 588 (58.2) 303 (29.6) 183 (41.8) 
Damaging Property 6 ( 2.0) 1 ( 0.3) 17 ( 1.4) 10 ( 1.0) 228 (22.3) 4 ( 0.9) 
Public Disorder 51 (17.2) 34 (10.2) 91 ( 7.4) 207 (20.5) 442 (43.2) 95 (21.7) 
Drug Offenses 3 ( 1.0) 6 ( 1. 8) 46 ( 3.7) 48 ( 4.8) 33 ( 3.2) 53 (12.1) 
Victimless Crimes 1 ( 0.3) 3 ( 0.9) 2 ( 0.2) 3 ( 0.3) a ( 0.0) 7 ( 1. 6) 
Status Offenses 28 ( 9.4) 10 ( 3.0) 51 ( 4.1) 6 ( 0.6) a ( 0.0) 5 ( 1.1) 
Other 4 ( 1.3) 0 ( 0.0) 2 ( 0.2) 14 ( 1.4) 6 ( 0.6) 21 ( 4.8) 
Missing Data 266a 74 11 13 19 522 a 

Referral Source 
Police 23 ( 5.4) 404(100.0) 0 ( 0.0) o ( 0.0) 1,035(100.0) 401 (46.8) 
Court Intake 72 (16.9) o ( 0.0) 689 (56.0) a ( 0.0) a ( 0.0) 455 (53.1) \ 
Prosecutor 42 ( 9.8) o ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 1,004 (1 00. a ) o ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
Probation Officer 282 (66.0) o ( 0.0) 523 (42.5) o ( 0.0) a ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
Judge or Referee 8 ( 1. 9) o ( 0.0) 19 ( 1. 5) o ( 0.0) o ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
Otherb 0 ( 0.0) o ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) a ( 0.0) o ( 0.0) a ( 0.0) 
Missi,ng Data 136a 3 9 19 8 103a 

, . 
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Table 4-2 Continued 

Rosebud Boston Milwaukee YES-MFY Harlem 
(N = 390) (N = 411) (N = 571) (N = 185) (N = 296) 
N % N % N % N % N % 

Seriousness of 
Presentin~ Offense 
Status Offense 132 (36.1) 1 (0.2) 3 (0.5) 13 (13.0) 92 (33. n 
Misdemeanor 232 (63.4) 290 (71.1) 269 (47.1) 25 (25.0) 104 (38.1 ) 
Felony a (0.0) 108 (26.5) 299 (52.4) 52 (62.0) 76 (27.8) 
Missing Data 24 3 a 85 23 

Presenting 
Offense TlEe 
Assaults 2 (0.5) 24 (5.9) 30 (5.3) 14 (14.0) 11 (3.9) 
Robbery a (0.0) 3 (0. n 13 (2.3) 30 (30.0) 39 (13.9) 
Theft 23 (6.3) 271 (66.4) 397 (69.5) 28 (28.0) 80 (28.6) 
Damaging Property 0 (0.0) 31 (7.6) 25 (4.4) 5 (5.0) a (0.0) 
Public Disorder 187 (51.1 ) 54 (13.2) 59 (10.3) 8 (8.0) 33 (11.8) 
Drug Offenses 18 (4.8) 15 (3.7) 27 (4.7) 1 (1.0) 24 (8.6) 
Victimless Crimes 0 (0.0) a (0.0) 9 (1.6) 1 ( 1.0) 0 (0.0) 
Status Offenses 132 (36.1) 1 (0.2) 3 (0.5) 13 (13.0) 92 (32.9) 
Other 4 (1.1) 9 (2.2) 8 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 1 (0.4) 
Missing Data 24 '3 a 85 16 

Re ferra 1 Source 
Police 147 (37.9) 148 (36.2) 16 (2.8) 15 (8.2) 64 (21. n 
Court Intake a (0.0) 234 (57.2) 549 (96.1) 105 (57.7) 138 (46.8) 
Prosecutor a (0.0) a (0.0) 6 (1.1) 0 (0.0) 0 (0. 0) 
Probation Officer 233 (60.1) a (0.0) 0 (0.0) 10 (5.5) 1+ 7 (15.9) 
Judge or Re feree 6 (1.5 ) a (0. 0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
Otherb 2 (0.6) 27 (6.6) 0 (0.0) 52 (28.5) 46 (15.6) 
Missing Data 2 2 0 3 1 

aReferral characteristics of project clients were recorded unsystematically in Central 
Denver and in SYDMA (Puerto Rico) project records. However, the proportions reported here 
approximate those computed for the subsample of clients for whom justice information was 
collected. 

school, or other service agency. b "Other" includes self, family, 

,~ 
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Police and Rosebud, in part because of the special populations they served. 

John Jay-Transit Police received youths arrested for delinquent acts commited 

in the New York subways, e.g., grafitti or tampering with transit authority 

property. The charges against the majority of Rosebud youths were for acts 

committed under the influence of alcohol. The greatest number of referrals to 

YES-MFY were charged with robbery, while the Harlem project received the 

largest proportion of youths charged with status offenses. 

Four projects received referrals from a single point in juvenile justice 

. Kansas Cl.·ty and John Jay-Transit Police from police system processl.ng: 

agencies, Orange County from the state attorney's office, and Milwaukee from 

court intake. Four other projects received referral primarily from two 

sources within the system: Memphis from court intake and probation, Puerto 

Rico from court intake and police agencies, Rosebud from police agencies and 

probation, and Boston from police agencies and court intake. Of the remaining 

projects, Denver had cases referred from all four system points; Harlem and 

YES-MFY, although court intake projects in large part, received cases from 

outside the justice system. 

C. Service Characteristics 

Not all cases referred to diversion projects were enrolled in a service 

program, and not all of those enrolled received services beyond an initial 

intake interview. Substantial differences among projects in the proportion of 

youths who received services on a continuing basis should not be surprising, 

given project differences in treatment philosophy. On one extreme, the John 

Jay-Transit Police p~oject staff had a stated goal of using the intake 

interview as a screening device to select cases in need of services; on the 
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other, Puerto Rico exercised a policy of providing serVl.ces to all cases 

referred to them. 

These differences are reflected in Table 4-3, which presents data on the 

two kinds of client losses: losses at the point of enrollment and losses 

occurring after an initial intake interview. Although the exact procedure 

differed among projects, most had some formal agreement, usually signed by the 

prospective client, which indicated that the client was "officially 

enrolled." Enrollment rates ranged from 76% l.n Orange County to 97.5% l.n 

Milwaukee and Puerto Rico. Reasons for failure to enroll varied across sites 

and included client's refusal of services, client's desire to have his case 

heard in court, and cases inappropriately referred by the justice system. 

Some sites, for example Milwaukee, that enrolled nearly all referrals in 

services did not keep a high proportion in services after the intake 

interview. Our working definition for whether clients received services 

beyond intake counted any client who had two or more contacts with a service 

provider. (Since the initial contact was usually counted as counseling in our 

coding scheme, clients who received only one counseling contact were combined 

with those who received no contacts in the analyses that follow.) Retention 

rates measured l.n this way ranged from 57.8% in Milwaukee to 96.4% l.n Puerto 

Rico. 

Obviously, clients left services for a variety of reasons. We tried to 

ascertain the major ones in our investigation of project records; these are 

listed in Table 4-3 also. For Our purposes, "services completed" meant that a 

client who received services beyond intake left the program by mutual 

agreement with project staff. We distinguished between "refused program" 

" ----
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Table 4-3 
Selected Service Characteristics of Diversion Project Referrals 

Two-Year Sample of Referrals to Projects (N = 7,089) 

John Jay-
Denver Kansas City Memphis Orange County Transit Rosebud 

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

Was Client Enrolled? 
No 119 (22.4) 33 ( 8.l) 260 (21.1) 243 (24.0) 198 (19.1) 74 (19.0) 
Yes 413 (77.6) 372 (91.9) 971 (78.3) 796 (76.0) 838 (80.9) 315 (81.0) 
Missing Data 13 2 9 11 7 1 

Did Client Receive Services 
Belond Intake? 
No 148 (27.9) 59 (14.5) 322 (26.2) 297 (29.5) 398 (38.4) 103 (26.5) 
Yes 383 (72.1) 346 (85.0) 909 (73.8) 710 (70.5) 638 (61.6) 286 (73.5) 
Missing Data 32 2 9 16 7 1 

Reason for 
Terminationa 
Service Completed 209 (48.4) 182 (56.2) 493 (45.2) 626 (66.0) 277 (28.8) 113 (33.4) 
Refused Program 41 (9.5) 24 ( 7.4) 202 (18.5) 144 (15.2) 188 09.6) 21 ( 6.2) 
Failure to Cooperate 31 ( 7.2) 47 (14.5) 179 (16.4) 54 ( 5. n 354 (36.8 ) 47 (13.9) 
Moved or Died 30 ( 6.9) 12 ( 3. n 57 ( 5.2) 23 ( 2.4) 24 ( 2.5) 58 07.2) 
Client Rearrest 13 ( 3.0) 29 ( 9.0) .114 00.4) 13 ( 1.4) 32 ( 3.3) 5 ( 1. 5) 
Inappropriate 

Referral 56 (13.0) 7 ( 2.2) 43 ( 3.9) 44 ( 4.6) 23 ( 2.4) 40 (11.8) 
Project Decision 0 ( 0.0) 23 ( 7.0 0 ( 0.0) 5 ( 0.5) 63 ( 6.4) 54 (16.0) 
Court Request 52 (12.0) 0 ( 0.0) 3 ( 0.3) 39 ( 4.1)b 1 ( 0.1) 0 ( 0.0) 

Missing Data 131 83 149 75 82 52 

l 
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Table 4-3 Continued 

Boston Milwaukee Puerto Rico MFY-YES Harlem N % N % N % N % N % Was Client Enrolled? 
No 82 (20.0) 14 ( 2.5) 23 ( 2.5) 9 ( 5.1) 43 (20.7) 
Yes 329 (80.0) 557 (97.5) 890 (97.5) 166 (94.9) 165 (79.3) 
Missing Data a 0 47 10 88 Did Client Receive Services 
Be2:ond Intake? 
No 

11.5 (28.0) 241 (42.2) 32 ( 3.6) 68 (38.9) 63 (30.6) 
Yes 295 (72.0) 330 (57.8) 854 (96.4) 107 (61.1) 143 (69.4) 
Missing Data 1 a 74 10 90 Reason for 
Terminationa 
Service Completed 167 (48.7) 78 (28.9) 654 (76.8) 27 (17.1) 56 (32.4) 
Refused Program 63 (18.4) 11 ( 4.1) 21 ( 2.5) 12 ( 7.6) 38 (22.0) 
Failure to Cooperate 66 (19.2) 139 (51.5) 158 (18.5) 91 (57.6) 64 (37.0) 
Moved or Died 15 ( 4.4) 12 ( 4.4) 11 ( 1.3) 10 ( 6.3) 2 ( 1. 2) 
Client Rearrest 3 ( 0.9) 1 ( 0.4) 7 ( 0.8) a ( 0.0) 6 ( 3.5) 
Inappropriate 

Referral 14 ( 4.1) 1 ( 0.4) 1 ( 0.1) a ( 0.0) 4 ( 2.3) 
Project Decision 15 ( 4.4) 21 ( 7.8) a ( 0.0) 7 ( 4.4) 1 ( 0.6) 
Court Request a ( 0.0) 7 ( 2.6) a ( 0.0) 11 ( 7.0) 2 ( 1. 2) 

Missing Data 68 301 108 27 123 

aSee text for explanation. 

bThese 39 cases in Orange County were terminated because the victim of the crime refused to 
allow the alleged perpetrator to be referred to services. 

, 
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which indicated that a client declined to participate before becoming enrolled 

in the program, and "failure to cooperate" which meant that the client 

received at least an initial interview before discontinuing. "Moved or died," 

"client rearrest," and "inappropriate referral" are self-explanatory. 

"Project decision" indicates that the project terminated the client usually 

for misbehavior or other failure to comply with project rules, while "court 

request" \Vas used to designate cases returned to the justice system for 

reasons other than rearrest. 

It is important to remember that the information in Table 4-3 was coded 

~rom project service records and consequently reflects inaccuracies in those 

records as well as the fallible judgement of the coder. Not infrequently the 

project staff was unable to supply definitive information about a case, and 

coders found it necessary to infer the data from case notes and memoranda. 

For a more complete picture of the services offered by projects, several 

statistics were computed based on information obtained from project records. 

Unlike the results presented so far, the data presented in Tables 4-4 and 4-5 

were drawn from the smaller data set (the "long form" information, which 

excludes Boston because of incomplete service records). Given the systematic 

way that the cases were selected, they should be representative of all cases 

referred to projects in their first 18 months of operations. 

Table 4-4 shows the mean, median, and standard deviation of number of 

service contacts (not counting telephone contacts) received by project clients 

in three categories of services. The statistics were calculated for youths 

receiving services beyond intake, that is, excluding referrals who did not 

receive services or received only an in.itial intake interview. Both means and 

medians are reported because variable distributions were often skewed, with a 
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Number. of Service Contacts Received by Project Clients 
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Table 4-4 Continued 

Rosebud Milwaukee Puerto Rico YES-MFY Harlem 

Youths Youths Youths Youths Youths 
All with Services All with Services All with Services All with Services All with Services 

Youths beyond Intake Youths, .. beyond Intake Youths beyond Intake Youths beyond Intake Youths beyond Intake 

~ 

Counselins 
llean 11 Contac ts 8.9 10.3 3.7 3.8 10.1 10.4 10.2 10.3 5.3 6.6 
}Iedian :fI Contacts 5.3 6.7 1.1 1.1 7.8 8.2 5.6 5.7 3.2 4.3 
Btandard Deviation 10.3 10.4 9.9 10.0 8.2 8.1 13.4 13.4 7.6 S.O 

Jobs/Education 
}Iean 11 Contac ts 0.3 0.4 21.0 21.6 0.9 0.9 9.0 9.1 1.3 1.7 
l-iedian 11 Contacts 0.1 0.1 5.3 7.0 0.2 0.2 1.3 1.3 0.2 0.3 
Standard Deviation 1.3 1.4 32.5 32.7 2.5 2.6 20.1 20.2 3.3 3.7 

Recreation 
~Iean il Contacts 0.1 0.1 4.4 4.5 9.3 9.6 9.2 9.3 1.3 1.7 
Nedian # Contacts 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.3 6.3 6.6 0.9 1.0 0.2 0.3 
Standard Deviation 0.9 0.9 10.7 10.9 9.7 9.7 19.6 19.7 3.1 3.5 

Total Services a 
Hean il Contacts 0.1 10.9 4.4 29.9 9.3 21.1 9.2 28.S 1.3 10.4 
Nedian 11 Contacts 5.4 6.9 12.3 13.7 17 .5 lS.0 11.3 11.5 4.0 5.8 
Standard Deviation 10.9 11.1 39.6 39.9 15.3 15.1 45.3 45.5 12.8 13.6 

a Individual Service categories, i.e., Counseling Jobs/Education, and Recreation, do not sum to Total Services, because the total includes 
an Other Services category not shown in the table. 

\ 



'r f 

- 157 -

few clients receiving a large number of services contacts and the majority 

receiving very few. When distributions are symmetric, the mean and median 

coincide; but for the present purpose, the median is probably the better 

indicator of the "typical" number of contacts received by a client. The mean, 

b d t calculate the total number of contacts on the other hand, can e use 0 

, ( h multiplied by the number of youths in provided by the project t e mean 

services). 

Based on the median values, typical clients in the Denver and Kansas City 

projects received the greatest number of contacts. The median number of 

contacts was 37.4 (Denver) and 35.S (Kansas City) for youths enrolled in 

services beyond intake. Puerto Rico (18.0), Milwaukee (12.3), YES-MFY (ll.S), 

C t (11 1) and Memphis (10.7) offered moderate amounts of services; Orange oun y ., 

Rosebud (6.9), John Jay- rans~ ~ T 't Pol;ce (6.2), and Harlem (S.8) provided the 

least. It is important to note that these data tell us nothing about the 

quality of the service provided nor about the duration of an individual 

service contact. There was, of course, considerable variability in what a 

d For example, a 10-minute meeting at the single service contact represente • 

d a 24-hour day on a campi 1:1g. trip were both youth's place of employment an 

counted as one service contact. 

In some cases (e.g., John Jay-Transit Police, Milwaukee, YES-MFY, and 

Harlem), the mean number of contacts greatly exceeded the median number, 

t ' h very few cl~ents received a large number of contacts. sugges ~ng t at a ~ For 

, I 1 the med;an may be misleading in estimating the these projects part~cu ar y, ~ 

total amount of services provided by a project. 

Examination of the median number of contacts for particular services 

reveals important differences ~ ~ L ;n i-he k;nds of treatment offered by projects. 
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Memphis, John Jay-Transit Police, Rosebud, YES-MFY, and Harlem can be 

characterized as counseling projects, since that service was provided to most 

clients in substantial amounts. Orange County offered primarily recreation 

services, while Milwaukee provided "jobs/education services. Denver and Kansas 

City offered large amounts of both counseling and jobs/education services, and 

Puerto Rico provided both counseling and recreation. 

Consideration of the the mean number of contacts changes the picture only 

slightly. At YES-MFY the mean number of contacts for all three service 

categories was quite similar. In other words, the project provided 

approximately the same total number of contacts in counseling, jobs/education, 

and recreation, but provided a disproportionately large number of contacts to 

a few clients in the latter two categories. A similar distribution can be 

found in Memphis and John Jay-Transit Police; otherwise the basic pattern of 

treatment focus remains as was just described. 

Table 4-S reports other measures of the extent of services: the number of 

months in which services were delivered and the number of months of program 

enrollment, that is, the length of the period between project intake and 

termination. The two measures are not the same because clients did not 

receive services in every month in which they were enrolled as clients. In 

fact, the discrepancy between the two values gives a rough estimate of the 

frequency of service contacts and the project's promptness in terminating 

clients who were no longer receiving services. 

On the average, Denver and Kansas City kept clients in services the 

longest, 8.8 and 6.3 months, respectively. This corresponds to the larger 

number of contacts provided by these projects as well. Rosebud and YES-MFY 

had the next greatest number (4.7), and John Jay-Transit Police had the least 

I 
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Table 4-5 

Length of Services Received by Project Clients (2.5). The rest of the projects did not vary greatly ~n the mean number of 

Mean Number of Months Mean Number of Months 

~n which Services were De livered of Program Enrollment 

months in which services were delivered. 

As we have seen, there is probably no simple way to describe the serv~ces 

Denver 8.8 (233) 9.7 (289) 

Kansas City 6.3 (238) 7.9 (282) 

Memphis 4.1 (273) 7.8 (304) 

Orange County 3.4 (248) 4.8 (336) 

John Jay-Transit 2.5 (231) 4.6 (233) 

Rosebud 4.7 (235) 7.5 (257) 

Milwaukee 3.7 (218) 9.1 (226) 

Puerto Rico 4.2 (345) 5.7 (354) 

YES-MFY 4.7 ( 67) 7.1 ( 89) 

Harlem 3.0 ( 96) 4.5 (123) 

provided by projects to their clients. Variations in the distribution of 

services over clients and over time are represented to a degree in Tables 4-4 

and 4-5. No attempt was made to address differences in the quality of 

services, the duration of service contacts, and the precise nature of service 

content. Nonetheless, some patterns emerged that have allowed us to make 

these general statements about the quantity and the focus of services provided 

NOTE: The number of cases on which the average is based appears in 
" by the 10 projects. 

parentheses. D. Distribution of Referrals Over Time 

Figures 4-1 through 4-11 are testament to the extreme variability amonv 
I 

I 
I ' projects in their ability to obtain referrals from the juvenile justice 

system. Using the more inclusive data set, two statistics were plotted 

quarterly for each of the project's first two years of operations: the total 

number of new referrals to the project (solid line) and the total number of 

new referrals who eventually received services beyond an initial intake 

interview (dashed line). Since projects began accepting referrals in 

different months, the time periods do not coincide. They do, however, 

represent developmentally similar periods, since they all begin with the first 

month in which referrals were received. 

Memphis, Orange County, and John Jay-Transit Police were the largest 

projects; each had one or more quarters in excess of 200 referrals. YES-MFY 

and Harlem were the smallest, never receiving more than 60 referrals ~n a 

single quarter. There was considerable variability within projects, too. The 

_______ T 
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Figure 4-1 
Referrals per Quarter to 

Central Denver Youth Diversion Project 
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Figure 4-3 
Referrals per Quarter to 

Memphis-Metro Youth Diversion Project 
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Figure 4-4 
Referrals per Quarter to 
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Figure 4-5 
Referrals per Quarter to 

John Jay College-New York City Transit Police 
Youth Diversion Project 
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Figure 4-7 
Referrals per Quarter to 

Boston Advocacy Program Youth Diversion Project 
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Referrals per Quarter to 

Alternatives for Youth Diversion Project Milwaukee 
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Figure 4-9 
Referrals per Quarter to 

Puerto Rico Youth Diversion Project 
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Figure 4-10 
Referrals per Quarter to 
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'Youth Employment Skills Program, Mobilization for Youth, New York City 
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John Jay-Transit Police Project, for example, had 34 and 159 referrals in 

successive quarters; Puerto Rico nearly doubled the number of referrals it 

received in two successive quarters in 1978. Note also that dramatic 

increases in new referrals are not immediately reflected in corresponding 

increases in new referrals enrolled in services. Memphis, Orange County, John 

Jay-Transit Police, and Milwaukee show instances of a decrease in the 

percentage of cases receiving services when the absolute number of new 

referrals increases. 

Some general trends over time are discernable. Many projects had 

increasing success in obtaining referrals over the period for which data were 

collected. Memphis, Orange County, John Jay-Transit Police (with the 

exception of one quarter in 1978 when most of the project staff was 

temporarily reassigned to patrol), Puerto Rico, and (to a lesser extent) 

Milwaukee all showed quarterly increases in new referrals which, toward the 

end of the two-year period, approached the number of referrals projected 1n 

their original applications for funds. None of the projects, however, 

achieved the projected number of referrai~ in its first year of operation. 

Denver, Rosebud, YES-MFY, and Boston showed fairly steady referral rates, with 

some minor fluctuations from quarter to quarter; referrals to Kansas City and 

Harlem actually appeared to decrease over the two-year period. 

III. Relation between Client Characteristics and Service Delivery 

Consideration of the relation between client characteristics and the kind 

and amount of services they received serves a dual purpose. First, it helps 

determine whether or not certain kinds of clients (e.g., males, nonwhites, 

youths with a greater number of prior offenses) were more likely to receive a 

------~--~----~--~-------~---
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particular kind of service or were more likely to rece1ve more attention from variable when non-impact sites are considered. (Only impact sites were 

serv1ce providers. If a degree of relationship greater than what might be included in the analysis for which the coding was originally formulated.) An 

expected by chance is found, it would suggest that the project staff assigned even distribution of cases across levels of a variable is, of course, 

youths to service options according to some, perhaps implicit, scheme. Or, to desirable when statistical tests are performed on the data. Furthermore, the 

the extent that clients had a voice in the selection, it would indicate that recoding provides an opportunity to confirm some of the results presented 1n 

self-selection into service options occurred systematically. Chapter 3 by repeating analyses with a different coding of the independent 

Second, the relation between client characteristics and client services variable. Cases returned to the justice system because they failed to meet 

can be viewed as a test of the comparability of a grvup that received services project criteria (i.e., inappropriate referrals) were excluded for this set of 

and a group that did not. The initial equivalence of service groups is a key analyses. 

consideration in evaluating the results of the analysis of covariance In Denver (Table 4-6), males and more serious offenders were more likely 

described below. As in Chapter 3, respondents who received services were to receive counseling and job/education services as compared with females and 

compared on outcome measures with respondents who did not, after statistically youths with less serious (i.e., status offense and misdemeanor) offenses. 

controlling for initial differences between groups. Thus, the results of the Younger clients (under 16 years) were more likely than older clients to 

present analysis aid in the interpretation of the results described in the receive recreation services. In terms of total number of service contacts, 

next section of the report. males and more serious offenders also received a greater number of contacts. 

Tables 4-6 through 4-15 present cross tabulations of selected client Two-thirds of the boys versus one-half the girls and 74.6% of those with 

characteristics - sex, age, ethnicity, seriousness of presenting of~ense, and felonies as presenting offenses versus 55.1% of those with less serious 

number of arrests prior to referral - with variables that describe the kind presenting offenses were in the high serV1ce category (21 or more contacts). 

(Counseling, Jobs/Education, and Recreation) and total amount (0 or 1 contact, This result suggests that the Denver project made a concerted effort to retain 

2 to 20 contacts, 21 or more contacts) of services. The first three service clients least likely to continue in services, i.e., clients arrested for 

variables are identical to the composite indicies used in Chapter 3; their felonies. It is particularly noteworthy at a site where return to the justice 

coding and scoring are described on pages 117 to 127. Note, however, that the system at the court's request or because of rearrest are significant reasons 

fourth service variable, Total Service Contacts, has been scored somewhat for termination, since the less serious cases would have a better chance of 

differently. For the present analysis, Low consists of 0 or 1 contact, Medium remaining in services for any length of time. 

of 2 to 20 contacts, and High of 21 or more contacts. The chief reason for The only statistically significant relationships in the Kansas City data 

this recoding was that it provides a more even distribution of cases for the relate to age (Table 4-7). Youths of age 14 and 15 had a better chance of 
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Male 
Female 

White 
Nonwhite 

13 and Undera 
14 and 15 a 
16 and Over 

Status Offense 
Misdemeanor 
Felony 

No Prior 
Arrests 

1 Prior Arrest 
2 Prior Arrests 
3 or More Prior 

Arrests 

Counseling Services 
a or 1 2 or More 
Contact Contacts 

48 (18.0) 218 (82.0) 
13 (37.1) 22 (62.9) 
X2"6.98, df=l, p< .01 

3 ( 6.7) 42 (93.3) 
30 (13.6) 191 (86.4) 
X2=1.64, df=l, N.S. 

a ( 0.0) 
27 (20.9) 
32 (19.3) 
X2=.049, 

9 (39.1) 
26 (21.0) 
16 (12.7) 
X2"9. 727, 

6 (28.6) 
9 (28.1) 

12 (29.3) 

4 (100.0) 
102 (79.1) 
134 (80.7) 

df=l, N.S. 

14 (60.9) 
98 (79.0) 

110 (87.3) 
d f=2, pc::" .01 

15 01.4) 
23 (71. 9) 
29 00.7) 

35 (16.7) 174 (83.3) 
X2=5.73, df=3, N.S. 

Table 4-6 
Relation between Client Characteristics and 

Type and Amount of Services Received 
Denver 

Job/Education Services 
No Contacts 1 or More 

Contacts 

72 (27.1) 194 (72.9) 
18 (51.4) 17 (48.6) 

X2=8.76, dfa 1, p<.Ol 

9 (20.0) 36 (80.0) 
51 (23.1) 170 (76.9) 

X2 ... 202, df=l, N.S. 

1 (25.0) 
36 (27.9) 
51 (30.7) 

X2=.300, 

13 (56.5) 
39 (31.5) 
26 (20.6) 

X2=13.197, 

6 (28.6) 
10 (31.3) 
15 (36.6) 

3 05.0) 
93 (72.1) 

115 (69.3) 
df=l, N.S. 

10 (43.5) 
85 (68.5) 

100 (79.4) 
df=2, p < .005 

15 01.4) 
22 (68.8) 
26 (63.4) 

60 (28.7) 149 (71.3) 
X2=1.06, df=3, N.S. 

Recreation Services 
No Contacts 1 or More 

Contacts 

195 (73.3) 71 (26.7) 
27 (77.1) 8 (22.9) 

X2 ... 234, df=l, N.S. 

32 (71.1) 13 (28.9) 
156 (70.6) 65 (29.4) 

x2,..0049, df=l, N.S. 

1 (25.0) 3 (75.0) 
88 (68.2) 41 (31.8) 

131 ~78.9) 35 (21.1) 
X =5.468,df=1, p< .05 

15 (65.2) 
93 05.0) 
91 (72.2) 

X2=.993, 

15 01.4) 
25 (78.1) 
31 (75.6) 

8 (34.8) 
31 (25.0) 
35 (27.8) 

df=2, N.S. 

6 (28.6) 
7 (21.9) 

10 (24.4) 

153 (73.2) 56 (26.8) 
X2=.48, df=3, N.S. 

a"13 and Under" and "14 and 15" categories were combined to compute X2. 
b"Status Offense" and "Misdemeanor" categories were combined to compute X2. 

, , 

Total Service Contacts 
a or 1 2 to 20 21 or More 
Contact Contacts Contacts 

42 (15.8) 48 (18.0) 176 (66.2) 
13 (37.1) 5 (14.3) 17 (48.6) 

X2=9.46, df=2, p < .01 

2 ( 4.4) 7 (15.6) 36 (80.0) 
25 (11.3) 44 (19.9) 152 (68.8) 

X2=2.77, df=2, N.S. 

a ( 0.0) 1 (25.0) 
24 08.6) 16 (12.4) 
29 (17i~) 36 ~21.7) 

X 4.111, df-2, N.S. 

3 05.0) 
89 (69.0) 

101 (60.8) 

9 (39.1)b 5 (21.7)b 9 (39.1)b 
24 (19.4)b 28 (22.6)b 72 (58.1)b 
13 (10.3) 19 (15.1) 94 (74.6) 

X2=11.886, df=2, p< .005 

5 (23.8) 
7 (21.9) 

12 (29.3) 

2 ( 9.5) 
6 (18.8) 
2 ( 4.9) 

14 (66.7) 
19 (59.4) 
27 (65.9) 

32 (15. 3) 43 (20.6) 134 (64. I ) 
X2=10.05, df=6, N.S 

" 

, 

r 



Counselina Services 
o or 1 2 or More 
Contact Contacts 

Male 56 09.4) 233 (80.6) 
Female 9 (20.9) 34 (79.1) 

X2 ... 057, df-1, N.S. 

White 25 (23.8) 80 (76.2) 
Nonwhite 39 (17.4) 185 (82.6) 

X2"1.87, df=l, N.S. 

13 and Under 21 (23.3) 69 (76.7) 
14 and 15 19 (13.7) 120 (86.3) 
16 and Over 24 (24.0) 76 (76.0) 

X2"5.15, df"2, p<.10 

Status 
Offensea 1 (16.7) 5 (83.3) 

Misdemeanor a 32 (18.8) 138 (81.2) 
Felony 31 (20.3) 122 (J9. 7) 

X2 ... 119, df"'l, N.S. 

No Prior 
Arrests 29 (21.8) 104 (78.2) 

1 Prior Arrest 20 (21.1) 75 (78.9) 
2 Prior Arrests 8 (21.1) 30 (78.9) 
3 or More Prior 

Arrests 8 (12.5) 56 (87.5) 
X2=2.624, df=3, N.S. 

Table 4-7 
Relation between Client Characteristics and 

Type and Amount of Services Received 
Kansas City 

Job/Education Services 
No Contacts 1 or More 

Contacts 

69 (23.9) 220 (76.1) 
13 (30.2) 30 (69.8) 

X2 ... 81, df .. l, N.S. 

31 (29.5) 74 (70.5) 
50 (22.3) 174 (77.7) 

X2"2.00, df-1, N.S. 

26 (28.9) 64 (71.1) 
24 07.3) 115 (82.7) 
31 (31.0) 69 (69.0) 

X2-7.13, df=2, p<.05 

3 (50.0) 3 (50.0) 
41 (24.1) 129 (75.9) 
37 (24.2) 116 (75.8) 

X2 ... 029, df"l, N.S. 

39 (29.3) 94 (70.7) 
23 (24.2) 72 (75.8) 
10 (26.3) 28 (73.7) 

10 (15.6) 54 (84.4) 
X2=4.406, df"3. N.S. 

Recreation Services 
No Contacts 1 or More 

Contacts 

124 (42.9) 165 (57.1) 
23 (53.5) 20 (46.5) 

X2-1.1S; df-1, N.S. 

49 (46.7) 56 (53.3) 
95 (42.4) 129 (57.6) 

X2=.526, df~I, N.S. 

27 (30.0) 
57 (41.0) 
61 (61.0) 

X2"19.38, 

5 ':83.3) 
81 (47.6) 
59 (38.6) 

X2.3.524, 

54 (40.6) 
37 (38.9) 
21 (55.3) 

63 (70.0) 
82 (59.0) 
39 (39.0) 

df=2, p<.OOl 

1 06.7) 
89 (52.4) 
94 (61.4) 

df"l, p<.10 

79 (59.4) 
58 (61.1) 
17 (44.7) 

34 (53.1) 30 (46.9) 
X2=5.712, df"3, N.S. 

a"Status Offense" and "Misdemeanor" categories were combined to compute X2. 

, 

, 

Total Service Contacts 
o or 1 2 to 20 21 or Hore 
Contact Contacts Contacts 

47 (16.3) 69 (23.9) 173 (59.9) 
9 (20.9) 11 (25.6) 23 (53.5) 

X2 ... 79, d f=2, N. S. 

19 (18.1) 30 (28.6) 56 (53.3) 
36 06.1) 50 (22.3) 138 (61. 6) 

X2=2.15, df=2, N.S. 

17 (18.9) 20 (22.2) 53 (58.9) 
15 00.8) 30 (21.6) 94 (67.6) 
23 (23.0) 29 (29.0) 48 (48.0) 

X2=10.81, df=4, p<.05 

1 (16.7) 3 (50.0) 2 (33.3) 
29 (17.1) 41 (24.1) 100 (58.8) 
25 (16.3) 35 (22.9) 93 (60.8) 

x2=.289, df=2, N.S. 

26 09.5) 30 (22.6) 77 (57.9) 
17 07.9) 20 (21.1) 58 (61.1) 
6 05.8) 11 (28.9) 21 (55.3) 

7 00.9) 18 (28.1) 39 (60.9) 
X2=3.501, df=6, N.S. 
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Table 4-8 
Relation between Client Characteristics and 

Type and Amount of Services Received 
Memphis 

Counselins Services Job/Education Services Recreation Services Total Service Contacts o or 1 2 or More No Contacts 1 or More No Contacts 1 or More o or 1 2 to 20 21 or More Contact Contacts Contacts Contacts Contact Contacts Contacts 

Male 158 (59.2) 109 (40.8) 236 ( 88.4) 31 ( 4.9) 195 (73.0) 72 (27.0) 93 (34.8) 116 (43.4) 58 (21. 7) Female 20 (58.8) 14 (41.2) 27 ( 79.4) 7 (20.6) 28 (82.4) 6 07.6) 13 (38.2) 13 (38.2) 8 (23.5) X2=.0015, df=l, N.S. X2=2.20, df=l, N. S. X2=1.36, df=l, N.S. X2=.335, df=2, N.S. 
White 33 (40.7) 48 (59.3) 77 ( 95.1) 4 ( 4.9) 72 (88.9) 9 01.1) 26 (32.1) 47 (58.0) 8 ( 9.9) Nonwhite 145 (65.9) 75 (34.1) 186 ( 84.5) 34 05.5) 151 (68.6) 69 (31.4) 80 (36.4) 82 (37.3) 58 (26.4) X2=15.5, df-1, p<.OOl X2=5.93, df=l, p<.05 X2"12.64, df=l p<.OOl X2=13.59, df=2, p<.Ol 
13 and Under . 55 04.3) 19 ( 25.7) 73 ( 98.6) 1 ( 1.4) 41 (55.4) 33 (44.6) 25 (33.8) 30 (40.5) 19 (25.7) 14 and 15 63 (61.8) 39 ( 38.2) 87 ( 85.3) 15 04.7) 77 (75.5) 25 (24.5) 42 (41.2) 37 (36.3) 23 (22.5) 16 and Over 60 (48.0) 65 ( 52.0) 103 ( 82.4) 22 07.6) 105 (84.0) 20 (16.0) 39 (31. 2) 62 (49.6) 24 09.2) X2-13. 77, df=2, p<.OOl X2=1l.73, df-2, p<.Ol X2=19.95, df=2. p<.OOl X2=5.01, df=4, N.S. 
Status 

Offensea 3 (50.0) 3 (50.0) 6 000 0) o ( 0.0) 5 (83.3) 1 06.7) 2 (33.3) 4 (66.7) 0 ( 0.0) Misdemeanora 37 (69.8) 16 (30.2) 48 ( 90 6) 5 ( 9.4) 31 (69.8) 16 (30.2) 21 (39.6) 20 (37.7) 12 (22.6) Felony 138 (57.0) 104 (43.0) 209 ( 86.4) 33 03.6) 181 (74.8) 61 (25.2) 81 (34.3) 105 (43.4) 54 (22.3) X2=2.278, df=l, N.S. X2=1.146, df"l, N. S, X2=.321, df=l, N.S. X2=.577, df=2, N.S. 
No Prior 

Arrests 98 (60.5 ) 64 (39.45 144 ( 88.9) 18 (11.1) 112 (69.1) 50 (30.9) 55 (34.0) 69 (42.6) 38 (23.5) 1 Prior Arrest 44 (50.0) 44 (50.0) 75 ( 85.2) 13 (14.8) 70 (79.5) 18 (20.5) 26 (29.5) 43 (48.9) 19 (21.6) 2 Prior Arrests 22 (71.0) 6 (30.0) 26 ( 83.9)b 5 06.1)b 26 (83.9) 5 06.1) 15 (48.4)b 10 (32.3)b 6 (I9.4)b 3 or More Prior 
Arrests 14 00.0) 6 (30.0) 18 ( 90.0)b 2 OO.O)b 15 05.0) 5 (25.0) 10 (50.0)b 7 (35.0)b 3 (I5.0l b X2=5.93, df=3, N.S. X2=.761, df=2, N.S. X2=4.99, df=3, N.S. X2=6.063, df=4, N.S. , 

a"Status Offense" and "Hisdemeanor" categories were combined to compute X2. 
b"2 Prior Arrests" and "3 or More Prior Arrests" categories were combined to compute X2 

r 
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Counselin& Services 
a or 1 2 or More 
Contact Contacts 

Male 193 ( 87.7) 27 (12.3) 
Female 83 ( 85.6) 14 (14.4) 

X2=.27, df=l, N.S. 

White 193 ( 85.4) 33 (14.6) 
Nonwhite 82 ( 91.1) 8 ( 8.9) 

X2=1.86, df=l, N.S. 

13 and Under 60 ( 85.7) 10 (14.3) 
14 snd 15 98 ( 88.3) 13 (11.7) 
16 and Over 116 ( 86.6) 18 (13.4) 

X2=.29, df=2, N.S. 

Status 
Offensea 4 (100.0) a ( O.D) 

Misdemeanors 245 ( 86.6) 38 (13.4) 
Felony 23 ( 92.0) 2 ( 8.0) 

X2=.565, dfool, N.S. 
No Prior 

Arrests 221 86.3) 35 (13.7) 
1 Prior 

90.2) b ( 9.8) b Arreat 37 4 
2 Prior 

(l00.0) b ( 0.0) b Arrests 8 0 
3 or More 

Prior 
8 ( 80.0) b 2 (20.0) b Arrests 
X2=.520, df=l, N.S. 

Table 4-9 
Relation between Client Characteriatics and 

Type and Amount of Services Received 
Orange County 

Job/Education Services Recreation Services 
No Contacts I or More No Contacts 1 or More 

Contacts Contacts 

204 ( 92.7) 16 ( 7.3) 116 (52.7) 104 (47.3) 
93 ( 95.9) 4 ( 4.1) 61. (62.9) 36 (37.1) 

X2"1.12, df=l, N.S. X2=2.81, df=l, p<.10 

215 ( 95.1) 11 ( 4.9) 134 (59.3) 92 f40.7) 
81 ( 90.0) 9 (l0.0) 43 (47.8) 47 (52.2) 

X2"2.86, df=l, p<.l0 X2=3.46, df"'I, p<.Ol 

68 ( 97.l)e 2 ( 2.9)e 26 (37.1) 44 (62.9) 
102 ( 91.9)e 9 ( 8.1)e 60 (54.1) 51 (45.9) 
125 ( 93.3) 9 ( 6.7) 89 (66.4) 45 (33.6) 

X2 ... 053, dfool, N.S. X2=16.11, df=2, p<.OOl 

3 ( 75. 0) 1 (25.0) 2 (50.0) 2 (50.0) 
265 ( 93.6) 18 ( 6.4) 155 (54.8) 128 (45.2) 

24 ( 96.0) 1 ( 4.0) 16 (64.0) 9 (36.0) 
X2=.263, df=l, N.S. X2=.804, df=l, N.S. 

238 ( 93.0) 18 7.0) 142 (55.5f 114 (44.5) c 

40 ( 97.6)b 2.4)b 22 (53.7) c 19 (46.3) c 

8 (100.0) b a ( 0.0) b 7 (87.5)c (12.5) c 

9 (90.0)b 1 (lO.O)b 4 (40.0) 6 (60.0) 
X2=1.069, dfool, N.S. X2=.286, df=2, N.S. 

a"Status Offense" and "Misdemeanor" categories were combined to compute X2. 
bIll Prior Ar t" "2 p' At" d "3 . ". . res , r10r rres s, an or More Pr10r Arrests categor1es were comblned to compute 
c"No Prior Arrests," "1 Prior Arrest," and "2 Prior Arrests" categories were combined to compute X2. 
d"No Prio At" d "1 p' A " r rres s an r10r rrest categories were combined to compute X2. 
e"13 and Under" and "14 and 15" categories were combined to compute X2. 

" 

Total Service Contacts 
o or I 2 to 20 21 or Hore 
Contact Contacts Contacts 

61 (27.7) 105 (47.7) 54 (24.5) 
20 (20.6) 59 (60.6) 18 (18.6) 

X2=4.62, df=2, p< .10 

62 (27.4) 127 (56.2) 37 (16.4) 
19 (21. 1) 36 (40.0) 35 (38.9) 

X2=18.60, df=2, p<.OOI 

17 (24.3) 29 (41.4) 24 (34.3) 
20 (18.0) 61 (55.0) 30 (27.0) 
42 (31.3) 74 (55.2) 18 (13.4) 

X2=16.32, df=4, p<.OI 

1 (25.0) 1 (25.0) 2 (50.0) 
66 (23.3) 150 (53.0) 67 (23.7) 
11 (44.0) 11 (44.0) 3 (12.0) 

X2=5.696, df=2, p<.10 

61 (23.8) d 137 (53 • .5) d 58 (22.7)d 

10 (24.4) d 19 (43.3) d 12 (29.3)d 

7 (87.5) (12.5) 0 ( 0.0) 

00.0) 7 (70.0) 2 (20.0) \ 

X2=1.431, df=2, N.S. 

\ X2. 

r 
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Male 
Female 

White 
Nonwhite 

13 and Under 
14 and 15a 
16 and Overa 

Status 
Offense 

Misdemeanor 
Felony 

No Prior 
Arrests 

1 Prior f -:rest 
2 Prior Arrests 
3 or More Prior 

Arrests 

Counseling Services 
o or 1 2 or More 
Contact Contacts 

63 (29.7) 149 (70.3) 
9 (50.0) 9 (50.0) 
X2"'3.17, df"'l, p<.10 

16 (35.6) 29 (64.4) 
56 (30.3) 129 (69.7) 
X2c.470, df=l, N.S. 

25 (31.3) 
46 (31.3) 

1 (33.3) 
X2 ... 000, 

55 (68.8) 
101 (68.7) 

2 (66.7) 
dfa 1, N.S. 

Table 4-10 
Relation between Client Characteristics and 

Type and Amount of Services Received 
John Jay-Transit Police 

Job/Education Services 
No Contacts 1 or More 

Contacts 

156 ( 73.6) 56 (26.4) 
13 ( 72.2) 5 (27.8) 

X2 ... 015, dfc 1, N.S. 

37 ( 82.2) 8 (17.8) 
132 ( 71.4) 53 (28.6) 

X2=2.19, df=l, N.S. 

61 ( 76.3) 
105 ( 71.4) 

3 (100.0) 
X2 ... 484, 

19 (23.8) 
42 (28.6) 
a ( 0.0) 

dfa 1, N.S. 

Recreation Services 
No Contacts 1 or More 

Contacts 

175 (82.S} 37 (17.5) 
17 (94.4) 1 ( 5.6) 

X2=1.70, df=l, N.S. 

40 (88.9) 5 (11.1) 
152 (82.2) 33 (17.8) 

X2=1.18, df~l, N.S. 

63 ( 78.7) 
126 ( 85.7). 

3 000.0) 
X2=1.988, 

17 (21.2) 
21 04.3) 
a ( 0.0) 

df"l, N.S. 

o ( 0.0) a ( 0.0) 32 
60 (32.3) c 126 (67.7) c 133 

b 
( 84.2) b 

b 
6 (15.8) b 

b 26 ( 68.4) b 12 01.6)b 
25 (13.4)b 
1 (20.0) 

df=l, p<.OI 
2 (40.0) c 3 (60.0) c 3 

( 71.5) 
( 60.0) 
X2=2.744?, 

53 (28.5) 
2 (40.0) 

df"'l, N.S. X2=.133, df*l, N.S. 

38 (36.9) 
18 (27.3) 
9 (34.6) 

65 (63.1) 
48 (72.7) 
17 (65.4) 

6 (17.6) 28 (82.4) 
x2=5.09, df=3, N.S. 

77 ( 74.8) 
44 ( 66.7) 
21 ( 80.8) 

26 (25.2) 
22 (33.3) 
5 (19.2) 

26 ( 76.5) 8 (23.5) 
X2=2.51, df=3, N.S. 

161 ( 86.6) 
4 ( 80.0) 

X2=7.392, 

88 85.4) 
52 78.8) 
23 88.5} 

15 (14.6) 
14.(21.2) 

3 (11.5) 

28 (82.4) 6 (17.6) 
X2=1.83, df=3, N.S. 

a"14 and 15" and "16 and Over" catp.gories were combined to compute X2. 
b"Status Offense" and "Misdemeanor" categories were combined to compute X2. 

Total Service Contacts 
o or 1 2 to 20 21 or More 
Contact Contacts Contacts 

61 (28.8) 113 (53.3) 
7 (38.9) 7 (38.9) 

X2=1.40, df=2, N.S. 

16 (35.6) 23 (51.1) 
52 (28.1) 97 (52.4) 

x2=1.43, dfc2, N.S. 

25 (31.3) 
42 (28.6) 

1 (33.3) 
X2c .245, 

40 (50.0) 
78 (53.1) 
2 (66.7) 

df=2, N.S. 

38 (17.9) 
4 (22.2) 

6 (13.3) 
36 (19.5) 

15 (18.8) 
27 (18.4) 
o ( 0.0) 

b b b 
9 (23.7) b 29 (76.3) b 0 ( 0.0) b 

56 (30.1) 90 (48.4) 40 (21.5) 
2 (40.0) 1 (20.0) 2 (40.0t 

X2=13.812, dfc 2, p< .005 

36 05.0) 
16 (24.2) 

9 (34.6) 

45 (43.7) 
37 (56.1) 
15 (57.7) 

6 (17.6) 23 (67.6) 
x2=9.27, df=6, N.S 

22 (21.4) 
13 (19.7) 

2 ( 7.7) 

5 (14.7) 

had 
c"Misdemeanor" and "Felony" categories were combined to compute X2. Note also that seriousness of presenting offense and number of prior arrests 

substantial amounts of missing data. 

~ .............................. ---.~ .... --------------~--------------------.----------------------------------------------------------~----------------~-----~ 
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Counselins Services 
o or 1 2 or More 
Conl:act Contacts 

Male 27 07.3) 129 (82.7) 
Female 19 (20.4) 74 09.6) 

X2=.37, df=l, N.S. 

White 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
Nonwhite 47 (18.7) 204 (81.3) 

13 and Under 7 (16.3) 36 (83.7) 
14 and 15 16 (16.3) 82 (83.7) 
16 and Over 22 (20.4) 86 (79.6) 

X2=.68, df-2, N.S. 

Status 
Offense 16 (15.0) 91 (B5.G} 

Misdemeanora 28 (20.6) 108 09.4) 
Felonya o ( 0.0) o ( 0.0) 

X 2",1. 282, df'"l, N.S. 

No Prior 
Arrests 27 (20.1) 107 09.9) 

1 Prior Arrest 8 (16.0) 42 (84.0) 
2 Prior Arrests 2 (lO.O) 18 (90.0) 
3 or More Prior 

Arrests 10 (21. 3) 37 (78.7) 
X2=1.62, df=3, N.S. 

Table 4-11 
Relation between Client Characteristics and 

Type and Amount of Servicea Received 
Rosebud 

Job/Education Services Recreation Services 
No Contacts 1 or More No Contacts 1 or More 

Contacts Contacts 

136 (87.2) 20 02.8) 153 ( 98.1) 3 (1.9) 
78 (83.9) 15 (16.1) 90 ( 96.8) 3 (3.2) 

X2 ... 52, df=l, N.S. X2",.42, df=l, N.S. 

0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) o ( 0.0) 0 (0.0) 
216 (86.1) 35 (13.9) 245 ( 97.6) 6 (2.4) 

31 (72:1) 12 (27.9) 40 ( 93.0)b 3 O.O)b 
91 (92.9) 7 ( 7.1) 97 ( 99.0)b 1 (1.0)b 
92 (85.2) 16 04.8) 106 ( 98.1) 2 0.9) 

X2=10.76, df"'2. p<.OI X2 ... 252, df=l, N.S. 

87 (81.3) 20 (18.7) 105 ( 98.1) 2 (1.9) 
121 (89.0) 15 (11.0) 132 ( 97.1) 4 (2.9) 

o ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) o ( 0.0) o (0.0) 
X2=2.852, df"'l, N.S. x2,..286, df=l, N.S. 

116 (86.6) 18 (13.4) 129 ( 96.3) 5 (3.7) 
42 (84.0) 8 (16.0) 50 (100.0)C 0 (O.O)C 
19 (95.0) 1 ( 5.0) 20 (100.0) c 0 (0.0) c 

39 (83.0) 8 07.0) 46 ( 97.9)C (2.l)c 
X2=1.90, df=3, N.S. X2=2.21S, df=l, N.S. 

a"Misdemeanor" and "Felony" categories were combined to compute X2. 
b"13 and Under" and "14 and 15" categories were combined to compute X2. 
c"l Prior Arrest," "2 Prior Arrests," and "3 or More Prior Arrests" were combined to compute X2. 

, 

Total Service Contacts 
o or 1 2 to 20 21 or More 
Contact Contacts Contacts 

24 05.4) 111 (71.2) 21 (13.5) 
19 (20.4) 53 (57.0) 21 (22.6) 

X2=5.51, df=2, pc:: .01 

o ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
44 (17.5) 164 (65.3) 43 07.1) 

5 01.6)- 27 (62.8) 11 (2S.6) 
16 06.3) 65 (66.3) 17 07.3) 
21 09.4) 72 (66.7) IS (13.9) 

X2=3.65, df=4, N.S. 

16 (1S.0) 72 (67.3) 19 07.8) 
25 08.4) 87 (64.0) 24 07.6) 
0 ( 0.0) o ( 0.0) G ( 0.0) 

X2=.SI9, df=2, N.S. 

27 (20.1) 82 (61.2) 2S 01l.7) 
7 04.0)C 37 04.0)C 6 (l2.0)C 
2 (10.0)C 17 (8S.0)C 1 ( 5.0)C 

8 (17.0)C 28 (59.6) c 11 (23.4)C 
X2=3.074, df=4, N.S. 

\ 



Male 
Female 

White 
Nonwhite 

13 and Under 
14 and 15 
16 and Over 

Statull 
OffenseS 

Misdemeanora 
Felony 

No Prior 
Arrests 

1 Prior Arrest 
2 Prior Arrests 
3 or More Prior 

Arrests 

Counseling Services 
o or 1 2 or More 
Contact Contacts 

261 (85.3) 45 (14.7) 
32 ( 94.1) 2 ( 5.9) 
X2=2.00, df-l, N.S. 

69 (82.1) 15 (17.9) 
223 (87.5) 32 (12.5) 

X2=1.49, dfMl, N.S. 

37 (67.3) 18 (32.7) 
143 (87.7) 20 (12.3) 
112 ( 92.6) 9 ( 7.4) 
X2=20.91, df·2, p<.OOl 

4 (100.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
121 (84.0) 23 06.0) 
166 (87.4) 24 (12.6) 

X2_.SS8, df=l, N.S. 

83 ( 85.6) 
55 ( 83.3) 
59 ( 88.1) 

14 04.4) 
11 (16.7) 
8 (11.9) 

96 (87.3) 14 (12.7) 
X2=.79, df-3, N.S. 

Table Il-12 
Relation between Client Characteristics and 

Type and Amount of Services Received 
Milwaukee 

Job/Education Services Recreation Services 
No Contacts 1 or More No Contacts 1 or More 

Contacts Contacts 

123 ( 40.2) 183 (59.8) 207 ( 67.6) 99 (32.4) 
13 ( 38.2) 21 (61.8) 22 ( 64.7) 12 (35.3) 

X2 ... 049, df·l, N.S" x2 ... 120, df-l, N.S. 

52 ( 61.9) 32 (38.1) 67 ( 79.8) 17 (20.2) 
83 ( 32.5) 172 (67.5) 161 ( 63.0 94 (36.9) 

X2"22.72, df"'l, p<.OOl x2=7.93, df-l, p<.01 

35 ( 63.6) 20 (36.4) 25 ( 45.5) 30 (54.5) 
56 ( 34.4) 107 (65.6) 109 ( 66.9) 54 (33.1) 
45 ( 37.2) 76 (62.8) 95 ( 78.5) 26 (21.5) 

X2=15.35, df=2, ~.001 X2cI8.92, df=2, p~.OOI 

4 (100.0) 0 ( 0.0) 4 (100.0) o ( 0.0) 
58 ( 40.3) 86 (59.7) 96 ( 66.]) 48 (33.3) 
73 ( 38.4) 117 (61.6) 

X2=0.418, dfc 1, N.S. 
127 ( 66.8) 63 (33.2) 

X2·.020, df-l, N.S. 

42 ( 43.3) 55 (56.7) 62 ( 63.9) 35 (36.1) 
24 ( 36.4) 42 (63.6) 45 ( 68.2) 21 (31. 8) 
26 ( 38.8) 41 (61. 2) 41 ( 61.2) 26 (38.8) 

44 ( 40.0) 66 (60.0) 81 ( 73" 6) 29 (26.4) 
x2=.84! df=3, N.S. X2=3.67, df=3, N.S. 

a"Status Offens!'!" and "Misdemeanor" categories were combined to compute X2. 

, 

, 

Total Service Contacts 
o or i 2 to 20 21 or More 
Con tacIt Contacts Contacts 

91 ( 29" 7) 81 (26.5) 134 (43.8) 
12 ( 35.3) 8 (23.5) 14 (41.2) 

X2= .• 46, df=2, N.S. 

41 ( 48.8) 19 (22.6) 24 (28.6) 
61 ( 23.9) 70 (27.5) 

X2=19.39, df=2, p~.OOl 
124 (48.6) 

22 40.0) 4 ( 7.3) 29 (52.7) 
44 27.0) 47 (28.8) 72 (44.2) 
37 30.6) 38 (31.4) 46 (38.0) 

X2=13.41, df=4, p~.Ol 

4 (100.0) o ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
42 ( 29.2) 39 (27.1) 63 (43.8) 
56 ( 29.5) 49 (25.8) 85 (44. n 

X2·.171, df=2, N.S. 

34 ( 35.1) 13 (13.4) 50 (51.5) 
22 ( 33.3) 13 09. n 31 (47.0) 
16 ( 23.9) 23 (34.3) 28 (41.8) 

31 28.2) 40 (36.4) 39 (35.5) 
X2·18.47, dE=6. p<.Ol 



, 

, 

Table 4-13 
Relation between Client Characteristics and 

Type and Amount of Services Received 
Puerto Rico 

Counselins Services Job/Education Services Recreation Services Total Service Contacts 
o or 1 2 or More No Contacts I or More No Contacts I or More o or 1 2 to 20 21 or More 
Contact Contacts Contacts Contacts Contact Contacts Contacts 

Male 23 ( 7.1) 301 ( 92.9) 240 04.11 84 (25.9) 57 (17.6) 267 ( 82..4) 14 ( 4.3) 171 ( 52.8) 139 (42.9) 
Female 4 (14.3) 24 ( 85.7) 21 05.0) 7 (25.9) 5 07.9) 23 ( 82.1) 2 ( 7.1) 16 ( 57.1) 10 (35.7) 

X2=1.88, df=l, N.S. X2=.0115, df=l, N.S. X2=.0013, df=l, N.S. X2=.86, df=2, N.S. 

White 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) a ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 0 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) a 0.0) a ( 0.0) 
Nonwhite 27 ( 7.6) 328 ( 92.4) 263 (74.1) 92 (25.9) 62 (17.5) 293 82.5) 16 ( 4.5) 189 53.2) 150 (42.3) 

13 and Under 6 ( 8.8) 62 ( 91.2) 54 09.4) 14 (20.6) 15 (22.1) 53 ( 77.9) 3 ( 4.4) 38 55.9) 27 (39.7) 
14 and 15 8 ( 7.5) 99 ( 92.5) 80 (74.8) 27 (25.2) 13 (12.1) 94 ( 87.9) 4 ( 3.7) 55 51.4) 48 (44.9) 
16 and Over 12 ( 6.8) 164 ( 93.2) 127 (72.2) 49 (27.8) 34 (19.3) 142 ( 80.7) 9 ( 5.1) 94 53.4) 73 (41.5) 

X2 ... 29, df3 2, N.S. X2=!.37, df=2, N.S. X2=3.47, df=2, N.S. X2=.74, df=4, N.S. 

Status 
Offensea o ( 0.0) 5 000.0) 4 (80.0) 1 (20.0) 2 (40.0) 3 ( 60.0) a ( 0.0) 5 (IOO. 0) a ( 0.0) 

Misdemeanora 15 ( 8.1) 171 ( 91.9) 137 (73.7) 49 (26.3) 32 (17.2) 154 ( 82.8) 9 ( 4.8) 98 ( 52. n 79 (42.5) 
Felony 8 ( 6.8) 109 ( 93.2) 85 (72.6) 32 (27.4) 21 (17.9) 96 ( 82.1) 4 ( 3.4) 65 ( 55.6) 48 (41.0) 

X2=.108, df=l, N.S. X2=.051, dfa l, N.S. X2a.00l, df=l, N.S. X2=.325, df=2, N.S. 

No Prior 
Arrests 21 ( 7.3) 265 92.7) 206 (72.0) 80 (28.0) 49 (17.1) 237 82.9) 11 ( 3.8) 159 ( 55.6) 116 (40.6) 

1 Prior 
Arrestb 5 (10.9) 41 ( 89.1) 40 (87.0) 6 (13.0) 10 (21. 7) 36 78.3) 4 8.7) 22 ( 47.8) 20 (43.5) 

2 Prior 
Arrestsb 1 ( 7.1) 13 ( 92.9) 12 (85.7) 2 (14.3) 3 (21.4) 3 78.6) 7.1) 6 ( 42.9) 7 (50.0) 

3 or More 
Prior 
Arrestsb o ( 0.0) 9 (100.0) 5 (55.6) 4 (44.4) a ( 0.0) 9 (100.0) 0 ( 0.0) 2 ( 22.2) 7 (77.8) 

X2=.145, df=l, N.S. X2=4.600, df=2, N.S. X2=.1l2, dfa l, N.S. X2=1.731, df=l, N.S. \ 

a"Status Offense" and "Misdemeanor" categories were combined to compute X2. 
b"l Prior Arrest," "2 Prior Arrests," and "3 or More Prior Arrests" categories were combined to compute X2. 

l' 



Male 
Female 

White 
Nonwhite 

13 and Under 
14 and 15 
16 and Over 

Status 
Offensea 

Misdemeanora 
Felony 

No Prior 
Arrests 

1 Prior Arrest 
2 Prior Arr.ests 
3 or More Prior 

Arrests 

Counseling Services 
o or i 2 or More 
Contact Contacts 

31 (39.7) 47 (60.3) 
4 ( 30.8) 9 (69.2) 
X2 ... 38, df=l, N.S. 

3 (100.0) 
31 ( 36.0) 

o ( 0.0) 
55 (64.0) 

5 (33.3) 10 (66.7) 
25 ( 41.0) 36 (59.0) 
5 (33.3) 10 (66.7) 
X2=.50, df=2. N.S. 

o ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
9 ( 50.0) 9 (50.0) 

12 (38.7) 19 (61.3) 
X2=.593, df=l, N.S. 

14 ( 56.0) 
7 ( 31.8) 
4 ( 30.8) 

11 (44.0) 
15 (68.2) 

9 (69.2) 

10 (32.3) 21 (67.7) 
X2=4.49, df=3, N.S. 

Table 4-14 
Relation between Client Characteristics and 

Type and Amount of Services Received 
YES-MFY 

Job/Education Services Recreation Services 
No Contacts I or More No Contacts I or More 

Contacts Contacts 

35 ( 44.9) 43 (55.1) 38 (48.7) 40 (51.3) 
6 ( 46.2) 7 (53.8) 6 (46.2) 7 (53.8) 

. X2=.0074, df=l, N.S. X2 ... 029, df=l, N.S. 

3 (100.0) o ( 0.0) 3 (100.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
37 ( 43.0) 49 (57.0) 40 ( 46.5) 46 (53.5) 

7 ( 46.7) 8 (53.3) 6 (40.0) 9 (60.0) 
27 ( 44.3) 34 (55.7) 30 (49.2) 31 (50.8) 
7 ( 46.7) 8 (53.3) 8 (53.3) 7 (46.7) 

X2=.047, df=2, N.S. X2=.58, df=2, N.S. 

o ( 0.0) o ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) o ( 0.0) 
12 ( 66.7) 6 (33.3) 11 (61.1) 7 (38.9) 
14 ( 45.2) 17 (54.8) 17 (54.8) 14 (45.2) 

X2=2.115, df=l, N.S. X2=.183, df=l, N.S. 

16 ( 64.0) 9 (36.0) 17 (68.0) 8 (32.0) 
10 ( 45.5) 12 (54.5) 10 (45.5) 12 (54.5) 

5 ( 38.5) 8 (61. 5) 4 (30.8) 9 (69.2) 

10 ( 32.3) 21 (67.7) 13 (41. 9) 18 (58.1) 
X2=5.90, df=3, N.S. X2=6.06, df=3, N.S. 

a"Statufl Offense" and "Misdemeanor" categories were combined to compute X2, 

-

, 

Total Service Contacts 
o or 1 2 to 20 21 or More 
Contact Contacts Contacts 

23 (34.6) 19 (24.4) 32 (41.0) 
3 (23.1) 4 (30.8) 6 (46.2) 

X2=.70, df=2, N.S. 

3 (100.0) 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
26 ( 30.2) 23 (26.7) 37 (43.0) 

5 (33.3) 2 (13.3) 8 (53.3) 
20 (32.8 ) 16 (26.2) 25 (41.0) 

5 (33.3) 5 (33.3) 5 (33.3) 
X2=2.00, df=4, N. S. 

0 ( 0.0) o ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
8 (44.4) 4 (22.2) 6 (33.3) 

10 (32.3) 7 (22.6) 14 (45.2) 
X2=.851, df=2, N.S. 

12 (48.0) 6 (24.0) 7 (28.0) 
6 (27.3) 7 (31.8) 9 (40.9) 
4 (30.8) 4 (30.8)· 5 (35.5) 

8 (25.8) 6 (19.4) 17 (54.8) 
X2=5.85, df=6, N.S. 

l' 
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Counseling Services 
o or 1 2 or More 
Contact Contacts 

Male 36 (32.7) 74 (67.3) 
Female 8 (40.0) 12 (60.0) 

X2a.40, df=l, N.S. 

White 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
Nonwhite 44 (33.8) 86 (66.2) 

13 and Under 11 (35.5 ) 20 (64.5) 
14 and 15 24 (28.2) 61 (71.8) 
16 and Over 5 (50.0) 5 (50.0) 

X2"2.22, df"'2, N.S. 

Status 
Offenaea 3 (60.0) 2 (40.0) 

Misdemeanora 10 (28.6) 25 (71.4) 
Felony 22 (34.4) 42 (65.6) 

X2"'.039, df"'l, N. S. 

No Prior 
Arrests 10 (29.4) 24 (70.6) 

1 Prior Arrest 9 (29.0) 22 (71.0) 
2 Prior Arrests 8 (44.4) 10 (55.6) 
3 or More Prior 

Arrests 17 (36.2) 30 (63.8) 
X2"1.63, df=3, N.S. 

Table 4-15 
Relation between Client Characteristics and 

Type and Amount of Services Received 
Harlem 

Job/Education Services Recreation Services 
No Contacts I or More No Contacts I or More 

Contacts Contacts 

74 (67.3) 36 (32.7) 78 (70.9) 32 (29.1) 
15 (75.0) 5 (25.0) 14 (70.0) 6 (30.0) 

X2=.47, df=l, N.S. X2=.0068, df=l, N.S. 

0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
89 (68.5) 41 (31.5) 92 (70.8) 38 (29.2) 

22 (71.0) 9 (:C9.0) 22 (71.0) 9 (29.0) 
56 (65.9)b 29 (34. I)b 58 (68.2) 27 (31.8) 

7 (70.0)b 3 (30.0)b 8 (80.0) 2 (20.0) 
x2,..230, dfa l, N.S. X2 ... 61, df"'2, N.S. 

3 (60.0) 2 (40.0) 4 (80.0) 1 (20.0) 
20 (57.1) 15 (42.9) 18 (51.4) 17 (48.6) 
49 (76.6) 15 (23.4) 50 (78.1) 14 (21.9) 

X2=4.199, df=l, p<.05 X2=6.180, df=l, p<.05 

24 (70.6) 10 (29.4 ) 21 (61.8) 13 (38.2) 
20 (64.5) 11 (35.5) 25 (80.6) 6 09.4) 
13 (72.2) 5 (27.8) 11 (61.1) 7 (38.9) 

32 (68.1) 15 (31. 9) 35 (74.5) 12 (25.5) 
X2=.416, df=3, N.S. X2=3.91, df=3, N.S. 

a"Statu8 Offense" and "Misdemeanor" categories were combined to compute X2. 
b"14 and 15" and "16 and Over" categories were combined to compute X2. 
c"2 to 20 Contacts" and "21 or More Contacts" categories were combined to compute X2. 

". 

, 

, 

Total Service Contacts 
o or 1 2 to 20 21 or More 
Contact Contacts Contacts 

31 (28.2) 66 (60.0)C 13 (11.8)C 
7 (35.0) 13 (65.0)C 0 ( O.O)C 

X2=.380, df=l, N.S. 

0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
38 (29.2) 79 (60.,B) 13 (10.0) 

9 (29.0) 18 (58.l)c 4 (12.9)C 
20 (23.5) 58 (68.2)C 7 ( 8.2)C 

5 (50.0) 3 (30.0)C 2 (20.0)C 
X2=3.270, df=2, N.S. 

2 (40.0) 3 (60.0) 0 ( 0.0) 
7 (20.0) 24 (68.6) 4 (11.4) 

21 (32.8) 36 (56.3) 7 (10.9) 
X2=1.442, df=2, N.S. 

8 (23.5) 22 (64.7)c 4 (11.8)C 
8 (25.8) 23 (74.2)C 0 ( O.O)C 
7 (38.9) 9 (50.0)C 2 (11.1)C 

15 (31.9) 25 (53.2)C 7 (14.9)C 
X2=1.685, df=3, N.S. 

\ 
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receiving job/education services and a higher total number of serVLce contacts 

than youths in the other age categories. Although the 14 to 15 years age 

group might be expected to be the most delinquent group, amount and kind of 

services were unrelated to seriousness of presenting offense and number of 

arrests prior to referral. 

An interesting pattern emerges from the data for Memphis (Table 4-8). 

Older, white youths were more likely to receive counseling services; while 

older, nonwhite youths had a better chance of getting job/education services 

and younger, nonwhite youths of getting recreation services. It is not 

difficult to imagine a treatment strategy that ~yould assign youths to these 

kinds of services according to age and race. These distinctions cancelled out 

when services categories were collapsed into total service contacts but, 

overall, nonwhite youths received more contacts than white youths. 

A similar pattern of client characteristics was found for job/education 

and recreation services in Milwaukee (Table 4-12). Again, older, nonwhite 

youths were more likely to receiv~ job/education services and younger, 

nonwhite youths were more likely to get recreation services. Unlike Memphis, 

however, it was the younger clients who more often received counseling. In 

terms of total service contacts, clients who were nonwhite, younger, and came 

to the program with fewer prior arrests were more likely to be retained in 

services. 

Inconsistent differences were scattered among most of the other sites. In 

Orange County (Table 4-9), the total amount of services varied with age and 

ethnicity. Generally, nonwhite and younger clients received more services 

than their white and older counterparts. At John Jay-Transit Police in New 

York City (Table 4-10), less serious (status) offenders were more likely to 
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receLve recreation services, but less likely to receive a large total amount 

of services. In Rosebud (Table 4-11) clients aged 14 and 15 years were 

somewhat less likely than older or younger clients to obtain recreation 

services. And in Harlem (Table 4-15), both job/education and recreation 

services were more often provided to less serious (status) offenders. No 

differences were found for Puerto Rico or YES-MFY. 

Few generalizations across sites can be made with confidence. Out of 150 

independent comparisons (three kinds of services x five client characteristics 

x 10 sites; Total Service Contacts is not independent of the other three 

service variables), 23 were statistically significant (p<.05). Since only 

eight would be expected by chance, it would appear that many of the 

significant relationships reflect real effects. Overall, there was some, 

tendency for nonwhites and younger clients to enter and be retained in 

services more often than whites and older clients, with the exception of 

job/education services where older clients were more likely to be selected. 

But when relationships that approach statistical significance (p<.10) are 

considered, it becomes even more evident that the selection and retention of 

clients in services differed, sometimes considerably, from site to site. 

In the bottom row of the contingency tables (Table 4-6 through 4-15), the 

relation between prior arrest record and the four service variables is 

analyzed. An alternative, and statistically more powerful, method of 

determining the magnitude of these relationships is presented in Table 4-16. 

The mean logarithm of the total number of prior arrests is compared for a 

group of youths that ultimately received a particular kind of service and a 

group of youths that did not, and for groups that received varyLng amounts of 

any serV1ce. An analysis of variance was performed using the four service 

variables described above. 



Denver 
Kansas City 
Memphis 
Orange County 
John Jay-Transit 
Rosebud 
Milwaukee 
Puerto Rico 
YES-MFY 
Harlem 

*p<.10 
"("kp<.05 

***p<.OI 

~. I 

---'-~- ~--- -------~---

Table 4-16 
Log of Arrests Prior to Referral for Project Clients Recieving 

Different Types and Amounts of Services 

Counseling Jobs/Education Recreation Total Service 
0 or 1 2 or More 0 Contacts 1 or More 0 Contacts 1 or More o or 1 2 to 20 
Contact Contacts Contacts Contacts Contact Contacts 

1.45 1.69*** 1.57 1.66 1.63 1.63 1.46 1.82 
.7l .74 .69 .75 .83 .67** .74 .76 
.46 .48 .46 .56 .51 .37 .50 .47 
.18 .15 .18 .10 .17 .19 .20 .17 
.52 .67 .63 .60 .62 .62 .53 .72 
.86 .84 .84 .87 .86 .38 .84 .83 

1.03 .88 1.02 1.02 1.06 .92* .99 1.27 
.17 .17 .IB .13 .16 .17 .24 .13 
.B6 1.11 .Bl 1.17** .B6 1.15* .B4 .90 

LOB .92 .96 1.03 1.01 .90 LOB .90 

" 

.' ", 

Contacts 
21 or More 
Contacts 

1.64** 
.63 
.44 
.17 
.49* 
.93 
.88*** 
.21* 

1. 21 
1.13 

l' 
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No consistent trends appear in the results. Clients \-lho received 

counseling in Denver or jobs/education services at YES-MFY had a greater 

number of justice system contacts prior to referral, but clients receiving 

recreation services in Kansas City had fewer prior contacts. In terms of 

total service contacts, the middle serv~ce group (2 to 20 contacts) had the 

greatest number of prior arrests in Denver and Milwaukee. In sum, few 

differences were found. This result strengthens our confidence in the 

conclusions of the analysis that follows, since comparisons of outcomes with 

the analysis of covariance are more readily interpretable when groups are 

initially equivalent. 

IV. The Impact of Services on Rearrests 

The project service record and justice system arrest record information 

collected at 10 sites allows us to determine whether project services had~ an 

effect on the subsequent arrest of project clients. The basic method of the 

analysis is the same as that used in Chapter 3 in assessing treatment outcomes 

at the four impact sites. And since the four sites are included in the 

present analysis, it is to some degree a confirmation of the results presented 

in Chapter 3. There are, however, some important differences between the two: 

(1) As just mentioned, the present analysis includes all sites for which 

data were available. (Boston was excluded because service records were too 

incomplete to be useful.) 

(2) For the impact sites a larger sample was used than in Chapter 3. The 

earlier chapter had a sample that consisted of all interviewed youths assigned 

to Diversion with Services. The present sample includes all youths for whom 

service and justice data were collected, regardless of interview status (i.e., 

all "long form" cases). 
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(3) Outcome variables used in the Chapter 3 analysis were measures 

obtained through interviews and a single rearrest measure (felony and 

misdemeanor arrests in the 12 months following referral). Interview data were 

not available for the present analyses, but the number of rearrest measures 

used as dependent variables was expanded to four: total arrests at six months 

and 12 months, and felony and misdemeanor arrests at six months and 12 months. 

(4) The independent variables, the service variables describing kind and 

amount of services recorded in project records, were the same as those used in 

Chapter 3, except for the recoding of Total Service Contacts as noted above. 

That is, service variables were constructed by dichotomizing Number of 

Counseling Contacts (none or one versus some), Number of Job/Education 

Contacts (none versus some), and Number of Recreation Contacts, and by 

trichotomizing Total Service Contacts (0 or 1 versus 2 to 20 versus 21 or 

more). Also, since personal interview data were not collected for the present 

sample, the service variables based on respondents self-report of services 

were unavailable for analysis. 

Tables 4-17 and 4-18 present the results of an analysis of covariance on 

the logarithm of the four rearrest measures for groups defined by the service 

variables after covarying out the effects of age~ sex, ethnicity, and the 

logarithm of the total number of arrests prior to referral to a program. As 

in Chapter 3, the different service groups were not expected to be equivalent 

initially, so ANCOVA was used to compare treatment outcomes after 

statistically controlling for initial differences between groups. 

With regard to Total Service Contacts, statistically significant 

differences (p~.05) on at least one dependent variable were found at three 

sites, and differences that approached statistical significance (p<.10) were 
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Table 4-17 
Log of Rearrests for Project Clients 

Receiving Three Types of Services 

Counseling Jobs/Education 
o or 1 2 or More 0 Contacts 1 or More 
Contact Contacts 

Denver 
Total at 6 Months .45 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 6 Months .39 
Total at 12 Months .68 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 12 Months .63 
N 76 

Kansas City 
Total at 6 Months .24 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 6 Months .24 
Total at 12 Months .30 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 12 Months .30 
N 67 

Memphis 
Total at 6 Months .18 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 6 Months .17 
Total at 12 Months .31 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 12 Months .28 
N 190 

Orange County 
Total at 6 Months 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

.05 

at 6 Months .05 
Total at 12 Months .12 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 12 Months .11 
N 292 

!ohn Jay-Transit 
Total at 6 Months .21 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 6 Months .21 
Total at 12 Months .32 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 12 Months .32 
N 74 

.46 

.41 

.64 

.59 
243 

.35 

.31 

.49* 

.44 
264 

.17 

.16 

.31 

.26 
123 

.21**** 

.14*** 

.30**** 

.21** 
41 

.22 

.22 

.38 

.38 
159 

.38 

.33 

.51 

.48 
108 

.41 

.35 

.49 

.43 
84 

.18 

.17 

.31 

.28 
275 

.07 

.06 

.IL~ 

.12 
313 

.23 

.23 

.36 

.36 
172 

Contacts 

.50 

.45 

.72* 

.66* 
211 

.30 

.28 

.44 

.40 
247 

.17 

.17 

.31 

.21 
38 

.09 

.09 

.17 

.17 
20 

.19 

.19 

.36 

.36 
61 

Recreation 
o Contacts 1 or More 

Contacts 

.47 

.41 

.65 

.59 
240 

.33 

.31 

.50 

.45 
147 

.20 

.18 

.34 

.30 
235 

.06 

.05 

.16 

.13 
194 

.20 

.20 

.35 

.35 
195 

.44 

.40 

.65 

.62 
79 

.33 

.29 

.41 

.37 
184 

.12 

.13 

.21** 

.17** 
78 

.08 

.07 

.12 

.10 
139 

.32 

.32 

.41 

.41 
38 
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Table 4-17 Continued 

Counseli~ 
o or 1 2 or More 
Contact Contacts 

Puerto Rico 
Total at 6 Months .16 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 6 Months .16 
Total at 12 Months .15 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 12 Months .15 
N 26 

Rosebud 
Total at 6 Months .26 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 6 Months .15 
Total at 12 Months .44 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 12 Months .28 
N 68 

Milwaukee 
Total at 6 Months .44 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 6 Months .41 
Total at 12 Months .62 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 12 Months .58 
N 292 

YES-MFY 
Total at 6 Months .33 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 6 Months .26 
Total at 12 Months .57 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 12 Months .53 
N 35 

Harlem 
Total at 6 Months .41 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 6 Months .41 
Total at 12 Months .57 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 12 Months .57 
N 43 

.09 

.09 

.13 

.13 
323 

.41* 

.28** 

.66** 

.48** 
206 

.44 

.42 

.61 

.59 
47 

.32 

.32 

.47 

.47 
56 

.25 

.25 

.33* 

.33 
86 

Jobs/Education 
o Contacts 1 or More 

Contacts 

.09 

.09 

.12 

.12 
259 

.37 

.26 

.59 

.42 
239 

.41 

.36 

.57 

.53 
136 

.36 

.38 

.50 

.54 
41 

.25 

.25 

.35 

.35 
88 

.13 

.13 

.16 

.16 
90 

.37 

.20 

.74 

.52 
35 

.46 

.44 

.65 

.62 
203 

.29 

.24 

.52 

.45 
50 

.35 

.35 

.53 

.53 
41 

Recreation 
o Contacts 1 or More 

Contacts 

.11 

.11 

.15 

.15 
62 

.37 

.25 

.60 

.43 
268 

.47' 

.44 

.67 

.62 
229 

.41 

.38 

.54 

.48 
44 

.32 

.32 

.42 

.42 
91 

.10 

.10 

.13 

.13 
287 

.59 

.38 

.87 

.49 
6 

.37 

.34 

.52* 

.49* 
110 

.24 

.23 

.48 

.50 
47 

.25 

.25 

.38 

.38 
38 

NOTE: All means in this table are adjusted for covariates: age, sex, ethnicity (where 
appropriate), and the log of the total number of rearrests (status offenses, misdemeanors. 
felonies) prior to referral. 

*p<.lO 
**p<.05 

***p..::.Ol 
****p<.OOI 



Table 4-18 
Log of Rearrests for Project Clients 

Receiving Low, Medium, and High Amounts of Services 

Denver 
Total at 6 Months 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 6 Months 
Total at 12 Months 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 12 Months 
N 

Kansas City 
Total at 6 Months 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 6 Months 
Total at 12 Months 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 12 Months 
N 

Memphis 
Total at 6 Months 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 6 Months 
Total at 12 Months 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 12 Months 
N 

Orange County 
Total at 6 Months 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 6 Months 
Total at 12 Months 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 12 Months 
N 

John Jay-Transit 

:r I 

Total at 6 Months 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 6 Months 
Total at 12 Months 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 12 Months 
N 

Low 
o or 1 

contact 

.40 

.33 

.55 

.51 
70 

.32 

.29 

.39 

.37 
58 

.21 

.20 

.36 

.33 
118 

.05 

.04 

.13 

.12 
98 

.21 

.21 

.33 

.33 
70 

Medium 
2 to 20 
contacts 

.40 

.36 

.54 

.49 
56 

.28 

.25 

.34 

.31 
80 

.19 

.18 

.31 

.28 
129 

.08 

.07 

.13 

.11 
163 

.23 

.23 

.37 

.37 
121 

High 
21 or more 
contacts 

.50 

.45 

.72* 

.66* 
193 

.35 

.32 

.51** 

.47* 
193 

.11 

.11 

.20 

• 15-Jr* 
66 

.08 

.07 

.17 

.15 
72 

.21 

.21 

.37 

.37 
42 
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Puerto Rico 
Total at 6 Months 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 6 Months 
Total at 12 Months 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 12 Months 
N 

Rosebud 
Total at 6 Months 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 6 Honths 
Total at 12 Months 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 12 Months 
N 

Milwaukee 
Total at 6 Months 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 6 Months 
Total at 12 Months 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 12 Months 
N 

YES-MFY 
Total at 6 Months 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 6 Months 
Total at 12 Months 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 12 Months 
N 

Harlem 
Total at 6 Months 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 6 Months 
Total at 12 Months 
Felonies and Misdemeanors 

at 12 Months 
N 

Table 4-18 Continued 

Low 
o or 1 

contact 

.15 

.15 

.15 

.15 
16 

.26 

.15 

.44 

.28 
65 

.46 

.41 

.65 

.59 
103 

.49 

.46 

.67 

.65 
30 

.37 

.37 

.50 

.50 
37 

Medium 
2 to 20 
contacts 

.09 

.09 

.12 

.12 
185 

.37 

.27 

.62 

.45 
167 

.49 

.45 

.66 

.61 
89 

.25 

.21 

.44 

.39 
23 

.28 

.28 

.36 

.36 
79 

High 
21 or more 
contacts 

.11 

.11 

.14 

.14 
148 

.52* 

.34* 

.82*** 

.60** 
42 

.40 

.38 

.57 

.55 
147 

.23 

.22 

.43 

.43 
38 

.23 

.23 

.43 

.43 
13 

NOTE: All means in this table are adjusted for covariates: age, sex, ethnicity 
(where appropriate), and the log of the total number of rearrests (status offenses~ 
misdemeanors, felonies) prior to referral. 

*p~.10 
**p<:.05 

***p<:.Ol 
****p<.OOl 
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found at one other site (Table 4-18). At three of the four sites - Denver, 

Kansas City, and Rosebud - increasing amounts of serv~ces were generally 

associated with higher official rates of rearrest. For example, in Rosebud 

the mean of log tota 1 re.!;',rres ts at 12 months was .44 for the low service group 

(which corresponds to .55 arrests), .62 for the medium service group (.85 

arrests), and .82 for the high service group (1.27 arrests). The pattern was 

similar for Denver and Kansas City. 

Only in Memphis were greater amounts of services associated with lower 

offical rates, and then the difference reached statistical significance for 

only one of the four dependent variables, felony and misdemeanor arrests in 

the 12 months after referral to the project. The low service group averaged 

.33, the medium service group .28, and the high service group .15. 

Although antilogs of the arrest variables cannot be directly compared (because 

the log of the mean usually differs from the mean of logs), it is clear that 

youths in the high service contact group were arrested substantially less 

frequently than their counterparts in the other two groups. This result 

corroborates the analysis reported in Chapter 3 in which only Memphis, of the 

four impact sites, showed any relationship between amount of services and 

subsequent rearrests. Although the statistical test associated with that 

finding only approached significance, the pattern of means was identical to 

the one reported here. 

With regard to the impact of kinds of services, only three sites had 

statistically significant effects (p~.OS) on at least one dependent variable 

for at least one kind of service: counseling services in Orange County and 

Rosebud, and recreation services in Memphis. Four other sites had differences 

that approached statistical significance (p<.10): counseling services in 
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Kansas City and Harlem, jobs/education services ~n Denver, and recreation 

services ~n Milwaukee. Again, only a few of these effects were in the 

expected direction, i.e., greater services associated with fewer rearrests. 

Youths recaiving recreation services at Memphis and Milwaukee had lower arrest 

rates for both total arrests at 12 months and felony and misdemeanor arrests 

at 12 months than youths who did not receive them. For total arrests, the 

differences were .34 versus .21 in Memphis and .62 versus .49 in Milwaukee. 

Instances of greater amounts of services associated with greater number of 

rearrests have been interpreted in the literature as evidence of the 

deleterious effects of services. There is, however, an alternative and, for 

the sample under consideration, more plausible explanation. It is at least as 

likely that a client's rearrest should result in his or her receiving more 

services than vice versa. Several projects had arrangements with their 

associated justice agencies that project clients would be returned to services 

rather than prosecuted for subsequent violation. In Kansas City, for example, 

clients rearrested for divertable offenses could be returned to the project as 

many as three time before the police were able to refer the case to court. 

Furthermore, project service providers might pay more attention to clients who 

continued to get in trouble with the law. Thus, the most prevalent finding of 

the present analysis, that greater amounts of services were associated with 

higher rates of rearrest, does not permit a straightforward causal 

interpretation. 

In sum, of the 10 sites, only Memphis produced results that were 

interpretable and statistically significant - groups with a greater number of 

service contacts had fewer rearrests for felonies and misdemeanors 12 months 

after referral to the project. This difference appears to be attributable to 
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the groups that received recreation services (mean log of rearrests were .30 

versus .17, p<.05) and job/education services (mean log of rearrests .28 

versus .21, not significant). Services at other sites did not appear to 

reduce the rates of official arrest of their clients. 

V. Summary 

The 11 diversion projects funded through the OJJDP initiative differed in 

the demographic and referral characteristics of the clients they received and 

in the duration, kind, and amount of services they offered those clients. A 

census of referrals to projects in their first two years of operation revealed 

that they served mostly boys. For eight of the projects, boys constituted 

more than 80% of the referrals. Five projects served a single ethnic group 

almost exclusively, either Native Americans, Hispanics, blacks, or whites, 

while four projects received substantial numbers of both blacks and whites. 

Only two projects served blacks, whites, and Hispanics. At six projects the 

modal age group (at time of referral) was 14 to 15 years; at five projects it 

was 16 to 17 years. 

Two projects received primarily cases charged with felonies, three 

projects received mainly misdemeanants, the remainder had a mix of the two. 

Theft was the modal type of presenting offense at seven projects; public 

disorder at two others; and, despite OJJDP guidelines, status offenses was the 

modal category at one project. 

The point in justice processing at which diversion from the system occurs 

1S the standard way to classify diversion programs. These 11 programs 

represent the full range of possibilities. Referrals came from police 

agencie~, state attorney's offices, court intake units, and probation 

• ! 
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departments. Four projects received referrals from a single source, the 

remainder from two or more sources. 

Evidence for differences in projects' abilities to retain clients in 

services can be found in the proportion of youths who remained 1n services 

beyond the initial intake interview. Virtually all clients received at least 

a second service contact at one site, while only about three-fifths did at 

three other sites. There were differences, too, 1n the amounts and kinds of 

services received by clients. The median number of service contacts ranged 

from 37.4 to 5.8. Based on median number of contacts with their clients, five 

projects can be characterized as primarily counseling projects, one a 

recreation services project, and another a jobs/education services project. 

Two projects had a dual service orientation. The mean number of months in 

which at least one service contact occurred ranged from 8.8 to 2.5. 

There seemed to be little relationship between client characteristics and 

whether or not a particular kind or amount of services was received. At one 

project, more serious cases received the greater number of service contacts. 

At two sites, older, nonwhite youths were placed in job/education services, 

while younger, nonwhite youths received recreation services. In general, 

though, no consistent pattern appeared. 

It should be clear from the preceding that the projects under study 

represent 11 distinct variations on the diversion-with-services theme. This 

diversity, which was apparent for all the dimensions we assessed, adds to the 

external validity of results concerning the impact of services. The analyses 

for the 10 projects (recall that one was excluded because of incomplete 

service records) are 10 replications of a quasi-experiment performed at 

programs differing in structure, referral sources, clientele, treatment 

philosophy, service emphasis, and size. 
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d d a pattern of results that Of the 10 projects, though, only one pro uce 

was both interpretable and statistically significant • At only one site were 

f servl.·ces associated Wl.t increasing amounts 0 . h decreasing number of rearrests 

in the year following referral to the project. The result appeared to be 

. d to a lesser extent . of recreation serVl.ces an , attributable to the efficl.ency 

job/education serv~ces, l.n re u . . d cing rearrests. (At several sites, amounts of 

services and number of rearrests were positively related, but whether services 

getting rearrested resulted in more caused youths to get rearrested or 

t be determined.) services being delivered canno 

I 
i 

I 
! ' 
I 

I 

J 
I 

! 
I 
, 

~ 
I 
~ 

·1 
~ , 
I 

I 
, /) 
~ 

Chapter 5 

DIVERSION VS. JUSTICE SYSTEM PROGRAMS: 

VIEWS OF CLIENTS AND SERVICE PROVIDERS 

I. Introduction 

The argument that diversion programming reduces delinquency among juvenile 

offenders rests on the assumption that there are important differences between 

the services provided by diversion programs and the services associated with 

more traditional dispositions such as probation or incarceration. These 

differences would not be found in the content of th~ services, such as whether 

youths are counseled, participate in recreational activities, or receive 

school or job assistance. Diversion programs have very little in common with 

each other in this regard, and a full range of youth services are sponsored by 

most diversion and justice youth service agencies. Instead, the essential 

defining characteristic of diversion programs is their status as an 

alternative to formal justice dispositions. Thus, it is the simple fact that 

services are community-based that is to produce more positive results. 

Advocates of diversion argue that several advantages come from removing 

services from the context of justice agencies. The first of these is reducing 

coercion. Service providers in the justice system (e.g. probation officers) 

typically have the power to invoke sanctions against uncooperative clients. 

Clients are likely to feel forced into receiving services. By diverting 

clients out of the formal justice system, the threat of coercion is to be 
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reduced. Further, diversion program personnel are less obligated to concern 

themselves with issues of social control as part of their mission than are 

agents of justice system programs, where monitoring client behavior and 

stressing law violations are important aspects of their mandate. In contrast, 

diversion programs are more free to make serving needs of clients their 

primary goal. Together, less coercion and preoccupation with laws should mean 

that offenders are less stigmatized by diversion programming. The community 

setting austensibly avoids the delinquent label inherent in more officially 

designated justice agencies and, by the logic of labeling theory, this 

difference should result in lower rates of delinquency among diverted 

offenders. 

Testing the assumptions used to justify a social program such as diversion 

~s an essential part of u~derstanding its utility. Though the assumptions 

appear reasonable, they may not be valid. There is some reason to doubt that 

mov~ng services from justice agencies will produce the desired effects. 

Rutherford and McDermott (1976) found that a large proportion of diversion 

·programs are so closely tied to the justice system that clients and program 

staff may not consider them separate. We also note (Dunford, 1977) that some 

diversion programs retain the potential to coerce clients because justice 
.;. 

jurisdiction over clients is not routinely surrendered upon referral. Thus, 

clients may feel forced to join the program and attend regularly. 

Furthermore, juvenile court personnel may have reason to complain about being 

portrayed as agents of social control less able to serve clients' needs than 

other service providers. After all, the purpose of having a separate juvenile 

justice system is to rehabilitate rather than punish. In fact, there is 

considerable overlap in the background and training of the two groups of 

service providers. 
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The rationale for diversion 
programming implies that associated service 

providers should hold different . 
v~ews of their 1 

ro es than service providers at 
justice agencies. D· 

~version service providers 
should be less coercive , 

concerned with social control 
, and more oriented toward serving clients' 

less 

needs. They should also hold less . 

the logic of d· . 
st~gmatized views of their clients. For 

~vers~on to hold the 1· I 
, c ~ents views about the two types of 

programs should also differ in th 
e same ways. Th e programs must provide 

different experiences to clients if th 
ey are to have different effects on 

behavior. 

Another goal of the 
present study was to compare the v;ews 

... of client and 
service providers about d· 

~version programs. 

considerable potential for disagreement 

Wheeler et al. (1968) of 

There would seem to be 

between the two gr~ups. A study by 
the sentencing practices of . 

Juvenile court judges 
offers a useful example. 

They found that judges who 
considered themselves 

more 

than 

liberal and more concerned with 

judges who professed punishment 
rehabilitation gave harSher d;s .. ... pos~t~ons 

and social control orientations. If 
administrators of diversion programs are 

concerned about avoiding coercion , 
know how their views compare . 

w~th those of their 
clients and agents of th· . 

e Juven1le justice system. 

stigma, etc., they d nee to 

In the study of 

variety of programs th 
ra er than focusing on any s1·ngl e approach. 

diverSion, it is important th 
at researchers consider a 

programs vary in so 
many ways that a finding 

for anyone may be quite 

Diversion 

irrelevant to others. 

they include, because 
many so-called diversion programs bear little 

resemblance t th .. o e or1g~nal recormnendaton 
of the President's Commission 

Researchers must also be selective about which 
programs 

(Rutherford and McDermott, 1976). 
Though definitions of diversion are subject 
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to debate, some standards are essential. It ~s clear that programs serving 

either adjudicated delinquents or school and parent referrals do not qualify, 

nor do programs staffed by probation and police officers. 

II. Method 

A. Research Sites 

The issues discussed above were investigated by examining the v~ews of 

clients and service providers about diversion programs and justice agencies. 

The study is part of the National Evaluation of diversion funded by the Office 

of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. The data presented in this 

I " 1" section included nine diversion programs ~n seven metropo ~tan areas. 

This set of programs constitutes an appropriate sample in several 

respects. The programs received adequate financial support, so they were not 

unfairly burdened by staff shortages or preoccupation with fund raising. They 

were also subject to fairly stringent guidelines, and thus they may be among 

the better examples of programs that attempt to remove offenders from formal 

justice systems. Virtually all clients had been apprehended by the police. 

Only two programs served status offenders, and even there they were in the 

minority. None of the programs employed justice personnel as service 

providers. 

The programs also represent a wide variety of approaches to diversion. 

The typical range of youth services appears, including many forms of 

counseling, educational and vocational assistance, recreation, etc. Some 

programs employed a staff to provide services directly; others had a brokering 

lEleven programs participated in the National Evaluation. Two programs 
(Rosebud and Puerto Rico) could not be included in this section because 
adequate samples of respondents could not be obtained. 
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role, arranging services from agencies with a larger (and not necessarily 

delinquent) clientele. The programs' status in relation to the justice system 

varied from administration by justice agencies to complete autonomy. Finally, 

client populations ranged from solely first-time misdemeanants to solely 

repeat offenders, most of whom had one or more felony arrests. Thus the 

sample of programs represents a broad spectrum of diversion programs in the 

United States. 

B. Samples 

1. Diversion Service Providers 

All personnel whose major responsibility was to work directly with 

diversion clients as service providers were selected for the st~dy. 

Therefore, for programs that brokered services, these individuals were 

actually employed by other agencies. They were asked to respond only with 

regard to their work with diversion clients. 

The research staff contacted all service providers (diversion and justice) 

by mail and asked them to fill out a brief questionnaire. At least two 

reminders were sent to individuals who failed to return the questionnaire. 

Data collection occurred 18 to 22 months after the programs began to accept 

clients. 

2. Justice Agency Service Providers 

Probation is the service disposition in the justice systems most 

comparable to diversion. More informal dispositions do not usually involve 

services, and more restrictive dispositions imply residential settings. 

Therefore, the probation officers who supervise caseloads in the jurisdictions 

served by the diversion programs were selected to serve as the comparison 

group. A single court represented New York City, where three of the diversion 



- 204 -

The selected sample included all officers who programs were located. 

. h d m subsample was drawn. supervise probationers, except in Memph~s were a ran 0 

. come from a large group of volunteer probation In Memphis, probation serv~ces 

officers. Data collection from justice and diversion personnel occurred 

simultaneously. 

3. Clients at Diversion Programs 

At four of the diversion programs (Kansas City, Memphis, Orange County, 

·t Pol~ce), data from diversion clients were and John Jay College-Trans~ ~ 

gathered as part of a study of program impact. The sampling periods ranged 

from 10 to 14· months, and they began with the programs I first clients. These 

'r I 

1 ;nterv;ew s~x months after referral to the program. data come from a persona ~ • • 

The samples include all clients appropriately referred for services during the 

. d services and responded to our questions sampling period, who actually rece~ve 

about them. 

For the remaining five programs, only clients who received services were 

interviewed. All entered the programs during a six-month period that began 

d . l;ents Again, clients six to 10 months after the programs starte serv~ng c ~ • 

were interviewed six months after their referral to the program. The samples 

selected were comprised of either all referrals during the sampling period or 

a random subsample. 

The research staff hired and trained the interviewers. Interviewers were 

instructed to make clear that they were not affiliated with the diversion 

f ·d tOal Respondents received five and that responses were con ~ en ~ • program 

dollars for participation. 

4. Clients at Justice Agencies 

Samples of justice clients were available in Kansas City, Memphis, and 

f h Ot of diversion on clients. Orange County as part of the study 0 t e ~mpac 

.t:. 

I 
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These youths were randomly assigned to normal processing by the just~ce system 

rather than diversion. Those youths who indicated that they had received 

services from a J·ustice . 1 . 
agency were 1nc uded ~n the present study. The vast 

majority of these youths were probat;oners,· a few had b . 
~ een 1n~arcerated. In 

New York only one respondent in the d 1 . 
ran om y ass1gned group reported receiving 

services, so that site could not be ;ncluded. D 11. • ata co ect10n took the same 

form as for diversion clients at the three sites. 

C. Sample Sizes 

Table 5-1 presents the sizes of samples initially selected and of samples 

actually responding. 
Response rates ~.,ere highest among service providers at 

diversion programs, probably because the agenc;es 
~ felt an obligation to 

cooperate with the researchers. Rates varied considerably within other 

categories. Though response rates are low in a few instances, there is little 

danger of losses biasing the results of the study, given the breadth of the 

sample of programs and the typically high rate of response. 

D. Measures 

The five variables of interest 1·n th d e stu y were measured by scales of 

four to eight items. Th ·t . 
e 1 ems were v1rtually identical for clients and staff 

except for minor changes in wording (e.g., the term "you" for clients was 

replaced by "your clients" for staff). All ° 
1tems were phrased as statements, 

and respondents answered using a five-point scale ranging form "strongly 

"t" I· agree 0 strong y d~sagree." Table 5-2 presents the means, standard 

deviations, and internal consistency reliabilities of these scales for service 

providers and clients. D . t· f 
escr~p 10ns 0 the variables and example items follow. 

1. Coercion 

High scores on coercion meant that students had little choice about 

joining the program or continuing participation. 
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Table 5-1 
Sizes of Samples Selected and Responding 

SERVICE PROVIDERS CLIENTS 
Diversion 

Site Selected Responding 

Kansas City 
Memphis 
Orange County 
Denver 
Boston 
Milwaukee 
New York City, John Jay­

Transit Police 
New York City, 

Mobilization 
New York City, Harlem 

13 
43 
14 
21 
22 
18 

11 

5 
9 

11 
38 
14 
21 
22 
15 

9 

5 
9 

Justice Diversion 
Selected Responding Selected Responding 

30 28 212 59 111 
40 18 229 79 331 
18 13 244 142 222 
15 9 49 39 
38 19 49 40 
16 11 52 40 

15 7 181 24 

15 7 51 38 
15 7 43 31 

Justice 
Selected Responding 

31 
25 
28 

NOTE: The three 
Johy Jay-Transit 
justice system. 
services as well 

New York City sites share a common sample of justice service providers. In Kansas City, Memphis, Orange County, and 
Police, clients "selected" represent youths randomly assigned to the diversion with services option or to penetrate the 
Cilents "responding" represent youths refered for services or to the justice system who also reported receiving 
as answered questions about services. 

\ 

\ 
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Number of 
Variable Items 

Coercion 6 
Social Control 8 
Serving Needs 5 
Labeled as 

Delinquent 4 
Labeled as 

Emot iona 11 y 
Disturbed 5 

-----~ ---- - -----

Table 5-2 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Reliabilities 

of the Measures of Views about Service Programs 

SERVICE PROVIDERS 

Mean S.D. Reliability Mean 

15.62 4.89 .79 16.12 
19.61 4.69 .70 20.97 
21.30 2.67 .75 18.88 

13.09 2.60 .73 10.02 

14.35 2.61 .74 9.42 

CLIENTS 

S.D. Reliability 

3.94 .67 
5.26 .80 
2.87 .75 

2.81 .81 

2.61 .76 

NOTE: The measure of reliability is Cronbach I s Alpha, which reflects the internal consistence of a 
scale. 
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Example Items: 
Youth can choose to stop coming to this program whenever they want. 
Youth feel forced or pushed into this program. 

2. Social Control 

A social c011trol orientation implies that the program has a punitive 

function and serves to monitor clients' activities and enforce conforming 

behavior. 

Example Items: 
Clients are sent to this program to pay for their crimes. 
Your clients know that you are keeping track of their behavior, even when 
they are away from your supervisicu. 

3. Serving Needs 

This variable concerns the program's emphasis on meeting the needs of 

clients. 

Example Items: 
Youth workers are here to aid clients in making better lives for 
themselves. 
This agency provides clients with new opportunities. 

4. Labeled as Delinquent 

This aspect of stigma concerns service providers' willingness to describe 

their clients in terms associated with delinquency. 

Example Items: 
How much would you agree that the youth ~n your client population ••• 
or 
How much would the staff at that agency agree that you ••• 
•• • are bad kids? 
••• get into trouble? 

5. Labeled as Emotionally Disturbed 

Though this aspect of stigma is not normally addressed in a discussion of 

diversion, it is worthy of attention. The connotations of being labeled 

emotionally disturbed may be more debilitating than being labeled delinquent, 

for the label conveys an image of helplessness and lack of control over one's 

own fate. 
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Example Items: 
How much would you agree that the youth in your client population ••• 
• •• need help emotionally? 
• •• have a lot of personal problems? 

III. Resul ts 

A. Comparisons between Service Providers 

Means for diversion and justice service providers on the five dependent 

variables appear in Table 5-3. For each variable, the two groups can be 

compared both within each site and across the entire set of nine sites. 

T-tests were used for within site comparisons, with individual respondents 

serving as the unit of analysis. In the comparisons across sites, each site 

was given equal weight, and the site became the unit of analysis. Because 

only one justice program. served the New York area, the three diversion 

programs were pooled (each receiving equal weight). Thus, there were seven 

cases in the across site comparisons. 

A careful examination of Table 5-3 will reveal a remarkable consistency in 

the results. For all of the dependent variables, the direction of difference 

between diversion and justice service providers is perfectly consistent across 

the nine sites. Furthermore, these differences are consistent with the 

rationale for diversion for all of the dependent variables. As can be seen in 

the bottom row of the table, the differences are statistically significant (p< 

.05) by t-tests when sites are the unit of analysis. They are also 

significant by the non-parametric sign-test (p=.Ol6). 

Apparently, the most notable differences in service providers' views are 

that justice service providers characterize their programs as more coercive 

and more concerned with social control. Within site comparisons for these 

variables were almost all significant, and the magnitude of the differences 

averaged greater than a standard deviation. 
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Table 5-3 
Means for Service Providers' Views, about Diversion Programs and Justice Agenices 

Labeled as Labeled as 

Coercion Social Control serving Needs Delinquent Emotionally Disturbed 

Site Diversion Justice Diversion Justice Diversion Justice Diversion Justice Diverpion Justice 

Kansas City 13.2 20.8*** 20.1 24.2** 22.6 20.1** 13.9 14.0 13.0 15.0* 

Memphis 14.1 19.6*** 17.6 21.4** 21.4 20.1 12.6 13.3 13.8 15.1* 

Orange County 14.9 19.6* 16.6 22.5** 22.0 19.8* 10.7 14.2t:** 11.5 14.9** 

Denver 13.4 17.1* 17.5 19.7 22.6 21.6 14.0 14.9 14.0 1'5.6 

Boston 12.4 18.4*** 17.3 23.1*** 23.0 21.2* 12.8 14.0 14.2 14.8 

Milwaukee 12.3 17.7** 15.4 22.2*** 22.2 20.5 11.5 15.8*** 13.9 14.5 

New York, John Jay-
Transit Police 12.1& 20.7**i1 17.3 23.4** 21.6 17 .1 "'* 12.2 14.6 13.2 15.9 

New York, 
Mobilization 13.1 20.7*** 17.0 23.4'''* 20.6 17.1 * 13.0 14.6 14.3 15.9 

New York, Harlem 111.5 20.7"'** 18.9 23.4* 21.1 17.1* 12.6 14.6 13.8 15.9 

Mean across Sites 13.40 19.13*** 17.46 22.36*** 22.13 20.06** 12.59 14.40* 13.46 15.11** 

NOTE: Significance levels are for t-tests between diversion and justice means. For tests on the means across sites, each site was treated as a 
single case, with the three New York sites treated as one case. 

*p <:'.05 , all tests two-tailed 
*,kp<.OI 

***p<.OOl 
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Though the differences between program types are less striking for the , 
remaining variab les, they are still substantial. Service providers at 

diversion programs indicated greater concern with serving needs. They also 

described their clients as less delinquent and less emotionally disturbed. 

Most within site comparisons are significant for views about serving needs. 

This is not· ','ue for either of the labeling variables. For labeling, the 

magnitude of the differences varies more widely across sites. 

B. Comparisons between Clients 

Though clients were randomly assigned between the two groups at the three Table 5-4 
Means for Clients' Vie~ls about Diversion Programs and Justice Agenices 

Coercion Sociai 
Labeled as Labeled as Control Servi.ng, Needs Delinquent Emotionall~ Disturbed 

sites reviewed, it is likely that they are not in fact comparable in service 

Site Diversion Justice Diversion Justice Diversion Justice Diversion Justice Diversion Justice experiences. The assignment was to referral to the diversi.on program or 

juvenile court. As can be seen in Table 5-1, a substantial number of the Raw Means 

Kansas City 15.4 18.8*** 20.6 25.4*** 19.5 18.3*** 10.2 10.9* 9.3 9.5 Memphis 15.9 18.7*** 20.6 25.0*** 19.0 17.8 10.0 10.8 10.0 9.3 Orange County 15.2 18.7 19.3 23.0* 18.7 17.7 9.3 11.0* 8.7 8.8 
Means Corrected for Covad,ates 

respondents in both groups reported that they received no services during the 

six-month period. Justice agencies, in particular, are likely to r.eserve 

Kansas City 15.1 19.0*** 20.3 :'15.7** 19.8 18.0** 10.6 10.4 9.5 Memphis 15.7 19.0*** 9.3 ... 21.0 24.9** 18.9 18.0 9.8 10.9 Orange County 15.8 18.2** 9.8 9.5 19.5 22.8** 18.4 17.8 9.3 11.1 ** 8.8 8.8 

services for more serious offenders. If views about programt could be 

affected by client characteristics, the comparisons mi~ht be biased. 

Fortunately, a wide variety of information about these respondents at the time 
NOTE: Significance levels for raw means are from t-tests betwE!en diversion and J·ustic.e 
means corrected for covariates. groups, and they are from analysis of covariance for 

of referral was also available. To take any prior differences into account, 

analysis of covariance was used to control for 23 variables in comparing 

clients of diversion and justice programs. 2 Though no statistical procedure 

can fully eliminate initial differences between groups, we can have more 

2The variables used as covariates were: number of prior arrests, age, 
sex, ethnicity, importance of conventional goals, commitment to parents, 
commitment to peers, normlessness, labeled as delinquent by others (friends? 
teachers, and family), labeled as emotionally disturbed by others, labeled as 
conforming by others, self image as delinquent, self image as emotionally 
disturbed, self image l~fjI .. conforming, counterlabeling" social isolation, peer 
disapproval of deviance, a~~ self-reported delinquency (divided into serious, 
minor, and dn'j related offenses). 

*p<.05 
**p<.OI 

***p<.OOI 

_______________________ • _______ --=---___ ~ _______ J' ____ " 

tau .. 

, 
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confidence in our conclusions if the results are consistent with and without 

the contro 1s • 

Once again, the rationale for diversion receives its strongest support for 

coercion and social control (see Table 5-4). Justice clients report their 

programs higher on both these dimensions to a degree that is statistically 

significant at all sites. The corrections for covariates have little effect 

on the magnitude of these differences. 

At all three sites, diversion clients reported their programs placing 

greater emphasis on serving their needs than did justice system clients. The 

magnitude of the differences was similar at the thr.ee sites, but only in 

Kansas City were the means (raw and corrected) significantly different. 

The results for the two labeling variables are more complex. In Memphis 

and Orange County, diversion clients felt less labeled as delinquent, 

significantly so in Orange County. Though there was a significant difference 

in the same direction for the raw means in Kansas City, the direction of the 

difference was reversed by correcting for the covariates. Thus, it appears 

that diversion clients believe they are less labeled at some programs but not 

others. There is no evidence of differences between the two groups of clients 

in their reports about being labeled emotionally disturbed. In no case do the 

groups differ significantly, and the means are quite similar, particularly 

after controlling for covariates. 

C. Comparisons between Service Providers and Clients 

Results of comparisons between means for the service providers and means 

for the clients at diversion programs are quite consistent across programs, as 

can be seen in Table 5-5. For each variable differences between groups fall 

in the same direction at all sites. The across site comparisons are all 

statistically significant by the sign-test (p=.004) and by t-tests (p<.OOl) • 

• 

Means for Service Providers' 
Table 5-5 

and Clients' Views about Diversion Programs 

Coercion Social Control Serving Needs 
Labeled as Labeled as 

Site 
Service Service Delinquent Emotionally Disturbed 

Clients Providers Clients Service Service Providers Clients Service Providers Clients Providers Clients Providers Kanllas City 15.5 13.2* 20.6 20.1 Memphis 15.9 19.4 22.6*** 14.1* 20.6 17.6*** 10.2 13.9*** 9.3 Orange County 19.0 21.4*** 13.0*** 15.2 14.9 19.3 16.6* 10.0 12.6*** 10.0 13.8*** Denver 18.7 22.0*** 15.0 13.4** 21.4 17 .5*** 9.3 10.7 8.7 11.5* Boston 19.8 22.6*** 
Milwaukee 

13.6 12.4 18.9 17.3 9.6 14.0*** 9.6 14.0*** 
13.5 12.3 19.8 23.0*** 9.5 12.8*** 19,,9 15.4*** ! 9. 7 9.1 14.2*** New York, John Jay- 22.2* 10.6 11.5 

Transit Police 15.3 
8.8 13.9** 

12.8 21.3 17.3 19.9 New York, 21.6 9.8 12.2* 
Mobilization 9.8 13.2** 

14.8 13.1* 21.2 17.0* New York, Harlem 16.4 14.5 19.8 20.6 10.3 13.0* 23.0 18.9* 20.3 21.2 10.8 14.3* 
9.7 12.6* 10.1 13.8*** Mean across Siteo 15.02 13.41*** 20.69 17.52*** 19.60 21.90*** 9.89 12.59*** 9.58 13.52*** 

NOTE: Significance levels are for t-tests b 
as a single case. etween service provider and client means. 

For tests on the·means across sites, each site was treated 

*p<,05 
**p<.01 

***p<.OOl 

" 
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The differences between service providers' and clients' views of the 

f 0 0 0 tt Clients have less favorable views of the programs orm an ~ntr~gu~ng pa ern. 

programs in terms of coercion, social control, and serving needs. They come 

closest to agreement on coercion, where the average difference is less than 

half a standard deviation and many of the within site comparisons are not 

statistically significant. Nevertheles!a, clients consistently described 

programs as more coercive than do service providers. Clients disagree with 

service providers more markedly in reporting that the programs are more 

concerned with social control and le'as concerned with serving clients' needs. 

The results for labeling variables are even stronger and in a seemingly 

oposite direction. Clients' reports about service providers' views of them 

were substantially more positive than the sentiments expressed by the service 

providers themselves. On the aVf!rage, these differences were greater than a 

standard deviation, and almost all within site comparisons were significant. 

IV. Discussion 

The findings of the present study yield considerable support for the 

assumptions underlying the rationale for diversion, but there are important 

exceptions. For the rationale for diversion to be justified, it is necessary 

that service providers at diversion programs and justice agencies have 

substantially different views of their work. These differences did, in fact, 

appear with perfect regularity across the nine research sites. For diversion 

services to reduce delinquent behavior beyond that of the justice system, it 

is also necessary that diversion clients have different experiences than 

justice clients. There were such differences for coercion and social control, 

and there was a substantial trend for serving clients' needs. It is for the 
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two labeling variables that support is lacking. Diversion clients felt less 

labeled as delinquent in Orange County, but no significant differences for the 

other sites or for labeling as emotionally disturbed were found. Since the 

rationale for the effectiveness of diversion rests largely on labe Ii ng theory, 

the lack of stronger results represents a negative outcome. 

The comparison of client and service provider views about diversion 

yielded some unexpected findings. Ado s was suspecte , serv~ce providers held 

somewhat more optimistic opinions about the.l°r programs than did their 

clients. Clients felt the programs were more coercive, more oriented to 

social control, and less concered with serving needs than did the service 

providers. It is understandable that clients might take such a view, g~ven 

that they reached the programs as a result of arrest. Even if the program 

staff do not threaten clients with sanctions or monitor their behavior, 

clients may believe that sanctions are possible or that their behavior is 

being watched. 

By the same token, we might guess that clients would presume that service 

providers hold negative opinions about them. Q 0 h Ul.te t e opposite was found. 

Service providers described their cll.°ent.o;n h 
.~ ~ muc. more negative terms than the 

clients thought they would. Tho b 
~s can e seen as a success for the service 

providers. 
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Chapter 6 

SYSTEMS FLOW 

I. Introduction 

One method to assess the impact of diversion programs is to evaluate the 

extent to which the justice system has been impacted. By calculating the 

proportion of juveniles progressing to various stages within a system both 

before and after a diversion project began, we can determine, in part, whether 

or not the diversion project was successful ~n channeling youths out of the 

system. (To learn more about the justice system impact of diversion programs, 

consult Blorrilierg, 1980; Elliott, 1973, 1976; Empey, 1973, 1980; Gibbons and 

Blake, 1976; Klein, 1979; and Vorenberg and Vorenberg, 1973.) Constructing an 

analysis of flow through the juvenile justice system is one of several ways to 

address the issue of "widening the nets." 

A review of the literature dealing with the evaluation of diversion 

programs reveals considerable concern with the concept of "widening the nets," 

alternatively known as "encapsulation." Some evaluation and social policy 

analysts have been led to the conclusion " that both adult and juvenile 

diversion practices are being applied largely to clients who were previously 

not subject to justice system insertion" (Blomberg, 1980:575). The stated 

objective underlying the diversion effort has been to divert or turn away 

offenders who, in the absence of a diversion program, would otherwise be 

inserted into the justice system. This contrary finding as to what is 

actually taking place is most alarming. 

! 
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It must be stated at the outset that any analysis of the juvenile justice 

system is only as good as the justice data available. In conducting flow 

analyses of youths through these juvenile justice systems, we were limited to 

existing official police and court data. For some sites, no data were 

available; for others, only a portion of what was desired could be obtained. 

II. Methodology 

We expected to be able to exam~ne the possible impact of diversion 

programming by comparing annual data for a period of years pr~or to and 

following the inception of the diversion programs. Data from different levels 

of the justice system would allow comparisons to be made concerning changes 

over time in: (a) the number of youths associated l.;rith different levels of 

penetration, including the number receiving adjudications mandated by the 

court; and (b) the transitional probabilities (TPs) for different levels 

(i.e., the probability of referral to the next stage ~n the justice system). 

While the types of adjudications delivered over time provide comparative data 

regarding how juvenile cases are resolved, changes in the number of referrals 

to court may well alter the proportion of juveniles receiving a particular 

disposition. For example, a decrease in police referrals to the court 

following the initiation of a police diversion program might result in fewer 

court dismissals and informal adjustments, since many of the less serious 

cases have been disposed of prior to court intake. 

Penetration refers to the absolute number of juveniles progressing to each 

stage of juvenile justice process~ng. The first level of penetration for 

which we were generally able to obtain data was police arrest. These data 

were obtained by contacting the police departments with jurisdiction in the 

areas serviced by the diversion projects. 

'-----------------'-----~-------~"-
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Transitional probabilities were calculated to measure changes in the flow 

of youths thr.ough the justice system. When diversion programming is 

operating to remove youths who would otherwise remain under the jurisdiction 

of agents of the juvenile justice system, the removal of such youths should be 

reflected Ln official data sources. The TP reveals the likelihood of youths 

continuing or being maintained in the system. Assessments for the 

probabilities of youths passing through various points in the justice system 

can be documented with police and court records. Using the flow diagram in 

Figure 6-1 as an example, the annual TPs for three points in a system are 

calculated: police, court intake, and court adjudication. In the sample flow 

diagram, 500 youths were arrested and 300 of them were referred to court 

intake, generating a TF of 300/500 = .60, or a probability of .60 that once a 

youth is arrested a referral will be made to the next step in the justice 

system. Similarly, the court intake TP is 200/300 = .67; and the TP for 

formal adjudication is 140/200 = .70. 

Youths penetrating the system past court intake typically are dismissed, 

warned and released, put on probation, or placed in some form of detention. 

Youths receiving probation or placement are considered to have received a 

formal disposition. This formal disposition provides the numerator in the 

equation for calculating the court TP. Additionally, the number of formal 

adjudications will also be used to calculate what will be called the adjusted 

adjudication rate (AAR) , the probability of individuals arrested receiving a 

formal disposition. Thus, in Figure 6-1, the adjusted adjudication rate is 

140/500 = .28. 

Computation of transitional probabilities for several consecutive years 

allows for estimates of system change. Observed changes may not always be 
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attributable, however, to the introduction of a new diversion program. Other 

system changes may be reflected in the flow of youths through the justice 

system. For example, any significant changes in an offender population may 

cause system rates to change. If more males are arrested, for instance, this 

may account for different TPs at all levels, since males have traditionally 

been dealt with differently by criminal justice agencies when compared with 

females. Likewise, changes in the type of offenses for which youths are 

apprehended may also account for changes in transition probabilities. To 

control for intervening variables of this nature we hav~ attempted to obtain 

data by sex and offense of juvenile offenders for all sites. 

In addition to offender characteristics, other sources may account for 

observed changes in penetration and transition rates. Changes in police 

i ' practices brought about by policy changes (as in New York during a rash of 

subway crime in 1978) can greatly affect these measures. Similarly, changes 

in the law regarding status offenders and children in need of services (as in 

Orange County during the late 1970s) may seriously affect the number of youths 

penetrating the system. Also impacting the flow of youths through the justice 

system are changes of personnel in key positions. For instance, following the 

appointment of a new state attorney with a reputation as an aggressive 

prosecutor a marked increase in the TPs for youths continuing on to court 

occurred on one site. A problem common to all sites involved the end of year 

lag of case disposition. That is, cases initiated in one year are often not 

finalized until the following year. In these circumstances it is possible for 

penetration rates to change as a result of changes in the speed with which 

judges, district attorneys, and probation officers refer cases onto subsequent 

stages. With the possibility of so many intervening or residual variables 

~r I 
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accounting for changes in the system, a flow analysis serves as only one, 

rather crude, measure of impact. 

Our goal was to obtain data from the justice agencies which would 

facilitate the flow analysis suggested above. We therefore sought the 

following kinds of data from the appropriate justice agencies involved: (1) 

number of youths coming into contact with the police; (2) number of youths 

lectur.ed and released without an arrest·, (3) b num er of youths arrested; (4) 

number of youths diverted by the police; (5) demographic characteristics of 

arrested youths; (6) number of youths referred to the district attorney's 

office or probation department; (7) number of youths diverted by the district 

attorney's office or probation department; (8) number of youths referred to 

court for a hearing; (9) disposition of cases for which a court hearing was 

held; and (10) if possible, a breakdo~m for all these data by seriousness of 

offense. Unfortunately, these data were unobtainable for most sites. Despite 

our attempts, we were unable to acquire even minimal data to conduct a flow 

analysis at two sites, Boston and Rosebud. Two other projects, YES-MFY and 

Harlem (both in New York City), were not evaluated due to the small number of 

youths diverted relative to the potential pool of referrals. It could not be 

expected that these projects would appreciably impact the New York City 

juvenile justice system. 

For the remaining seven sites, data were provided such that flow analyses 

were attempted. The findings of these analyses are reported in the following 

section. 

III. Findings 

A. Denver 

In Denver, diversion occurred at three different points in the justice 
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system: after arrest by the police, by the district attorney, and at juvenile 

court dispositional hearings. Youths diverted at the court included some 

placed on formal probation. With diversion occurring at different penetration 

points, we expected to observe impact at all three levels of the system. 

Unfortunately, the nature of criminal justice data in Denver did not allow for 

a detailed evaluation of the impact of diversion at every referral point. 

Our analysis is based primarily upon data provided by the Research 

Division of the Denver Juvenile Court. This office does not have a 

computerized information system, and so the controls and cross tabulations 

required for analysis were unavailable. Of equal significance, data kept 

across the court system are not uniform in point of reference. In other 

words, at one level records are kept by number of petitions, at the next level 

by number of individuals. This is problematic ~n that one individual may be 

represented in one or more petitions. Consequently, changes noted over time 

in percentage of cases penetrating the system may be attributed more to 

variations in the mean number of petitions filed against an individual than to 

any new program or philosophy. Despite these handicaps, we attempted to 

measure the flow of youths through the Denver juvenile justice system. (See 

Figure 6-2.) 

1. Penetration 

Referrals to the Central Denver Youth Diversion Project began in September 

1977. Allowing 1977 to be considered a year of transition, we were able to 

obtain data for the three preceding years as well as 1978 and 1979. Table 6-1 

reports the number of arrests resulting in a court referral. 

A steady decline in youths penetrating the system from 1974 through 1977 

can be seen, with the number leveling off in 1978. Coinciding with this 
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Table 6-1 - 226 -
Juvenile Arrests and Referrals to Court, 1974-1979 

Denver Police and Juvenile Court decline in arrests was also a steady decline ~n court referrals beginning in 

Level of 
1975 and continuing through 1978. In 1979, however, there was an increase in 

Penetration 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 the absolute number of referrals to court as well as the percentage of 

N %* N %* N %* N %* N %* N %* arrested youths continuing on to court. 

Juvenile 
Arrests 12,287 11,791 10,313 9,322 9,476 9,743 

Court 
Referrals 3,679 (30) 3,754 (32) 3,223 (31) 2,396 (26) 2,284 (24) 2,761 (28) 

The disparity between court referrals and case resolution is revealed ~n 

Table 6-2. Since more than one referral may be included in the filing of a 

delinquency petition or revocation of probation, the number of court referrals 

*Percentagess are court referrals as a percentage of juvenile arrests. ~s not matched by the number of case dispositions. Percentages are calculated 

by using the total number of cases for which dispositions were obtained as the 

base number. As indicated above, changes in the flow of youths through the 

system may be attributed to the mean number of referrals per petition. Some 

variation in this figure is noted during the six-year period (1974-1979), with 

a mean of 1.04 referrals per petition in 1974, 1.12 in 1975, 1.02 in 1976, 

1.09 in 1977, 1.18 in 1978, and 1.16 in 1979. 

However, by using the actual number of cases processed at the point of 

court intake rather than the number of referrals to court, we are able to 

minimize the impact of the use of multiple referrals per individual. That is, 

our unit of analysis is the number of cases processed, not referrals to 

court. In addition to the decrease in court referrals noted above, a drastic 

change has occurred since 1974 with regard to the disposition of cases 

referred to court. Whereas 53% of cases were lectured and released ~n 1974, 

only 23% were handled in this manner in 1979. Conversely, only 35% of cases 

had delinquency petitions filed in 1974 but 58% were processed thusly in 

. " 

1979. A significant increase in the proportion of youths penetrating the 

system past court intake has occurred. This may have resulted from police 

practicing greater discretion by lecturing and releasing or diverting youths 

~ i 



Referral 
Outcome 

Court 
Referrals 

Informal 
Adjustment 

Lecture and 
Release 

De linquency 
Petition 
Filed 

Revocation of 
Probation 
Filed 

Total Cases 
Disposed 

*Percentages 

--~--------------------~-~---------------

1974 

N %* 

3,679 

171 (5 ) 

1,865 (53) 

1,225 (35) 

277 (8) 

3,538 

Table 6-2 
Referrals and Case Determination, 1974-1979 

Denver Juvenile Court 

1975 1976 1977 1978 

N %* N %* N %* N 

3,754 3,223 2,396 2,284 

216 (6) 265 (8) 245 ell ) 164 

1,232 (37) 1,356 (43) 617 (28) 510 

%* 

(8) 

(26) 

1,596 (48) 1,416 (45) 1,156 (53) 1,147 (59) 

304 (9) ll9 (4) 182 (8) III (6) 

3,348 3,156 2,200 1,932 

1979 

N %* 

2,761 

293 (12) 

553 (23) 

1,372 (58) 

155 (7) 

2,373 

are based upon the total number of cases disposed, not court referrals. 

- 228 -

who would normally have been referred to court intake and subsequently 

lectured and released there thus reducing the number of releasable offenders 

at court intake. Alternatively, inasmuch as the court received fewer cases, a 

higher percentage of cases may have been required to maintain the court system 

(i.e., minimum caseloads, staff size, etc.). 

It was revealed in T:,l:le 6-2 that a smaller percentage of youths referred 

to court were lectured and released in 1979 than in 1974. In Table 6-3" it 

can be seen that fewer petitions were dismissed in 1979 than in 1974, 30% and 

41% respectively. At the same time, the percentage of petitions sustained 

increased commensurately. While the proportion of petitions sustained has 

increased, the absolute number of sustained petitions has decreased, which 

reflects fewer de linquent petitions being filed and in tu.rn processed in a 

given year. 

With respect to revocation of probation petitions filed, ~l1e note the same 

trend as that indicated above. Fewer of these types of petitions are filed 

and acted upon. Furthermore, fewer of these petitions are sustained, :neaning 

that a greater proportion of this type of petition results in continued 

probation. 

Examination of the number of individuals placed on probation, put in group 

home placements, or committed to the Department of Institutions suggests that 

fewer individuals are receiving these types of formal disposition. (See Table 

6-4.) This follows from the information provided above, which indicated a 

decrease in arrests, delinquency petitions filed, and petitions sustained. 

Despite the limitations of the available data, a summary of the preceding 

discussion is presented ~n Table 6-5. 
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Table 6-3 
Disposition of Petitions Filed, 1974-1979 

Denver Juvenile Court 

Disposition 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 

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

Delinquency 
Petition 
Filed 1,225 1,569 1,416 1,156 1,147 1,372 

Petitions 
Dismissed 487 (41) 470 (37) 582 (39) 382 (30) 321 (30) 313 (30) 

Petitions 
Sustained 695 (59) 814 (63) 909 (61) 880 (0) 751 (0) 714 (0) 

De linquency 
Petition 
Acted Upon 1,182 1,284 1,491 1,252 1,072 1,027 

Revocation of 
Probation 
Filed 277 304 119 182 III 155 

Revocation of 
Probation 
Sustained 173 (63) 123 (55) 104 (62) 154 (63) 89 (59) 68 (49) 

Revocation of 
Probation 
Dismissed 103 (37) 102 (45) 63 (38) 91 (37) 62 (41) 72 (51) 

Revocation of 
Probation 
Acted Upon 276 225 167 245 151 14:) 

1Percentage calculated by us~ng "Delinquent Petitions Acted Upon" as base figure. 
2Percentage calculated by using "Revocation of Probation Acted Upon" as base 

figure. 

Table 6-4 
Number of Individuals Disposed of via Probation, Commitment, or Placement, 1974-1979 

Denver Juvenile Court 

1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 

Probation 420 487 454 414 374 366 
Commitments 138 132 147 126 125 116 
Placements 134 161 139 118 166 141 

Total 692 780 740 658 665 623 
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2. Maintenance 1n the System 

Table 6-6 shows that fluctuations 1n the transitional probabilities for 

arrest to court referral, court referral to the filing of a petition, and 

filing of a petition to formal court disposition have occurred; no change 1n 

the adjusted adjudication rate (AAR, the TP for arrest to formal court 

disposition) can be noted. 

The fact that the probability of being referred to court once arrested has 

decreased since the inception of the diversion project suggests that juveniles 

are being diverted out of the system at the early stages, Le., by the police 

and district attorney's office. This decline in the TP for court referrals 

coincides with a decrease in actual number of cases referred to court. 

Subsequently, one would expect a high maintenance of youths in the system 

after this point, since a large number of eligible youths have already been 

diverted. This expectation is fulfilled in that the TPs for court referral to 

formal court disposition did increase during the diversion years (1977-1979). 

It would thus appear that diversion has impacted the justice system at the 

early penetration stages. Few.er youths are penetrating the system at the 

point of police arrest (this trend, however, began prior to diversion); and, 

once arrested, the probability of being maintained within the criminal justice 

system has decreased. Once in the court system, however, the probability of 

remaining there appears to have increased. 

B. Kansas CitX 

The Kansas City diversion project receives youths diverted out of the 

justice system prior to court processing. Figure 6-3 presents a flow diagram 

of the Kansas City juvenile justice system. The decision on whether or not 

individuals are eligible for diversion is made at police headquarters at the 



Table 6-5 
Flow of Juveniles through Denver Juvenile Justice System, 1974-1979 

1974 1975 1976 1977 

N % N % N % N % 

Juvenile 
Arrests 12,287 11, 791 10,313 9,322 

Referrals to 
Court Acted 
Upon 3,538 (29 ) 3,348 (28 ) 3,156 (31) 2,200 (24) 

Delinquency 
Petition 
Acted Upon 1,182 (33) 1,284 (38) 1,491 (47) 1,262 (57) 

Formal Dis-
position 
(Probation, 
Commitment, 
Placement) 692 (58 ) 780 (61) 740 (50) 658 (52) 

1Calculated by using juvenile arrests as denominator. 
2Ca1cu1ated by using referrals to court as denominator. 
3Calcu1ated by us~ng delinquency petitions as denominator. 

Table 6-6 
Transitional Probabilities, 1974-1979 

Denver Juvenile Justice System 

1974 1975 1976 1977 

Arrest/Court 
Referral .29 .28 .31 .24 

Arrest/Court 
Petition Filed .10 .11 .14 .14 

Arrest/Formal Court 
Disposition .06 .07 .07 .07 

Court Referral/Court 
Petition Filed .33 .38 .47 .57 

Court Referral/Formal 
Court Disposition .20 .23 .23 .30 

Court Petj.tion Filed/ 
Formal Court 
Disposition .59 .61 .50 .52 

1978 1979 

N % N 

9,476 9,743 

1,932 (20) 2,373 

1,072 (55) 1,027 

665 (62) 623 

1978 1979 

.20 .24 

.11 .ll 

.07 .06 

.55 .43 

.34 .26 

.62 .61 

"-
i1 

" r ,I 
~ ,I 
II 
II \ 
il 
li 
" f' 

" % d 
1 
il 
,j 

(24) 

(43) 

(61) 

Release 

~ Court Dismissal 
.....---- \ Court 
----,.:.., Consent Docket ---.:..\ Supervision 

~JUdiCial 

Lecture and ~ 
Release Diversion 

"~ ~ Juvenile Court 
Po11ce Contact ~ Arrest \ I k nta e 

community~ 
Referrals 

Docket ~ Probation 

~ Placement 

Figure 6-3 
Flow Diagram of Kansas City Juven1"le J " ust1ce System 



- 233 -

time of arrest. When eligible, youths are randomly assigned in one of four 

conditions: (1) processed through the normal juvenile justice channels; (2) 

referred to the Roles for Youth diversion project (RFY); (3) referred to the 

Youth Service Unit diversion program (YSU) of the Kansas City Police 

Department (KCPD); or (4) dismissed with no services. (The last option waG 

dropped after the experimental period with random assignment was terminated.) 

To be eligible for diversion, a youth must not be (a) a dangerous offender, 

(b) a first time offender charged with a minor offense, (c) under the court's 

jurisdiction, (d) a status offender, (e) arrested outside of Jackson County, 

or (f) held on charges with insufficient evidence to support a court petition. 

Several circumstances make it difficult to assess the impact of diversion 

upon the Kansas City and Jackson County juvenile justice system. Data were 

provided by the KCPD and the Juvenile Court in Jackson County. Police data 

are reported in aggregate form and are not available for specific categories 

of offenders. That is, referrals made to the court .;tre broken down by 

delinquent, status and traffic offenders, and children receiving improper 

care. The dispositions associated with those referrals are reported, however, 

without reference to offender class. In 1979 there 'were 2,382 delinquents 

among a total of 7,389 referrals to the Jackson County Juvenile Court. Since 

only the delinquency referrals are eligible for diversion~ it would have been 

advantageous to have dispositional data for this group only. 

Furthermore, the Kansas City Youth Diversion Project is a police diversion 

program operated through the KCPD, which is only one of several police 

departments referring juveniles to the Jackson County Juvenile Court. 

Consequently, many of the cases received by the court are from outside the 

jurisdiction of the police department associated with the diversion project. 
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In fact, since 1973, the proportion of referrals by the KCPD to the Jackson 

County Juvenile Court has decreased, from 62% in 1973 to only 34% in 1979. 

) C t1 changes observed in the transitional (See Table 6-9. onsequen y, any 

"1"" d flow of J"uveniles into the Jackson County Juvenile Court probab~ ~t~es an 

cannot be determined by the examination of KCPD activities exclusively. 

Data obtained from the KCPD do allow for some assessment of impact in that 

a breakdown of how arrested youths wrere handled by the KCPD is provided: 

whether they were processed through Juvenile Court, Youth Diversion, or 

unknow-n. As stated above, we can not make the transition from police to court 

data so He will report the two separately. 

1. Penetration 

a. Police 

Based upon data provided by the KCPD as reported in Table 6-7, it can be 

seen that the characteristics of juveniles arrested for non-traffic offenses 

in Kansas City have changed significantly since 1973. Females comprised a 

larger p~rcentage of the offenders for the diversion years (1977-1979) than 

they did earlier). Whites have also increased their representation among 

those arrested. Serious or Part I offenses make up a smaller percentage of 

offenses committed by juveniles in the later years when compared with the 

pre-diversion years. 

Given the changes in the type of offender arrested by the KCPD, it is 

difficult to attribute changes in the flow of youths through the justice 

system to the diversion program alone. Changes in the juvenile population, 

in police practices may account for the observed differences as well. or, 

The KCPD also provided information concerning the disposition of juvenile 

cases: through juvenile court or through the juvenile diversion of the police 



Table 6-7 
Demographic Characteristics of Juveniles Arrested ~n Kansas City, 1973-1979 - 236 -

1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 department. Examination of Table 6-8 reveals that after a steady increase in 

the proportion of cases referred to juvenile court from 1973 to 1976, a 

Male N 4,181 4,477 3,982 3,394 3,656 2,989 2,790 
% (84) (83) (82) (80) (71) (7l ) (72) decline in this method of disposing of cases occurred in 1977. The sudden 

Female N 77l 887 890 853 1,488 1,240 1,081 decrease in juvenile court referrals in 1978 suggests that the diversion 

% (16 ) (1n (18) (20) .J1J2 (29) ~8) project may have reduced the number of juveniles penetrating the system to the 

Total 4,952 5,364 4,872 4,247 5,144 4,229 3,87l 
court. Given the changes in the type of offenders being arrested, we can not 

White N 1,898 1,818 1,7l3 1,622 2,208 2,049 1,885 
% (38) (34) (35) (38) (43) (48) (49) be certain that this change in nu.mber of court referrals can be attributed to 

Nonwhite N 3,054 3,546 3,159 2,625 2,936 2,180 1,986 police diversion, but the data are supportive of this assumption. 

% (62) (66) (65) (62) (5n (52) (51) i! 

I 
4,.247 5,144 4,229 3,87l 1 Total 4,952 5,364 4,872 I 

b. Court 

Table 6-8 in the preceding section reports the number of cases referred to 
Ii 

Part I ! 
,j 

Offense : juvenile court by the KCPD. In Table 6-9, which is based upon court data, we 

N 3,542 3,896 3,601 2,903 2,517 1,956 1,743 
~ % (72) (73) (74) (68) (49) (46) (45) 
~ 
~ Part II 

I and Other 
Offenses II 

note a discrepancy from Table 6-8 in the number of cases referred to court by 

the KCPD. This kind of discrepancy continuously frustrated our assessment of 

the impact of diversion upon court procedures. 

N 1,410 1,468 1,271 1,344 2,627 2,273 2,128 I 
% (28) (2n (26) (32) (51) (54) (55) I 

As the type of juvenile offender arrested in Kansas City changed over 

Total 4,952 5,364 4,872 4,247 5,144 4,229 3,87l ! 
i 
! 
ii 
I' i 
! 
i 
i 
~ 

time, there was also a change in the nature of referrals to Jackson County 

Juvenile Court, with a decrease in the number and proportion of delinquency 

referrals (see Table 6-10). These reductions are consistant with those found 

for the police rates of referrals to the court and affirm th.O! assumption that 

! 
i 
I 

the diversion project reduced the number of youths penetrating the court 
I 

system. 

The decrease in delinquent referrals and the increase in referrals for 
, 
I , 

"Improper Care" might account for the changes in disposition handed out by the 

court presented in Table 6-11. 

2. Maintenance in the System 

Due to the incompatability of police and court data in Kansas City, 

I 

I 
i " . , , 
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Table 6-8 Table 6-10 

Kansas City Police Disposition of Cases, 1973-1979 Type of Referral Processed by the Jackson County Juvenile COl./.rt, 1973-1979 

1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 

Juvenile 
Delinquency N 3,362 3,935 4,001 3,665 3,333 2,339 2,382 

Court N 3,303 3,647 3,499 3,274 3,708 2,637 2,595 % (47) (47) (46 ) (36 ) (35 ) (27) (32) 

% (67) (68) (72) (77) (72) (62) (67) 
Juvenile 

Status N 1,159 1,326 1,407 1,882 1,747 1,676 1,383 

Division N 1,649 1,717 1,347 974 1,330 1,457 1,080 % (16 ) (16 ) (16 ) (18 ) (18 ) (19) (19) 

% (33) (32) (28) (23) (26) (34) (28) 
Not 

Traffic N 1,673 2,059 1,953 2,551 2,370 2,344 1,890 

Stated N 96 135 196 % (23 ) (25 ) (22) (25 ) (25 ) (27) (26) 

% (2) (3) (5) 
Improper 

Total 4,952 5,364 4,846 4,248 5,134 4,229 3,871 Care N 947 1,065 1,334 2,085 2,038 2,285 1,734 
% (13) ( 13) (15 ) (20 ) (21) (26) (23) 

Total 7,141 8,385 8,695 10,183 9,488 8,644 7,389 

Table 6-9 Table 6-11 

Jackson County Juvenile Court Record of Referral Sources Jackson County Juvenile Court Dispositions, 1973-1979 

1973-1979 

Dispositions 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 

1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 

Probation N 1,456 1,575 1,307 1,048 945 1,310 1,188 

KCPD N 4,927 5,197 4,638 4,883 4,404 3,479 3,015 
% (42) (40) (31) (28 ) (22 ) (32) (29) 

% (62) (57) (50) (44) (42) (34) (34) 
Other N 3,045 3,926 4,689 6, 13l~ 6,059 6,775 5,886 Foster Care N 166 197 217 391 369 345 350 

% (38) (43) (50) (56) (58) (66) (66) % (5 ) (5 ) (5) (11) (9) (8) (8) 

Total 7,972 9,123 9,327 II ,017 10,463 10,254 8,901 
Placements N 498 558 673 511 739 541 368 

% (14) (14) (16 ) (14) (In (13 ) (9) 

Adult Court N 20 33 33 36 19 9 18 
% (0.6) (0.8) (0.8) (1) (0.4) (0.2) (0.4) 

Committed Div. 

I Mental Health 
i N 62 45 49 21 71 35 24 
I % (2) (1) (1) (0.6) (2 ) (0.9) (0.6) 
h 

I Voluntary 

~ Dismissals 

~ r N 281 134 195 140 264 488 492 

I (1,: (8) (3) (5 ) (4) (6 ) (I2) (12) 

i 
I, 

I 
I Other N 1,025 1,347 1,763 

I 
1,531 1,883 1,356 1,751 

U % (29) (35 ) (42) (42) (44) (33) (42) 

i~ , 
f,. I Total 3,508 3,889 4,237 3,678 4,290 4,084 I' 4,133 
1 " 

11 i\ , I " ,-

~1 

:' 
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transitional probabilities were calculated only for the likelihood of police 

arrest leading to court processing. The percentage of arrests processed to 

juvenile court was reported 1n Table 6-8. These percentages are also the TPs 

for youths being maintainj~d 1n the system from police to court intake. After 

diversion began, the TPs decreased, suggesting that alternative processing of 

youths had occurred. However, as stated above, the change in the type of 

offender entering the system during this time confounds the interpretation of 

the change in TPs. 

C. Memphis 

The Memphis-Metro Youth Diversion Project (MMYDP) began accepting clients 

for referral to no-cost services in April 1977. In Memphis and Shelby County, 

police officers have three options available when confronted with juveniles 

who have violated the law: they can (a) arrest offenders, (b) issue a 

juvenile summons~ or (c) warn and release youths. Only those cases referred 

to court were eligible for diversion, since all referrals to MMYDP came from 

the Memphis and Shelby County Juvenile Court. In cooperation with the 

National Evaluation, eligible youths were randomly assigned to (a) diversion 

with no services, (b) diversion without services, or (c) further juvenile 

justice system penetration. Ineligible youths included those who (a) normally 

would not have penetrated further into the system, (b) had committed serious 

property crimes, (c) had been charged with a crime against persons, (d) were 

currently on probation or in a placement, or (e) had been diverted previously. 

The following analysis is based upon data provided by the Memphis Police 

Department and the Memphis and Shelby County Juvenile Court. These agencies 

did not maintain separate records regarding how many youths were diverted to 

MMYDP. Instead, diverted youths are included in two pre-existing disposition 
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categories (llreferred elsewhere" and "taken under advisement"). Data were 

also provided for the number of youths penetrating the system at the police 

level, the sex and race of arrested offenders, and the disposition of all 

juvenile cases appearing 1·n court. F· 6 4 19ure - presents a flow chart 

diagramming the Memphis juvenile justice system. 

1. Penetration 

Data providing the sex and race of offenders were available only for 

juveniles arrested by police. These data are presented in Table 6-12. No 

sizable differences in these offender characteristics can be seen for the 

nine-year period examined. Regarding sex of offenders, approximately 3/4 are 

male (ranging from 72% to 77%) and 1/4 female (ranging from 23% to 28%). Even 

less variation over time is evident in th h·· e et n1c1ty of arrested offender.s, 

where approximately 40% are white and 60% black. Since no change in the 

offender populations has occurred with respect to these variables, we can be 

more confident that observed changes in the flow of juveniles through the 

sytem may be attributable to changes 1n justice system practices rather than 

to characteristics of offenders. Despite the lack of change in the sex and 

race of juvenile offenders, a noticeable change in the severity of offenses 

occurred during the 1970s. (S T b1 6 12 ) ee a e - • The percentage of juveniles 

arrested for misdemeanors has more than doubled since 1971 (from 23% to 49% in 

1979), while the proportion arrested for felonies and status offenses has 

decreased. Th1·S ch . ff ange 1n 0 ense types may have implications for the 

ultimate dispositions that offenders receive. 

Considerable fluctuation in the number of··1 . Juven1 es penetrat1ng the 

juvenile justice system occurred during the 1970s Fewer than 10,000 youths 

had formal cont~·_t (arrested or receiving juvenile summonses) with the police 
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Table 6-12 
Type of Referral Processed by Memphis and Shelby County Juvenile Court, 1971-1979 

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 

"Felonies N 2,328 2,495 2,725 3,410 3,403 2,865 2,369 2,082 1,923 
% (28 ) (29 ) (30) (30 ) (31) (30) (32) (27) (23) 

Hisdemeanors N 1,874 2,126 2,224 3,129 2,873 2,836 2,598 3,087 4,139 
% (23 ) (25 ) (24) (28 ) (26 ) (30 ) (35 ) (40 ) (49 ) 

Status N 3,607 3,590 3,685 4,185 4~065 3,066 2,276 2,389 2,179 
% (43 ) (42) (40 ) (37) (37) (33) (31) (31) (26 ) 

Other N 485 423 569 627 637 634 164 190 255 
% (6 ) (5 ) (6 ) (6 ) (6 ) 0) (2 ) (2) (3) ---

Total 8,294 8,634 9,203 11,351 10,978 9,401 7,407 7,748 8,487 

~, i 
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~n 1971; the number increased by almost 50% to 14,850 in 1975. A rapid 

decrease then occurred between 1975 and 1977, with 10,361 youths entering the 

system in 1977. (See Table 6-13) While some of this variation can be 

attributed to different rates of arrest, examination of Table 6-13, suggests 

that significant changes in the issuance of juvenile summonses ~ccurred during 

this period. While only 11% of youths penetrating the system in 1971 were 

issued summonses, 29% entered the system by this route in 1977. The number of 

arrests peaked ~n 1974, whereas the most juvenile summonses were issued in 

1975, the year with the most police contacts. 

The number of youths processed through the court (Table 6-14) roughly 

equals the number of youths coming into contact with the police. Reaching a 

peak in 1974 (9,650 cases), the number of court cases decreased through 1977. 

Since 1977, though, there has been an increase in cases referred to court. In 

fact the 1979 level had surpassed all but the 1974 and 1975 levels. 

With respect to police contacts, it would appear that changes in police 

behavior occurred between 1973 and 1977. The sharp increase and then matching 

decrease in number of police contacts during this period suggests a change 

either in field practice or recording practice. It has already been suggested 

that the use of juvenile summonses appear to account for a major source of the 

fluctuation. Unfortunately, we cannot account for other variables that may 

have precipitated the changes in these figureA. 

While some variation has been noted in the number of cases appearing in 

court, a cursory examination of Table 6-14 reveals only minor changes in the 

manner in which these cases have been disposed. Two trends are noteworthy: a 

steady decrease in the percentage of cases referred to the probation 

department, down from 20% in 1973 to 10% in 1979; and a substantial increase 

Male N 
% 

Female N 

Total 

White N 
% 

Black N 
% 

Other N 

Total 

% 

Police 
Contact 

Arrests 
% Contacts 

De linquents 
% Arrests 

Unruly 
% Arrests 

Juvenile 
Summonses 

% Contacts 

, 

Table 6-13 
Demographic Characteristics of Juveniles Arrested in Memphis, 1971-1979 

1971 

6,600 
(4) 

2,276 
(26 ) 

8,876 

3,594 
(40) 

5,274 
(59) 

8 

8,876 

9,935 

8,876 
(89 ) 

1,059 
(11 ) 

1972 

6,364 
(4) 

2,270 
(26 ) 

8,634 

3,489 
(40) 

5,138 
(60) 

7 

8,634 

9,743 

8,634 
(89 ) 

5,746 
(67) 

2,888 
(33) 

1,109 
(11) 

1973 

6,855 
(4) 

2,348 
(26 ) 

9,203 

3,497 
(38) 

5,696 
(62) 

10 

9,203 

10,648 

9,203 
(86 ) 

6,289 
(4) 

2,914 
(26 ) 

1,445 
(14) 

1974 

8,716 
(7) 

2,635 
(23 ) 

11,351 

4,605 
(41) 

6,728 
(59) 

18 

11,351 

13,994 

11,351 
(81) 

7,748 
(68 ) 

3,603 
(32) 

2,643 
(19) 

1975 

8,435 
(7) 

2,543 
(23 ) 

10,978 

4,379 
(40) 

6,575 
(60) 

24 

10,978 

14,850 

10,978 
(4) 

7,442 
(68 ) 

3,536 
(32) 

3,872 
(26) 

1976 

6,963 
(4) 

2,438 
(26 ) 

9,401 

3,848 
(41) 

5,546 
(59) 

7 

9,401 

12,579 

9,401 
05 ) 

6,823 
(3) 

2,578 
(27 ) 

3,178 
(25) 

1977 

5,434 
(3) 

1,973 
(27) 

7,407 

3,017 
(41) 

4,373 
(59) 

17 

7,407 

10,361 

7,407 
(1) 

5,438 
(3) 

1,969 
(27) 

2,954 
(29) 

1978 

5,605 
(2) 

2,143 
(2~ ) 

7,748 

3,209 
(39) 

4,528 
(58) 

11 

7,748 

10,063 

7,748 
(7) 

5,606 
(2) 

2,306 
(28 ) 

2,415 
(23) 

1979 

6,197 
. (3) 

2,290 
(27) 

8,487 

3,276 

5,182 
(61) 

29 

8,487 

10,662 

8,487 
(80) 

6,496 
(7) 

1,991 
(23 ) 

2,175 
(20) 

, 



Table 6-14 
Court Disposition of Cases l.n Memphis 

Disposition 1973 1974 1975 

Dismissed--
Not Proven N 1,122 1,579 1,611 

% (4) (16) (18) 

Dismissed--Warned N 3,834 5,123 4,94~ 
% (49) (53) (54) 

Referred Elsewhere N 36 60 31 
% (0.5) (0.6) (0.3) 

Under Advisement N 196 295 244 
% (3) (3) (3) 

Probation N 1,541 1,546 1,499 
% (20) (16) (16) 

Committed N 318 459 307 
% (4) (5) (3) 

Other N 750 588 553 
% 00) (6) (6) 

Total 7,797 9,650 9,190 

;f I 

and Shelby County, 1973-1979 

1976 197'7 1978 

1,481 1,202 1,142 
(19) (7) (15) 

4,162 3,233 3,773 
(53) (45) (49) 

L~5 272 556 
(0.6) (4) (7) 

238 273 396 
(3) (4) (5) 

1,083 1,011 819 
(4) (4) (11 ) 

326 415 320 
(4) (6) (4) 

551 715 715 
(7) 00) (9) 

7,886 7,126 7,721 

1979 

1,124 
(4) 

4,348 
(52) 

784 
(9) 

° 
823 

(10) 

290 
(3) 

927 
(11 ) 

8,296 

) 

t 

I· 
I 
! 
I 

I 
I·, 
I 

I 
{
1,1 

. j 
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l.n cases "referred elsewhere" (includes diverted youths), from less than 1% l.n 

1976 to 9% in 1979. Both of these changes are in a direction indicative of 

diversion impact. It should also be noted, however, that associated with the 

increase in the use of "referred elsewhere" has been the elimination of the 

"under advisement" category. 

2. Maintenance in the System 

In this section, transitional probab1ities are reported for the 

following: (1) the probability of a police contact leading to arrest; (2) the 

probability of a police contact leading to a court appearance; (3) the 

probability of a court appearance resulting in a formal decision (probation or 

commitment); and (4) the adjusted adjudication rate (the probability of a 

police contact leading to a formal disposition). Table 6-15 reports these 

transitional probabilities for 1973 through 1979. 

Examination of the TPs reveals some fluctuation in the likelihood of a 

police contact resulting in an arrest or court appearance. As the number of 

police contacts increased in 1974 and 1975 (see Table 6-12), the probability 

of formal handling decreased. Furthermore, as the rate of police contact 

decreased, the probabilities of arrest or court processing leveled off and 

then began to increase after MMYDP began accepting referrals, such that the 

probability of a police contact resulting in court processing was higher than 

any years preceding diversion (.77 and .78 in 1978 and 1979 respectively, 

compared with .62 and .63 in 1975 and 1976). 



Table 6-15 
1973-1979 Transition Probabilities for l1emphis Juvenile Justice System, 
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While these police transition probabilities underwent annual fluctuations, 

1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 the court TP remained constant until after the inception of the diversion 

Police Contact/ 
.81 .74 .75 .71 .77 .80 Arrest .86 

project. In 1978 and 1979 a substantial decrease in the probability that 

Police Contact/ 
.69 .62 .63 .69 .77 .78 Court .73 

youths penetrating to court would receive a formal disposition (commitment or 

Court/Formal 
.21 .20 .18 .20 .15 .13 Disposition .20 

Police Contact/ 
.14 .12 .11 .13 .12 .10 Formal Dis~osition .14 

probation) was achieved. Inasmuch as the ~1YDP is a court diversion project 

this is exactly ~mere we would expect to see a change in court statistics if 

I 
I 

the project was having an impact upon the court system. Thus, although the 
t 
I 

1-, 

I 
probability of appearing in court once arrested increased, the probability of 

i 
I , receiving a formal court disposition decreased. This decrease appears to be 
i r 

-I 

I, 
I. '. 
" I 

associated with the activities of the diversion project. 

With resp~ct to the adjusted adjudication rate (AAR) , we observe that 
, 
i: 
r 
I 

while some fluctuation has occurred, no trend has been established. However, 
I' 

I: 
Ii 

the AAR in 1979 was the lowest (.10) ~n the seven years investigated, 

" il 
I 
I, 

suggesting again that the MMYDP may have had some impact upon the justice 
I' 

i; 
Ii system's handling of youths. It should be noted that this is a fairly tenuous 

Returning to Table 6-14, we note that not only has the probability of 

jl 
II 
JI 

~ 

II 
~ 
Ii 
Ii 

tl I 11 
~ 
~ 
~ I ~ 

! 
" 

statement in that the highest AAR was only .14, although we would not expect a 

dramatic change in the AAR because of the large number of police contacts. 

formal handling by the courts decreased, but so have the absolute number of 

cases. While 2,005 cases were referred to the probation department or to an , 
l; 
;1 

I institutional placement in 1974, only 1,113 cases were handled in this manner 

i 
Ii 
j 

I 
Ii 

in 1979. Successful court diversion in the face of shrinking court referrals 

is an impressive accomplishment for any diversion project. 

D. Orange Countl 
,i 
u 

l' Ii 
i I 

The Orange County diversion project, which began accepting clients July 1, 

1977, is part of a statewide effort to divert juveniles out of the justice 
I 

I 
I 

! 
l ) 

I 
j. 

1\ ,t 
i,~ 
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system. Diversion occurs after errest but before a petition ~s filed with the 

courts. Due to a strict interpretation of state law, police officers must 

arrest all juveniles in violation of the law. Formal lecture and release or 

other informal police options do not officially exist. All arrested juveniles 

are referred to the state attorney's office for review. The options available 

to that office include: (1) referral to court, (2) diversion, (3) informal 

disposition, and (4) dismissal of complaint. (See Figure 6-5 for a flow chart 

of the juvenile justice system.) 

In Orange County, the principals agreed to the random assignment of 

eligible youths to (1) diversion with services, (2) 'diversion .. without 

services, or (3) referral to court. Youths eligible for inclusion in the 

"pool" of divertable youths were those who would normally be referred to court 

in the absence of the diversion project. Ineligible youths in~luded those: 

(1) with a petition filed for a prior offense, (2) on probation during the 

preceding two years, (3) with charges involving the use of a weapon, (4) with 

charges involving the sale of drugs other than marijuana, and (5) previously 

In the assessment of the impact of diversion upon the Orange County 

Dismissal Noelle Prosequi 
(Complaint dismissed ./ 
~ or no complaint filed) ~JUdiCia1 Warning 

Apprehension _______ -'" ... Review by State \. Petition Filed ___ ~~ Court \. Probation 
by Police Attorney's Office Appearance ~ 

,~ ~mmitment 
Diverted Other 

diverted who were rearrested. 

criminal justice system, several events occurring during the six-year period 

of the flow analysis must be considered. First, in 1975 a new division chief 

was assigned to the Orange County State Attorney's Office. This individual 

built a reputation as an "aggressive prosecutor" by filing on most of the 

prosecutable offenses passing through his office. As discussed in the 
Figure 6-5 

introduction personnel changes of this type has important implica.tions for the Flow Diagram of Orange County Juvenile Justice System 

total justice system and represents an important consideration for flow 

analyses. Another important change involves the classification of status 

_____ , ________________________________________________________________ ~ _______ ~ _____________ _ T 
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Table 6-16 

offences. Prior to July 1, 1975, all youths apprehended as Children in Need Severity of Offenses Committed by Youth ~n Orange County, 1974-1979 

of Serivces (CINS) or status offenders were treated as delinquent. Between 
Offense 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 

July 1, 1975, and October 1978, youths adjudicated ungovernable more than once 
Divertable 

Misdemeanor N 2,743 4,149 2,939 3,311 1,920 1,750 
% (43) (47) (59) (66) (56) (53) 

were categorized and treated as delinquent. Since October 1978, E£ CINS could 

be handled as delinquents; only those accused of a criminal offense could be 
Divertable 

Felony N 1,274 2,264 1,463 1,625 1,434 1,091 
% (20) (26) (29) (32) (42) (33) 

thus processed. Furthermore, several types of traffic violations have 

traditionally been classified as delinquent acts 9 including "fleeing and 
Status Offense N 2,233 2,174 511 19 0 402 

eluding," "leaving the scene," and "driving under the influence of alcohol." % (25) (25) (10) ( .4) (12) 

Non-Divertable N 119 160 64 85 82 49 
% (2) (2) (1) (2) (2) (2) 

In October 1978, "driving without a valid operator's license" was added to 

this list. We must be alerted that these policy changes, as the change in 
Total 6,369 8,747 4,977 5,040 3,436 3,292 

personnel noted above, affects the number of youths entering the system and 

I I -, that a major change in sentencing policy has occurred when, in fact, the only 

lIncludes (but not limited to) unauthorized use of motor vehicle, 
prostitution, petty larceny, vandalism, assault and/or battery, lottering, 
trespassing. 

2Includes (but not limited to) sexual battery, robbery, burglary, 

the subsequent handling of juveniles such that one may incorrectly conclude 

change has been in the type of offender prenetrating the system as a result of arson, auto theft, aggravated assault, grand larceny. 

policy and personnel changes. 

A. Penetration 

Annual data for delinquents processed in Orange County were obtained from 

the State of Florida Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services (HRS) 

for 1974 through 1979. These data allow for annual comparisons to be made on 

the following variables: severity of offense, sex, race, and case disposition. 

Table 6-16, which reports the severity of offenses by year, reveals the 

effects of the re-definition of status offenses upon the numbers of juveniles 

penetrating the justice system, and the fluctuations in number of arrests 

between 1974 and 1979. Due to the changing legal status of status offenders 

during the 1970s, it is difficult to compare the annual juvenile populations 

in the justice system. If we exclude status offenses from the tabulations, it 

i ,. 
~( I 
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can be seen that approximately two-thirds of the offenses were misdemeanors 
Table 6-17 

Demographic Characteristics of Juvenile Offenders l.n Orange County, 1974-1979 
and one-third were felonies prior to the introduction of diversion. After the 

diversion project began accepting clients in July 1977, the percentage of 
1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 

misdemeanants decreased to 56% and 53% and the percentage of felony cases 
Male N 4,605 6,772 3,956 3,908 2,720 2,516 % (69 ) (75) (78) (77) (74) (74) 

increas~d to 42% before falling to 33% in 1979. 

With respect to sex and race of offenders, little difference appears to 

Female N 2,053 2,222 1,092 1,174 % (31) (25) 
828 896 

(22) (23) (23) (26) 

have occurred over the six-year period examined. Approximately 3/4 of all 
Total 6~657 8,994 5,048 5,082 3,540 3,412 

offenses were committed by males and slightly more than 3/4 were committed by 
White N 5,240 7,015 3,920 3,795 % (79) (78) 

2,755 2,611 
(78) (75) (78) (77) 

whites. (See Table 6-17.) In the half-year after diversion began, a lower 

percentage of whites were arrested. This decrease, however, was short-lived, 

Black N 1,387 1,950 1,043 1,184 772 762 % (21) (22) (21) (23) (22) (22) 

and by 1978 the racial distribution of offenders was the same it had been in 
Other N 30 29 85 103 21 39 % (0.5) (0.3) ..QL ..QL -ill (1) 

1976. Total 6,657 8,994 5,048 5,082 3,540 3,412 
From the preceding discussions, it can be concluded that, while the 

numbers of youths penetrating the system varied from year to year, the 

relative distributions of offenders by severity of offense, sex, and race 

remained essentially stable over the six years examined. 

Table 6-18 provides an-accounting of the disposition of all juveniles 

arrested from 1974 through 1979. Beginning in 1976 (the year after the 

current state attorney in Orange County took office, as well as the year after 

status offenders were eliminated from delinquent records), we note an 

increasing number and percentage of juveniles receiving probation. Whereas 
I 

only 10% received formal dispositions (probation or commitment) in 1974, 44% " ); , 
did so in 1979. Table 6-16 revealed a decrease in offenses after 1975. This " " ~ 

t' 
I' 

h 
" I' 

~ 

f: 

resulted in fewer cases for the state attorney's office to review for possible 

court processing. A decrease in the number of youths penetrating the court 

system has been cited as an explanation for an increase in the proportion of 
.~ , 
I 

~ 
I 
I 
I 

" I 

~; I 



Table 6-18 
Disposition of Cases, Orange County Court, 

Disposition 1974 1975 1976 1977 

Dismissed N 4,365 6,527 3,004 2245 
% (80) (81) (68) (49 ) 

Diverted or 
Referred N 210 211 149 75 

% (4) (3) (3) (2) 

Noelle Prose N 220 297 258 451 
% (0.5) (0.3) (5) (10) 

Purchase of 
Services N 132 ' 83 60 122 

% (2) (1) (1) (3) 

Probation N 423 684 555 1,077 
% (8) (8) (13) (24) 

Commitment N 108 273 168 159 
% (2) (3) (4) (3) 

Total 5,486 8,098 4,417 4,564 

\ 

1974-1979 

1978 1979 

1,256 771 
(40) (27) 

146 348 
(5) (12) 

334 352 
(3) (1) 

75 90 
(2) (3 ) 

1,133 1,140 
(36) (41) 

87 71 
(3) (3) 

3,110 2,814 

" 

,I 
d 

t ,: 
Ii 
" 

Ii r, 
r 
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! 
I 
I' 
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cases receiving formal dispositions as systems strain to maintain themselves 

(BREC, 1974). This, combined with the personnel change 1n the state 

attorney's office may account for the observed increase 1n the number and 

proportion of youths receiving formal disDositions during the diversion years. 

2. Maintenance in the System 

Orange County is the only site for which dispositional data reported by 

severity of offense were obtained. Consequently, Orange County is the only 

site where we can determine if changes have occurred by different offender 

types. Table 6-19 reports the TPs for five categories of offenders: (1) total 

number of apprehended youth, (2) divertable misdemeanants, (3) divertable 

felons, (4) status offenders, and (5) non-divertable offenders. The first TP 

reported in Table 6-19 refers to the probability of arrested youth being 

referred by the state attorney's office to court. The second refers to the 

likelihood of receiving a formal disposition (probation or commitment), and 

the third refers to the adjusted adjudication rate. 

Examination of Table 6-19 reveals that since 1975, the TPs for all five 

groups have steadily increased at all points of the system. The trend has 

been for divertable felons to have the highest adjusted adjudication rate, 

non-divertable felons the second highest, and divertable misdemeanants the 

lowest. The TPs reported in Table 19 lead us to conclude that the effects of 

the appointment of the new and active state attorney in 1975 has thoroughly 

confounded our attempt to assess the system effectiveness of Orange County. 

E. John Jay-Transit Police 

The John Jay College-New York City Transit Police Diversion Project began 

accepting clients on May 18, 1977, but random assignment of eligible youths 

did not begin until August 9, 1977. Only juveniles apprehended by the Transit 



Table 6-19 
Transitional Probabilities for Orange 

1974 1975 1976 1977 

All Offenses 
State Attorney/ 

Court .17 .17 .29 .49 
Court Appearance/ 

Formal Disposition .58 .70 .57 .55 
Adjusted Adjudication 

Rate .10 .12 .17 .27 
Divertable Misdemeanors 

State Attorney/ 
Court .09 .11 .21 .40 

Court Appearance/ 
Formal Disposition .46 .60 .49 .44 

Adjusted Adjudication 
Rate .04 .07 .10 .18 

Divertable Felon~s 
State Attorney/ 

Court .40 .35 .50 .68 
Court Appearance/ 

Formal Disposition .61 .75 .64 .68 
Adjusted Adjudication 

Rate .24 .26 .32 .46 
Status Offenses 

State Attorney/ 
Court .10 .06 .03 .50 

Court Arpearance/ 
Forma Disposition .72 .77 .70 1.00 

Adjusted Adjudication 
Rate .07 .05 .02 .50 

Non-Divertable Offenses 
State Attorney! 

Court .23 .22 .16 .59 
Court Appearance/ 

Formal Disposition .52 .82 .89 .60 
Adjusted Adjudication 

Rate .12 .18 .14 .35 

1No status offenses in 1978. 

" I 

County, 1974-1979 

1978 1979 

.55 .60 

.71 • 71 

.39 .43 

.46 .55 

.65 .66 

.30 .36 

.67 .83 

.78 .77 

.52 .64 

01 .11 

01 .53 

01 .06 

.59 .64 

.63 .81 

.37 .52 

" 
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Police in the commission of a crime on the city's subways were included in the 

pool of youths referred to the diversion project. Diversion occurred at the 

district police station in collaboration with project representatives at the 

Juvenile Crime Prevention Unit (JCPU). Figure 6-6 presents a flow chart of 

the New York juvenile justice system • 

Criteria which made youths ineligible for diversion included the 

following: (1) youths over 15 or under 7 years of age; (2) those committing a 

felony or a photographable misdemeanor; (3) when an apprehending officer or 

complainant insisted that the case go to court; (4) when youths and/or parents 

wanted the case to go to court; (5) when a youth's record indicated that the 

youth (a) was violent, (b) had an active case pending with the court for a 

prior offense, or (c) was the subject of an outstanding warrant requiring 

court ac~ion; and (6) when youths appeared to be in need of immediate medical 

or psychiatric care. 

Before discussing the impact of the John Jay-Transit Police Project upon 

the juvenile justice system in New York City, several observations are ~n 

order: First, while the Transit Authority Police account for only 10% of the 

city police personnel, they are responsible for 35% of the discretionary 

juvenile detentions in the city. Due to the nature of the Transit Authority 

Police's jurisdiction, property crimes such as burglary are almost 

nonexistent. Vandalism, criminal mischief, and larceny, on the other hand, 

account for the majority of offenses which the Transit Police encounter. 

In addition to the idiosyncratic nature of Transit Police apprehensions, 

several policy changes require attention. Prior to 1976, all youths arrested 

by the Transit Police were referred to the New York City Police Department for 

handling. In 1976, the Transit Police assumed this responsibility. Thus, we 
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were unable to obtain juvenile arrest data by the Transit Police prlor to 

1976. Furthermore, in early 1979, a rash of crime on the subways led the 

Mayor of New York City to request greater police presence on the subways. 

Large amounts of overtime were approved and all available personnel were 

assigned to patrol the trains and stations of the system. During this period 

of increased police presence on the subway, patrolman were requested to use 

the utmost discretion and arrest only the most serious of offenders so that 

they would not have to leave their patrol assignments. Night patrols were 

also increased and day time surveillance, the peak periods of juvenile use of 

the subways, was decreased. Personal interviews and data obtained from the 

Transit Police suggest that these policy changes slowed the number of juvenile 

arrests during 1979: 3,081 and 2,952 youths were arrested by Transit Authority 

Juvenile Report ~ Case Dismissed 
Filed Diverted 

~ ~ . ~JUdgment Suspended 

POliC~--_______ ~ ~ .... Famlly '--Probation 
\. Arrested Court ~ 

. . Social Services 
Referral 

Contact 

Police in 1977 and 1978 respectively while only 2,196 were arrested in 1979. 

(See Table 6-20.) 

In addition to these policy changes, several problems arose in attempting 

to employ Family Court data to assess the impact of the John Jay-Transit 

Police Diversion Project upon the justice system. As will be seen in the 

Institutionalized following discussion, considerable disparity exists between the number of 

petitions filed in court and the number of dispositions returned. Through 

conversations with Family Court officials, it was determined that these 

Figure 6-6 
Flow Diagram of New York City Juvenile Justice System 

discrepancies can be attributed to the following circumstances: petitions are 

sent to the record office in batch form for complaints filed; dispositions are 

sent to the record office individuall::, after court disposition. This policy 

of recording dispositions separately increases the loss rate, in that forms 

are frequently reported as lost or misplaced between the court and records 

office. Further, while an individual may have numerous complaints filed 
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against him/her, only one disposition is generally recorded. Another obstacle 

complicates the complete examination of the flow of youths through the New 

York City juvenile justice system. Records for the court disposition of 

juveniles apprehended by the Transit Police are not kept by the Transit Police 

or separated by the court. Family Court data are kept for all juvenile 

arrests in the city so that the transition from Transit Police data to court 

data cannot be mace. Due to the nature of the available data no attempt will 

be made to assess the impact of the John Jay-Transit Police Diversion Project 

upon the New York City juvenile justice system. 

From the data of Tables 6-20 to 6-23, however, the following observations 

can be made. The number of arrests by Transit Authority Police has decreased 

significantly since 1977 (Table 6-20) indicative of diversion impact but 

confounded by other events. A slight decrease in the number of petitions 

filed with Family Court has occurred as well (Table 6-21). Fluctuations in 

the absolute numbers of dispositions returned by Family Court have also 

occurred during the six-year period (Table 6-22). Dispositions are 

dichotomized into "not placed" (dismissed and withdrawn) and "placed" 

(probation and placement) and an overall increase in the percentage of cases 

receiving a formal disposition is observed (Table 6-23). 

Whereas only 16% of cases received a formal disposition in 1974, 23% did 

so in 1978. While this might be expected to result from the diversion~of 

offenders prior ·to court intake, given the relatively high number of juvenile 

arrests in NYC, it ts questionable what impact the John Jay-Transit Police 

Diversion Project could be expected to have upon the Family Court flow. 

F. New York-Harlem and Mobilization for Youth 

No attem~~.will be made to assess the impact of these two New York 

II 
-; 
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Table 6-20 
Total Number of Transit Authority Police Arrests, 1977-1979 

New York City Juvenile Justice System 

Number of 
arrests 

Number of Petitions 

1977 1978 

3,081 

Table 6-21 
Filed with the 

1979 

2,196 

Family Court, 
New York City juvenile Justice System 

1975 1976 1977 

Delinquent 12,362 13,.213 11,862 
PINS 5,636 5,229 4,784 

Total 17,998 18,442 16,646 

1975-1979 

1978 

11,937 
4,229 

16,166 
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Table 6-22 
Dispositions of Juveniles Appearing in Family Court, 1974-1979 

New York City Juvenile Justice System 

Dismissed Withdrawn1 Probation Placement 2 Other 3 Total 

1974 N 3,097 1,703 643 270 173 5,886 
% (53) (29) (1) (5) (3) 

1975 N 4,299 1,215 901 288 254 6,957 
% (62) on (l3) (4) (4) 

1976 N 4,212 1,096 832 404 358 6,902 
% (61) (6) (2) (6) (5) 

1977 N 4,025 1,079 844 644 271 6,863 
% (59) (6) (2) (9) (4) 

1978 N 4,490 1,347 1,059 832 414 8,142 
% (55) (17) (l3) 0O) (5) 

1979 N 4,184 781 788 392 335 6,480 
% (65) (2) (2) (6) (5) 

lIncludes withdrawn, discharg,ed, judgment suspended. 
2Includes own home and foster home, Division of Youth, training school, 

other placement. 
3Includes transferred, Department of Corections, social services 

department. 
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Table 6-23 
Percentage of Family Court Dispositions Placed and Not Placed 1974-1979 

New York City Juvenile Justice System ' 

Not Placed Placed 

1974 4~800 (82) 913 (6) 
1975 5,444 (78) 1,189 (7) 
1976 5,308 (77) 1,236 (8) 
1977 5,104 (74) 1,488 (22) 
1978 5,837 (72) 1,891 (23) 
1979 4,965 (78) 1,180 (8) 
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projects. The number of clients served by the projects, combined with the 

problems inherent in the gathering of data in New York City, make any 

evaluation of the impact of these projects upon the Family Court system 

impractical. 

G. Rosebud 

Recordkeeping in the juvenile justice system on the Rosebud Sioux Tribe 

was such that the development of the flow analysis was prohibited. Police 

records of arrests do not contain information about the ultimate disposition 

of cases or even whether cases were referred to court. While the juvenile 

probation department keeps a log of all arrests referred to them with some 

dispositional information, tabulation of these data revealed that dispositions 

were missing for at least 10% of the cases in every year and up to 50% of the 

cases in some years. Since there was no evidence that cases with missing 

information were randomly distributed across dispositions, the attempt to use 

probation department data was abandoned. 

H. Boston 

Contact was made with the Boston Police Department, the Boston Juvenile 

Court, and the Office of the Commissioner of Probation. The Boston Police 

Department responded only to say that it could not provide us with the 

information requested. The Boston Juvenile Court is only one of several in 

Boston and Suffolk County which processed juvenile offenders associated with 

the diversion project. District courts throughout the county also process 

juveniles. Additionally the courts do not maintain the type of records needed 

to provide information regarding the flow of youths through the courts. 

Information pertaining to the disposition of offenders is forwarded to the 

Office of the Commissioner of Probation. This office, however, maintains 
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records for the county or state level only. Lacking a computerized system, we 

would have had to review each case individually to obtain the type of data 

required to conduct an evaluation of the flow of juveniles through the Boston 

justice system. Additionally, commitments to the Department of Youth Services 

and youths bound over for adult court are tabulated at the state level only. 

Arraignments, court cases and cases actively on probation are recorded at the 

County level. Due to the general unavailability of appropriate data in 

Boston, the flow analysis was aborted. 

1. Milwaukee 

Alternatives for Youth (AFY) , the Milwaukee diversion project, began 

operating in October 1977. Referrals to AFY were made from the Milwaukee 

County Children's Court Center, with probation officers being those primarily 

charged with referring cases to the diversion project. The district attorney 

also made referrals to AFY. 

Youths eligible for diversion were randomly assigned: 75% to diversion 

and 25% to be processed as if diversion did not exist. The statement of 

eligibility criteria included (1) "property felons with prior records," 

(2) "misdemeanants .with repeated violations within a short period of time, 

(3) "misdemeanants with serious runaway problems who are referred to the court 

on a delinquency charge," (4) "juveniles on probation or on a 'hold open' 

status who are returned to the justice system on minor new delinquency 

charges," and (5) "first time felons." 

Penetration of the juvenile justice system begins with police contact. In 

Milwaukee County, police have discretion over the handling of juvenile 

offenders in that they can arrest or lecture and release offenders. Those 

arrested may be held in detention or released to the custody of parents prior 
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to court intake. At court intake, youths are either diverted, referred to the 

district attorney's office or receive some informal supervision. The district 

attorney, 1n turn, can refer youths to diversion, arrange an informal 

dispatch) or file a petition against the youth. Those juveniles for whom 

petitions are filed penetrate the court system and either appear at a court 

hearing at which their guilt or innocence is determined or their cases are 

deferred and not prosecuted unless a rearrest occurs. (See Figure 6-7.) 

Milwaukee County and State of Wisconsin officials provided data for youths 

held in detention, referrals to court intake, juvenile petitions filed, and 

youths committed to state institutions. Due to recording practices, the court 

could not provide information other than the number of petitions filed. The 

probation department, although primarily responsible for referring youths to 

diversion, could not tell us how many youths were diverted or placed on 

probation in a given year. It was difficult, with this limited information, 

to come to any definite conclusions about the impact that the AFY may have had 

upon the flow of youths through the criminal justice system in Milwaukee. 

1. Penetration 

Data supplied by the court include the number of referrals to court intake 

and the number of petitions filed. These two data sources are broken into 

four categories of referrals: (1) delinquent and CINS, (2) neglected and 

dependent children, (3) traffic offenders, and (4) special proceedings. Only 

delinquent and CINS data were examined. The Court Center also provided annual 

data for numbers of youths held in detention. From the State of Wisconsin 

Department of Health and Social Services we received annual commitments to 

state institutions from the County of Milwaukee. Table 6-24 summarizes these 

data. 

---- -------------------
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Figure 6-7 
Flow Diagram of Milwaukee Juvenile Justice System 
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Table 6-24 
Flow of Delinquent and CINS Youth through Milwaukee Criminal Justice System, 1974-1979 

Referrals to 
Court Intake 

Held in 
Detention 

Petitions 
Filed 

State 
Commitments 

'I I 

1974 

12,418 

2,873 

359 

1975 1976 

11,896 11,743 

4,161 3,102 

2,646 2,917 

301 415 

1977 1978 1979 

11,111 11,991, 11,771 

3,388 3,719 1,734 

2,809 2,455 2,862 

440 406 323 

.... 
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2. Maintenance in the System 

The juvenile justice system of Milwaukee appears to be a fairly stable 

system with relatively little fluctuation in the number of referrals to court 

intake and actual petitions filed. No trend of increasing or decreasing 

numbers of youths penetrating to these different levels can be observed. 

State commitments, on the other hand, reveal a curvilinear trend, increasing 

through 1977 and then decreasing. Without information concerning other 

dispositional categories, though, the meaning of this decrease in state 

commitments cannot be ascertained. 

The probability of court intake leading to the filing of a court petition, 

as well as the probability of a youth being committed to a state institution 

once a petition has been filed was calculated on the basis of these data. 

Since AFY received clients from court intake and the district attorney, we 

would expect some impact upon the transition probability for intake to filing 

of petition. Table 6-25 reports the TPs as for court processing points. 

After what would appear to be a substantial decrease in the TP for Court 

Intake/Petition in 1978 (from .25 in 1977 to .20 in 1978), it increased again 

in 1979. Given this fluctuation, we can not conclude that the diversion 

project was responsible for the 1978 decrease. With respect to the likelihood 

of being committed to a state institution, we observe a rather steady increase 

from 1975 through 1978 and then a decrease back to 1975 levels in 1979. 

Without knowing what was going on in other areas of the justice system, we can 

not speculate about the role of AFY upon state commitments. 

Compared with other systems evaluated, in Milwaukee the number of youths 

penetrating the court system has been remarkably stable and the number having 

petitions filed against them has been fairly constant. (See Table 6-24.) The 

TPs in Table 6-25 indicate some variability, especially after diversion 

!'_--
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Court Intake/ 
Petition 

Petition/ 
Connnitment 

Court Intake/ 
Connnitment 

Table 6-25 
Maintenance Transition Probabilities, 1974-1979 

Milwaukee Criminal Justice System 

1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 

.23 .22 .25 .25 .20 

.12 .11 .14 .16 .17 

.03 .03 .04 .04 .03 
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began. However, without more conclusive data, even tenative statements about 

1979 the impact of AFY would be inappropriate. 

J. Puerto Rico 

Three different units of the Puerto Rico diversion project were evaluated 

.24 
as part of the National Evaluation in Puerto Rico, one each for Bayamon, 

.11 
Caguas, and San Juan. Whereas Bayamon and San Juan practiced a combination of 

.03 
police and court diversion, Caguas was exclusively a po~.'.ce diversion 

program. To be eligible for diversion in Puerto Rico, youths had to be (1) 

under 18 years of age; (2) arrested for a non-divertable offense (non-violent 

crimes stich as burglary, assault, arson, gambling, cruelty to animals, and 

traffic violations); (3) not considered a danger to themselves or the 

community; and (4) not already under the jurisdiction of the court. 

Additionally, the complainant had to agree to suspend the complaint for 90 

days, and youths and parent(s) were required to sign a consent agreement for 

participation. 

Due primarily to changes in police jurisdictions, police data were 

unsuitable for a flow analysis. The following analyses of the flow of 

juveniles through the juvenile courts in the jurisdictions specified are based 

upon court data obtained through the Statistics Office of the Courts 

Administration. 

Figure 6--8 presents a flow diagram of the Puerto Rican juvenile justice 

system. Data are recorded for each jurisdiction, thus allowing for individual 

examination of the three sites. The number of youths processed within each 

jurisdiction was obtained in terms of the number of complaints filed, the 

number of youths receiving brief services (refers to evaluation and counseling 

services given to youths for whom a judge decided that a complaint should not 
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be issued), and the disposition of cases going to court. As with other 

justice systems, a major problem encountered with these data was that youths 

arrested in a given year did not necessarily receive a disposition in that 

year. Furthermore, the number of·youths processed through the court does not 

necessarily coincide with the number of complaints recorded for that year. 

Consequently, the following flow analysis will provide both the number of 

complaints referred to court as well as the number of complaints actually 

processed. The court transitional probabilities are calculated by using the 

actual number of cases processed as the denominator. 

Without police data, we were not able to evaluate the impact of diversion 

except by examining the absolute number of complaints and brief services 

recorded each year by the court. The court data, however allowed for an 
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analysis of the impact of court diversion upon subsequent judicial 

disposition. In fiscal year 1978, an unusually high number of cases received 

a disposition labeled "por disposicion de inventario." Due to the nature of 

this category, we have excluded cases in this category from our calculations. 

1. Bayamon 

a. Penetration 

In Bayamon, diversion occurred at both the police and court level. While 

Figure 6-8 
police data concerning the number of police contacts and arrests are missing, 

Flow Diagram of Puerto Rico Juvenile Justice System a record of the number of youths appearing at court intake was obtained. 

Police diversion of juveniles to alternative agencies should produce a decline 

in the number of youths penetrating as far as court intake. This expectation 

appears to be fulfilled, as the data in Table 6-26 indicate 120 fewer youths 

appearing at court intake in FY 1978 than in FY 1977. Intake data for FY 1979 

were m~ss~ng at the time this report was written thus prohibiting further 
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analysis for trends. Changes in police practice, changes in the types of 

offenses committed, or changes in offender type (i.e., age, sex), however, 

could all contribute to the observed decrease in youths penetrating to court 

intake in FY 1978. Our inability to control for these alternative 

explanations impedes the usefulness of the analysis, but the data do suggest 

that the police diversion program may have had the desired impact. 

With respect to the impact of the Bayamon court diversi.on component, we 

must again exercise caution since we were not able to control for changes in 

client characteristics. The Puerto Rican justice system maintains records by 

fiscal year. This facilitated our analysis in that the diversion project 

began operation in June 1977. We considered FY 1976 and FY 1977 data as 

representative of the pre-diversion flow of juveniles through the Bayamon 

Juvenile Court, and FY 1978 and FY 1979 data as indicative of post-diversion 

effects. Inasmuch as cases successfully referred to the diversion project 

(SYDMA) were recorded as "complaint filed," an inc,rease in the use of this 

judicial disposition without a corresponding decrease in the warned category 

would be indicative of system impact. 

An examination of Table 6-26 shows that, from a percentage standpoint, 

there were about twice as many cases receiving a "complaint filed" disposition 

in FY 1978-1979 as in FY 1976-1977. However, it would appear that some of the 

cases handled in this manner are those which prior to diversion may have been 

warned or exonerated. ~~lile these two categories accounted for about 30% of 

dispositions in FY 1976-1977, they account for only 26% in FY 1978 and 18% in 

FY 1979. 

b. Maintenance in the System 

The court transitional probabilities reported in Table 6-27 produced 
I' 
I 

Table 6-26 
Flow of Youth through Bayamon Juvenile Court, Fiscal Year 1974-1979 

Court Intake 
Complaints 
Brief Servicf:.~ 

Total 
Court Intake 

Court Dispositions 
Probation 
Complaint Filed 
Exonel'ated 
Warned 
Placement 
Other 

Total 
Dispositions 

FY 1974 

N.A. 
N.A. 

N.A. 

207 
80 

117 
127 

22 
3 

556 

(37) 
(14) 
(21) 
(23) 
( 4) 
( 1) 

FY 1975 

N.A. 
N.A. 

N.A. 

414 (53) 
118 (15) 
120 (15) 

97 (12) 
26 ( 3) 
11 ( 1) 

787 

FY 1976 

622 (77) 
184 (23) 

806 

220 (37) 
112 (19) 
107 (18) 

70 (12) 
47 ( 8) 
27 ( 5) 

587 

FY 1977 

674(78) 
195 (22) 

869 

198 (34) 
133 (23) 
118 (21) 
64 (11) 
28 ( 5) 
37 ( 6) 

575 

FY 1978 FY 1979 

518 (69) N.A. 
231 (31) N .A. 

749 N.A. 

163 (29) 179 
197 (35) 201 

93 (17) 67 
51 ( 9) 23 
21 (4) 18 
32 ( 6) 20 

557 508 

(35 ) 
(40) 
(13) 
( 5) 
( 4) 
( 4) 



Table 6-27 
Maintenance Transitional Probabilities, Fiscal Year 

Bayamon Juvenile Justice System 

1974 1975 1976 1977 

Court Intake/ 
.73 .66 Court Hearing N.A. N.A. 

Court Hearing/ 
.56 .45 .39 Formal Disposition .41 

I 
I ' 

Court Intake/ 
Formal Disposition N.A. N.A. .33 .26 

1974-1979 

1978 1979 

• 74 N.A • 

.33 .39 

• 25 N.A • 
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little evidence indicative of system impact. The data fluctuations over time 

make it difficult to assess the impact that the diversion project may have had 

upon the justice system in Bayamon. 

2. San Juan 

a. Level of Penetration 

As in Bayamon, San Juan had both a police and a court diversion program. 

The same limitations concerning our ability to evaluate the impact of the 

police diversion component held for San Juan. Reviewing the absolute number 

of juveniles penetrating the San Juan justice system to court intake, a steady 

decrease over time is observed. Furthermore, the decrease appears to Occur 

only among those youths receiving brief services. If this decrease is 

attributable to the diversion project, then it suggests that diverted youths 

are coming from the brief services group rather than from the group for whom 

complaints would be filed. 

With respect to the impact of the court diversion project upon the 

disposition of cases, we again would expect to observe an increase in the use 

of "complaints filed" after the onset of diversion. Examination of Table 6-28 

confirms that this did occur. 

However, as 1n Bayamon, a sizable portion of this increase in complaints 

filed ~an be attributed to a decrease in the number of individuals exonerated 

(down from a high of 22% in FY 1977 to a low of 8% in FY 1979). Perhaps of 

greater significance is the decrease in the number of cases assigned to 

probation. While this decreasing trend began before the initiation of the 

diversion project its continuance could well be the result of the diversion of 

youths formally placed on probation. 

b. Maintenance in the System 

Examination of the transitional probabilities from court intake to court 

----.:...-------------~ _____ ~r' __ _ 



Table 6-28 
Flow of Youth through the San Juan Juvenile Court by Fiscal Year, 1974-1979 - 280 -

hearing, the point at which diversion takes place ~n San Juan, indicates an 

FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 1977 FY 1978 FY 1979 
increase in the probability of penetration not the expected decrease (see 

N % N % N % N % N % N % 
\ 

Court Intake 
(49) 700 (58) 698 (68 ) N.A. Complaints N.A. N.A. 645 

Brief Services N.A. N.A. 663 (51) 493 (41) 331 (32) N.A. 

Table 6-29). Thus, while changes in the flow of juveniles through the San 

Juan court have occurred, (court hearing to formal disposition) the 

Total Court 
1,193 1,029 N.A. Intake N.A. N.A. 1,308 probability of reduced penetration at court intake has not occurred. 

3. Caguas 

Court Dispositions 
(49 ) (60) 268 (45 ) 271 (39) 210 (35) 202 (31) Probation 391 419 

Complaint Filed 171 (21) 108 (15) 159 (27) 158 (23) 194 (32) 271 (41) 

Exonerated 140 (18) 92 (13) 94 (16) 134 (22) 89 (15) 50 (8) 

Warned 67 (8) 17 (2) 24 (4) 51 (7) 40 (7) 57 (9) 

Placement 17 (2) 43 (6) 46 (8) 54 (8) 49 (8) 51 (8) 

Other 10 (1) 19 (3) 9 (1) 19 (3) 21 (3) 31 (5) 

Total 

a. Level of Penetration 

The Caguas jurisdiction differed from the preceding two in that this 

district practiced only police diversion. It is difficult to assess system 

impact without police data. We would expect, however, all things being equal, 

Dispositions 796 698 600 687 603 662 
a decrease in the numbers of youths received at the Caguas court if the police 

were diverting youths normally referred to court. Examination of Table 6-30 

indicates that no such decrease occurred. The dispositions handed down have 

undergone great changes over time. 

b. Maintenance in the System 

Table 6-31 reports the transitional probabilities for FY 1974 through FY 

1979. Inasmuch as Caguas practiced only police diversion and we are without 

police data, the only effect we would expect to see is an increase in the 

probability that youths referred to court intake would move to the next stage 

in the system. This would be expected if the police were diverting youths and 

only referring the most serious cases to court. A review of Table 6-31 

supports this assumption. 

K. SUImnary 

With respect to the issue of the net-widening and systems impact of 

diversion programs, the preceding analysis of the flow of youths through nine 

different justice systems produced inconclusive and rnixed findings. While 
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Table 6-29 
Maintenance Transitional Probabilities, Fiscal Year 1974-1979 

San Juan Juvenile Justice System 

1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 

Court Intake/ 
Court Hearing N.A. N.A. .46 .58 • 59 

Court Hearing/ 
Formal Disposition .51 .66 .52 .47 .43 

Court Intake/ 
Formal Disposition N.A. N.A. .24 .27 • 25 

r i ' , 

1979 

N.A . 

.38 

N.A • 
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Flow of Youth 

Court Intake 
Complaints 
Brief Services 

Total 
Court Intake 

Court Dispositions 
Probation 
Complaint Filed 
Exonerated 
Warned 
Placement 
Other 

Total 
Dispositions 

Table 6-30 
through the Caguas Juvenile Court by Fiscal Year, 1974-1979 

FY 1974 FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 1977 FY 1978 FY 1979 

N.A. N.A. 224 (94) 247 (92) 244 (91) N.A. 
N.A. N.A. 15 (6) 21 (8) 24 (9) N.A. 

N.A. N.A. 239 268 268 N.A. 

222 (74) 137 (53) 63 (36) 122 (50) 141 (53) 82 (41) 
29 (10) 49 (19) 60 (34) 86 (35) 50 (9) 38 (9) 
36 (2) 36 (4) 38 (22) 22 (9) 52 (9) 39 (20) 

5 (2) 2 0) 1 0) 1 (-) 7 (3) 24 (12) 
10 (3) 18 (7) 5 (3) 6 (2) 9 (3) 10 (5) 

0 17 (7) 7 (4) 7 (3) 8 (3) 5 (3) 

302 259 174 243 267 198 

r_ 



Table 6-31 

Maintenance Transitional Probabilities, Fiscal Year 1974-1979 
Caguas Juvenile Justice System 

1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 

Court Intake/ 
N.A. .73 .91 1.00 

Court Hearing N.A. 
Court Hearing/ 

.60 .39 .53 .56 
Formal Disposition .77 

Court Intake/ 
N.A. .28 .48 • 56 

Formal Disposition N.A. 

," 

~ I 
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some justice systems appear to have been favorably impacted by diversion 

1979 projects (Denver, Kansas City, and Memphis), there was evidence that other 

N.A. 
systems were not. The lack of and ambiguity ~n available data mad it almost 

.46 
impossible to make informed judgments about the remaining sites (Boston, New 

N.A • 
York City, Milwaukee, Orange County, Rosebud, and Puerto Rico). 

Based upon this analysis, which includes the evaluation of both police and 

court diversion projects, no real conclusions about the systems effects of 

diversion are warranted. It does appear, however, that a change in 

penetration rates at one level of a system, be it at entry into the system or 

at court processing, is often associated with an offsetting change at another 

level. In Denver, for example, despite an apparent decrease in the 

probability of an arrest leading to a court referral, the probability of a 

court referral leading to the filing of a petition increased. ~us, while 

fewer. youths were referred to court, a higher proportion of those sq referred 

received a formal disposition. It should be emphasized, however, that while 

the AAR did not change in Denver, more youths appeared to be diverted prior to 

court thus avoiding further justice handling. Conversely, in Orange County, 

even though there was a decrease in the number of youths penetrating the 

justice system at both police and court intake, there was an increase in both 

the proportion and number of youths receiving formal dispositions. This 

change appears to be due to the change of personnel in the Orange County state 

attorney's office. That is, a policy of increased prosecution appears to have 

overwhelmed any impact that the dive~sion program may have had in terms of 

documenting system impact through the use of system flow data. Both of these 

examples serve to highlight the complexities inherent in the use of annual 

flow data to assess impact and to alert others of the contingencies associated 

with such analysis. 

_f' ___ _ 



Chapter 7 

COSTS 

I. Introduction 

A. Background 

In the mid 1960s, during the early history of the juvenile diversion 

movement, the issue of cost received minimal attention. The interest that was 

shown was based primarily on the assumption that diversion saves money. This 

assumption has received support from evidence presented by two diversion 

projects, the Provo Experiment and the Community Treatment Projects (Palmer 

and Lewis, 1978), where intensive supervision was compared to institu­

tionalization. Results of the evaluation of these programs suggested that 

serious offenders could be handled in community programs rather than in 

institutions, and that community programs were less expensive than traditional 

institionalization. The apparent success of the Provo and Community Treatment 

Projects (CTP) has contributed to the dramatic shift in orientation away from 

process~ng offenders in the traditional justice system and toward diversion 

services. Further, the experience of Provo and CTP provided evidence for the 

belief that diversion services cost less than those provided by the justice 

system. 

As diversion became a national initiative in the late 1960s, concern was 

developing regarding the need to evaluate diversion programs. Together with 

questions about the effectiveness of diversion in meeting its explicit goals 

of stigma and crime reduction, the issue of costs surfaced as a major public 
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concern. Evaluations of diversion programs were expanded to address program 

costs. 

Evaluations conducted in the early 1970s, like their predecessor studies, 

showed reduced recidivism and considerable savings from diversion. For 

example, the evaluation of Project Crossroads, a manpower program for young 

first offenders in Washington, D.C., showed a substantial savings (Holahan, 

1970). Similarly, the New York Employment Project claimed even greater cost 

savings (Rovner-Pieczenik, 1976). The initial response to the findings of 

such evaluations wae that diversion programs appeared to be reaching the 

primary goal of reduced recidivism and did so at a lower cost than the justice 

system. 

However, support for diversion based on these early findings diminished as 

questions regarding methodology appeared. An indication of the growing 

pessimism was expressed by Seymour in 1972, when he suggested that the 

assumption of cost savings acquired through diversion might be a "naive 

assumption." A number of researchers (Mullen, 1974, 1975; Rovner-Pieczenik, 

1974, 1976) reviewed earlier studies that had shown such great cost savings 

for diversion programs, and they pointed out a number of important 

methodological problems. 

Foremost among these problems was the issue of comparison group 

selection. To make reasonable comparisons between groups of individuals 

diverted from or remaining in the justice system, the two groups should be 

identical, with the exception of the processing alternative. Subsequent 

comparisons between two such groups on rates of recidivism, extent of 

penetration in the justice system, or the differential cost of processing 

would then provide accurate information regarding the iru~act of diversion 

'---
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programs versus the justice system. In many of the earlier studies, however, 

diversion groups represented much lower-risk groups than compar1son groups, 

thereby exaggerating differences in the impact of diversion and the costs 

associated with processing alternatives. 

As the methodologies of early cost evaluations came into question, so did 

acceptance of their findings regarding reduced recidivism and costs. Mullen 

(1974) pointed to small caseloads and high operating costs of most diversion 

projects. The Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention and Control 1n 

Minnesota (1976) reported that diversion programs were not likely to be cost-

effective, especially if high-risk clients were included. The previous widely 

accepted assumption of the cost savings of diversion was faltering. 

While many were quick to reject the idea that diversion might save money, 

others, notably Kirby (1978), expressed the opinion that research related to 

diversion's impact and cost-effectiveness was simply indecisive. Additional 

research, with more carefully constructed designs, would be needed before 

diversion could be discounted or applauded as an alternative to traditional 

justice system processing. 

Recently, two evaluations have been completed that show a cost savings for 

diversion. In light of recent methodological questions, the results of these 

studies are by far more cautious than previous findings in terms of the 

estimated cost savings of diversion. Palmer and Lewis (1980), in their 

evaluation of 19 youth diversion projects in California, concluded that 

diversion does result in a sav1ngs, but called such savings "modest" and 

suggested that many of the programs as presently constituted could not handle 

higher-risk clients. In an evaluation of the Shelby County Pretrial Diversion 

Program in Tennessee (Thomas et al., 1980), the first year of operation did 
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not appear cost-effective due to expensive start-up costs and low caseloads. 

In subsequent years, however, with larger caseloads, the cost savings of the 

program was realized. While both studies suggest that diversion can produce 

cost savings, the evaluators are careful to qualify the extent of savings 

actually achieved. 

These studies demonstrate what appears to be a growing sensitivity to the 

range of issues that can effect the costs of diversion projects. Methodol-

ogical concerns are always at issue. Additionally, the process of beg:i,nning a 

diversion project is expensive, involving planning, hiring, and training of 

personnel; procurement of supplies and equipment; etc. Obtaining referrals 

can also be slow in the initial phases of programmings, making efficient 

operation difficult. Organization and management throughout the project 

influence the cost-effectiveness of any diversion program. These issues, and 

others, are critical in assess1ng both the actual and potential 

cost-effectiveness of diversion. 

B. Issues and Techniques of Cost Analysis 

Over the past several decades, there has been a marked 1ncrease in the use 

of cost studies in the evaluation of social programs. The interest in cost 

analysis has developed in association with a more general concern to specify 

the worth of social programs vis-a-vis their own goals and contributions to 

society. Certainly, growing political trends stressing a more conservative 

approach in the allocation of financial resources have also played a role in 

the grow1ng interest 1n cost analysis. 

Undeniably, cost studies are attractive. They provide a method for 

organizing and comparing important aspects of programs. Descriptions are 

based on a dollar defined value system and offer a presumably objective way of 
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measuring efficiency. The procedures involved ~n such studies, however, often 

require subjective judgments and speculation about costs. As such, the 

results can vary substantially ~n terms of the reasonableness of estimates and 

levels of objectivity. 

Several techniques are available for analyzing costs. Each has certain 

advantages and limitations. In a recent article by Phillips (1980), various 

cost analysis techniques are discussed, including (1) program cost estimation, 

(2) comparative cost analyses, (3) cost-effectiveness studies, and (4) 

cost-benefit analyses. These four techniques vary greatly in terms of their 

complexity. 

Program cost estimation focuses on the valuation of costs associated with 

a given program (Phillips, 1980:462). Program costs are then standarized by 

estimating per-case costs. It is a fairly straightforward method, and is a 

useful way of organizing and estimating the,costs of various programs. 

Program cost estimation is limited, however, in that it cannot address the 

issue of effectiveness. Average cost estimates are limited to clients 

processed, and more sophisticated measures of effectiveness are beyond the 

scope of this technique. 

Comparative cost analyses involve a somewhat more complicated techinque: 

the comparison of various programs or time periods. Again, costs are 

standardized by calculating a unit cost, such as total cost divided by total 

youth contacts. Care must be taken to insure the comparability of dollar 

estimates, such as adjusting for inflation. A comparative cost analysis 

provides a means by which alternatives can be compared, but it is limited in 

that issues such as differing program scales, structures, and success rates 

are not incorporated in the analysis. 
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Cost-effectiveness studies are considerably more complicated. They 

involve the consideration of outputs other than standardized units of clients 

served or processed. In the criminal justice field the most commonly used 

measure of output is recidivism, and its use in determing cost-effectiveness 

requires a research design that allows for comparisons across truly similar 

groups. The major advantage of the cost-effectiveness technique is that it 

allows conclusions to be reached regarding what programs are more effective ~n 

producing a certain output, such as reduced recidivism. It can, however, 

ignore other important outputs, such as general deterrence or personal 

freedoms. 

Cost-benefit analyses attempt to incorporate measures of output beyond 

those typically included in cost-effectiveness studies. This involves 

identifying and assigning monetary values to outputs external to the program 

or system under study, but related to ~t. External costs can include such 

things as the cost of decreasing the rights of the offender to a fair and 

speedy trial, or the cost of increasing the safety of society by supporting 

incarceration as opposed to diversion. Not only is there a considerable 

amount of judgment and speculation involved in identifying outputs and 

assigning dollar values to them, but one must also be able to identify who 

bears the costs and benefits (individuals or society), and these may be in 

conflict. 

Phillips points out that there are advantages to using simpler techniques, 

although they may be less conclusive for decision-makers, in that simpler 

techniques avoid the issues related to measuring intangible benefits. 

Selection of a technique depends primarily on the quality of the data 

available; as Phillips states, "it is clear that undertaking a more 
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complicated analysis on a shaky data base may be counterproductive ll 

(1980:461). Phillips' opinion is shared by Glaser, who advocates the use of 

cost data that does not involve speculation. Glaser (1973) stresses that the 

more speculation that is involved ~n cost analyses, the more one is open to 

challenges regarding the validity of such estimates. 

Nonetheless, it must be recognized that avoiding calculating the monetary 

value of intangible costs and benefits is not without problems. Dorfman 

(1965:2) has called this the case of "horse-and-rabbit stewll
: the rabbit ~s 

the small proportion of effects that are susceptible to measurement, while the 

flavor of the stew is dominated by the "horse ll of social, psychological, and 

ethical considerations that defy measurement. 

Clearly, cost analysis as a developing tool ~s not without its limita-

tions. Selection of a specific analytical technique involves judgment and 

certain trade-offs, and the sophistication of the technique employed should be 

in keeping with the quality of the data. Despite these limitations, 

consideration of costs is relevant and important in the evaluation of social 

programs. The state of the art of cost analysis does appear to the 

improving. At this point, however, no single cost study should be used in 

making decisions, and care should be taken not to allow cost analysis to 

become the "astrology of the 1980s." 

II. Methodology 

A. Design 

This cost analysis follows the comparative cost technique described by 

Phillips and is developed as a part of a comprehensive evaluation of the 

impact of diversion. Based on 11 youth diversion projects included in the 

't / 
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evaluation, the primary focus of the cost analysis ~s to assess and compare 

the costs of the projects, to estimate juvenile justice system costs for 

selected areas, and to offer some limited comparisons of diversion versus 

traditional processing through the juvenile justice system. 

The cost analysis proceeds in three stages as outlined below: 

Stage One, Program Cost Estimation, focusing on: 

(a) actual costs associated with each of the diversion projects ~n four 

six-month time periods, and 

(b) average costs per referred youth, per referred youth enrolled ~n 

services, and per client-month and client-year. 

Stage Two, Comparative Cost Analysis, including: 

(a) comparisons of the diversion projects' expenditures, 

(b) comparisons of the amount and types of services provided to youths, 

(c) comparisons of project costs relative to the amount of services 

provided clients, and 

(d) comparisons of the project costs included in this analysis with costs 

reported in other studies. 

Stage Three, Juvenile Justice System Costs for three l impact sites: 

(a) estimated costs associated with traditional processing based on degree 

of penetration into the system, 

(b) estimated costs associated with traditional processing based on total 

budgets and the number of youths processed, and 

INew York City was omitted from this analysis due to incomplete data on 
the group of youths penetrating the justice system and difficulties in 
obtaining justice system cost data. 
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(c) comparisons of the estimated justice system costs included 1n this 

analysis with costs reported in other studies. 

B. Diversion Project Data 

1. Financial Data 

For each project, expenditure data have been organized into four time 

periods. The first time period is the pre-referral period, beginning from the 

No start of the project until the approximate date of the first referral. 

average client costs have been calculated for this time period, since by 

definition no clients were served. The remaining three time periods each 

cover six months, beginning with the first referral. The cost analysis covers 

18 months of operation, for which average client costs have been calculated. 

The dates of the time periods vary across sites, since not all projects began 

at the same time. All expenditures have been adjusted to 1978 dollars, uS1ng 

the Consumer Price Index. 

Actual expenditures of each of the projects have been used in this 

analysis, rather than budget projections, to more accurately reflect incurred 

costs. Only internal project costs have been included; estimates of external 

costs, such as costs of services provided by outside agencies, have not been 

included. In a few cases, in-kind contributions have been included in the 

expenditure data, but these have been limited to those cases where a 

substantial contribution has been provided, and they are identified and 

explained in the appropriate tables. 

The cost analysis includes all expenditures, both direct and indirect, 

associated with each diversion project; separate presentation of direct and 

indirect costs is not usually offered. In all cases, an attempt was made to 

use similar expenditure categories across sites. The categories are not 
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always identical, however, since the available financial records were not 

always sufficiently detailed to allow for totally uniform categories. Also, 

reduction of the categories to achieve total comparability by categories 

across sites would have blurred unique features of each diversion project. 

Projects expenditures included salaries and fringe benefits; materials, 

supplies, and equipment; cost of contracting with private organizations to 

provide services; cost of consultants, if used; travel, both local and 

out-of-state; operating costs (such as rent and utilities), itemized or 

included in indirect costs depending on each project's records; and indirect 

costs. It should be noted that while expenditures vary across the different 

projects because of project structure and records, total expenditures for each 

project should reflect what it actually cost to operate each project during 

the time periods included. Wherever information has been unavailable, or if 

estimates have been used, it has been so designated. 

Certain costs were specifically excluded from total expenditure figures 

for some projects. Expenditures for local evaluations were not considered to 

be specifically related to providing services to clients and were not 

uniformly conducted at all sites; thus, expenditures for local evaluations 

have been deducted where appropriate. All projects' expenditure data were 

reviewed and the projects were contacted to determine the costs of their local 

evaluation, dates of such expenditures, and whether or not these expenditures 

were included in the financial data given to BRI. If expend- itures for local 

evaluations were contained in the financial data during thet'ime periods 

included in this analysis, those amounts were deducted from the project's 

expenditure figures used to calculate average client costs. In many cases, no 

deductions have been made; the evaluations either occurred after the time 
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periods used to assess costs, were not included Ln the expenditure data used, 

or were paid through a separate grant by another agency. 

The expenditure data have generally been provided by the diversion 

projects, with the source of the information noted in the expenditure tables. 

At some sites, financial reports were provided by the agency handling funds, 

such as Criminal Justice Commissions. In other cases, account records, spread 

sheets, or figures provided directly by the projects have been used. All of 

the projects received a copy of financial information used in this analysis, 

and were asked to report inaccuracies. None of the financial data used in 

this analysis were audited by us and, accordingly, we express no opinion on 

them. 

2. Statistical Data 

Statistical data from client service records were compiled by BRI staff in 

conjunction with project personnel during the data collection phase of the 

National Evaluation. Service record information was collected on a 

case-by-case basis for each diversion client and included, among other things, 

date of referral, enrollment status, and length of em:ollment. These data 

wet'e used to determine the number of youths referred to each project for each 

period of analysis, the number of referrals actually enrolled for services, 

the total number of months youth referrals for a given time period were 

enr.olled for services, and the average (mean) number of months clients were 

enrolled. Information related to the number and types of services 

(recreational, counseling, employment/educational) provided to diversion 

clients by each project was also compiled based on project records. The 

accuracy of the client-service records is, of course, dependent on the quality 
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of recordkeeping by the projects. As with the expenditure data, the diversion 

projects were sent information regarding the client-service records used in 

this analysis, and were asked to report inconsistencies. 

Estimated costs per case have been calculated by dividing the number of 

clients served into the projects' expenditures. The number of clients served 

included the following elements: 

(a) Referrals: Total number of youths referred to the diversion project 

for a given time period, including both clients who were enrolled as 

well as those who were not enrolled in services. 

(b) Enrolled Clients: Total number of youths receiving services beyond 

intake in a given time period. 

(c) Client-Months: Total number of youths enrolled for services multiplied 

by the number of months enrolled for service without regard for time 

periods (calculated by using project provided starting and termination 

dates). It should be noted that this unit is problematic in ~wo ways. 

First, if either the starting or the termination date was missing for 

any client, the start was set at date of referral and all cases with 

missing termination dates were defined as still enrolled. This makes 

the assumption that some clients who had been terminated received 

credit as enrolled for the duration of the project, thus inflating the 

number of client-months. Second, the projects varied in terms of how 

rapidly a client was considered terminated after serVLces ended. At 

some sites, clients were kept on the rolls longer than at others. This 

discrepancy would also tend to inflate client-months for those sites 

where recordkeeping lagged. 

(d) Cli~nt-Years_: Cost per Glient-month multiplied by 12:. 



- 297 -

(e) Average Number of Months Enrolled per Client: Average number of 

months enrolled per client was calculated to determine the average 

total length of time youth receiving services were enrolled for 

services without regard to time period. The distinction between 

enrollment for services and the rece~v;ng of ' " • • serVlces ma~nta~ned. 

3. Juvenile Justice System Data 

Four of the diversion projects participated ~n a random assignment 

procedure for evaluation purposes. Of th th I' 'bl e you s e ~g~ e for diversion, 

roughly equal numbers were assigned to one of three groups: (1) diversion 

with services, (2) diversion without services , and (3) penetration into the 

justice system. In this b'l' f way, compara ~ ~ty 0 the groups was achieved, 

allowing for a more accurate assessment of the impact of diversion. Further, 

the random assignment procedure permitted the completion of a more rigorous 

cost analysis for these sites. Only three of the four projects that 

participated in the random assignment procedure are included in the cost 

analysis; one site could not be included due to incomplete data on the group 

of youths penetrating the J'ustice system. Th l' f h f e ana ys~s ocuses, t ere ore, on 

comparisons of project costs and justice system costs beyond the point at 

which diversion took place. 

Estimates of the cost of traditional processing through the justice system 

were calculated, based on degree of penetration into the system and/or upon 

total budget figures. In both c d t b' ases, a a were 0 ta~ned from the appropriate 

juvenile courts and J'ust~ce agenc~es. D t d' • ~ a a were stan ard~zed to 1978 dollars 

and adjusted to include operating as well as personnel costs. 

To estimate costs based on degree of penetration, cost events involved in 

court processing were identified for each s~te, ~n so f . • • ar as was poss~ble, and 
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costs associated with each processing point were determined. The sites varied 

in terms of processing points, but generally costs were estimated through the 

following points: intake and evidence reviews, court hearings (consent and 

judicial, with and without detention), and dispositional results (probation, 

institutionalization). Based on the flow of the penetration group of youths 

through the systems, the average cost per youth for traditional processing was 

then calculated. 

A second estimate of the cost of processing youths through the juvenile 

justice system was calculated using total budgets divided by the total number 

of youths processed. Operating costs, such as utilities, rent, and indirect 

costs, were estimated and added to the justice system costs. Additional 

expenses not included ~n court budgets, such as the cost of institu-

tionalization, were incorporated in these estimates as well. The average cost 

per youth for traditional processing calculated in this manner ~s more 

directly comparable to the diversion project cost estimations, where total 

expenditure figures and number of youth processed were used as well in the 

final cost comparisons. 

III. Program Costs 

This section provides a general overview of each of the 11 individual 

youth diversion projects included in the cost analysis. Each project ~s 

described, including a summary of project goals and objectives, basic 

services, main source of referrals, and selected program problems. Next, 

financial and statistical data regarding project expenditures, number of 

clients served, and average client costs are provided. A few general 

observations are then offered regarding program cost estimations. 
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A. Central Denver Youth Diversion Project 

1. Project Description 

The Denver Youth Diversion Project was comprised of three interrelated 

components forming what the director has called a "youth service system." The 

major goals of the project were to divert youths from the justice system and 

to reduce recidivism through the provision of services and opportunities to 

clients. The project stressed a wholistic approach in addressing the needs of 

clients. The emphasis was on all aspects of a client's functioning through a 

coordinated service delivery system and individualized treatment plans. The 

project considered brokered services to be frequently fragmented in addressing 

a client's needs, and preferred providing a more comprehensive approach to 

service delivery through their own serV1ce components. 

The three service components - Central Denver, the Morgan Learning Center, 

and Project New Pride - were fiscally autonomous but were cooperatively 

developed. While only Central Denver was funded through the OJJDP/LEAA 

initiative, it referred clients to the other two components for services. 

Client service records reflected services received from all three components; 

consequently, expenditures of the three projects were included in assessing 

average client costs. 

Each of the three components was designed to address different client 

needs. Central Denver initially served youths on continued petitions or those 

whose cases were informally adjusted, and later took court referrals of youths 

on formal probation. Project New Pride served only youths on formal 

probation, while the Morgan Learning Center provided services for youths with 

learning disabilities from either Central Denver or Project New Pride. Common 

to all three programs was the requirement that refered youths have a multiple 
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felony and/or misdemeanor a.rrest record. R f 1 e err a s were made through the 

police, the district attorney, and the court. 

2. Financial and Statistical Data (Table 7-1) 

In considering Central Denver's expenditure data, it should be noted that 

Project New Pride and the Morgan Learning Center had separate funding. 

Because these two centers provided services included 1n the client service 

records of Central Denver, they have been listed in the expenditure table as 

an in-kind contribut~on. H d' • owever, expen 1tures for the first six months do 

not include these contributions; financial data were only obtained for them 

for the second and third six-month periods of operation. 

Review of the financial data indicates that expenditures tended to 

increase somewhat over time f th C tID or e en ra enver Youth Diversion Project. 

With respect to the second and third six-month periods of operation, it 

appears that project operations averaged approximately $250,000 per period. 

Total expenditures for the pre-referral period and the first 18 months of 

operation, including in-kind contribut~ons for the 1 • ast two periods, were 

$633,276. 

Between the first and the third six months of operation, the number of 

youths referred to the project and those enrolled in the project increased 

somewhat. The number of client-months of service, however, increased 

substantially during the same amount of time. In the third S1X months of 

operation, over 1,000 client-months of service were provided at an average of 

8.9 months per client, compared with a little under 300 client-months of 

service at an av f 3 0 erage 0 • months per client in the first six months of 



Expenditures 2 

Personnel 
and Fringe 

Contractua13 

Trave14 

Equipment 

Supplies 

Operating 
Rent 
Utilities 
Telephone 
Reproduction 
Postage 

Subtotal 

Deduction for Cost 
of Local Evaluation5 

Subtotal 

In-Kind Contributions 6 
Project New Pride 
Morgan Learning Center 

Total 

~.. I 

Table 7-1 
Expenditures, Clients Served, and Average Client Costs 

Central Denver Youth Diversion Project 1 

Pre-Referral First Six Months Second Six Months Third Six Months (Start to 3/31/77) (4/1/77 to 9/30/77) (10/1/77 to 3/31/78) (4/1/78 to 9/30/78) 

$17,715 $61,438 $89,576 $122,643 

° 30,113 49,544 29,417 
241 1,306 1,689 1,620 

° 10,188 

° 2,947 
1,047 2,253 1,355 1,493 

5,555 11,951 11,715 9,408 169 531 985 865 1,626 2,219 2,902 2,052 946 1,487 1,698 2,949 77 84 82 142 
$27,376 $121,570 $159,546 $173,536 

-8,639 -16,812 -19,761 -22,074 
$18,737 $104,758 $139,785 $151,462 

70,619 78,691 
35,390 33,834 

$18,737 7 $104,758 7 
$245,794 $263,987 

, 

" 

Total 
(Start to 9/30/78) 

$291,372 

109,074 

4,856 

13,135 

6,148 

38,629 
2,550 
8,799 
7,080 

385 

$482,028 

-67,286 

$414,742 , 
149,310 
69,224 

$633,276 
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Table 7-1 Continued 

Clients Served 
Referrals N/A 125 125 160 410 
Enrolled Clients N/A 93 98 114 305 
Client-Months8 N/A 283 706 1,020 2,009 
Mean Number of Months 

Enro lled per Client 3.0 7.2 8.9 6.6 

Avera~e Client Costs 
Per Referral N/A $8389 $1,966 $1,650 $1,545 
Per Enro lled Client N/A $1,1269 $2,508 $2,316 $2,076 
Per Client-Month N/A $3709 $348 $259 $315 
Per Client-Year N/A 4,4409 $4,176 $3,108 $3,780 

lExpenditure data calculated using Central Denver Youth Diversion Project Account Records, provided by the Denver 
Housing Authority. 

2Expenditures adjusted to 1978 dollars, using Consumer Price Index, U.S. Department of Labor, and 
rounded to the nearest whole dollar. 

3Includes payments to Red Cross, psychologists, researchers, and legal seL~ices. 
4Includes out-oi-state travel, mileage, and bus token for clients. 
SCost of local evaluation was included in project expenditures, and has been deducted from expenditures in calculating 

average client costs. The total amount spent on local evaluation was $75,281 from January 1, 1977, through December 31, 1978; 
this amount has been prorated across the time periods and adjusted to 1978 dollars using the Consumer Price Index, u. S. 
Department of Labor. 

6Serv ices for clients of the Central Denver Youth Diversion Project were provided by the Morgan Learning Center and 
Project New Pride, and have been counted as in-kind contributions to the project. Expenditure data for these two components 
provided by Dan R. Cook, CPA. 

7Total expenditures for these two time periods do not include in-kind contributions of the Morgan Learning Center and 
Project New Pride. 

8Client months are calculated by multiplying the number of clients enrolled in services by the number of months they 
were enrolled for services (not to be confused with the number of months in which services were received). 

9Average client costs in the first six months are based on expenditures that do not include in-kind contributions of 
the Morgan Learning Center and Project New Pride. Services from these two components are, however, included in the count of 
clients served. 
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operation. During this period of early operations, average cost based on all 

youths referred to the project was $1,5451 per client; the averag~ cost per 

client-month was $3151. 

B. Kansas City Youth Diversion Project 

1. Project Description 

The Kansas City Youth Diversion Project was the cooperative effort of the 

Urban A.ffairs Department and the Kansas City, Missouri, Police Department. 

The police department diverted youths and operated one of the project's major 

components, the Youth Services Unit (YSU). The Urban Affairs Department was 

responsible for the project's overall administration and the operation of a 

second component, Roles for Youth (RFY) , which placed clients in nine 

community agencies throughout the city. 

The major goal of the project was to reduce the number of youths 

adjudicated delinquent. The two components of the project, however, di~fered 

in their approach to changing the behavior of divarted youths and preventing 

recidivism. The Youth Services Unit, hous~d in the police department, 

emphasized a crisis intervention strategy aimed at teaching problem solving 

skills to youths and parents so that youths could deal more effectively with 

their environments. Clients were trained through role-playing techniques to 

consider all available alternatives, and to choose among them on the basis of 

their consequences. The Roles for Youth component emphasized involving youths 

in jobs, education, and community service to enhance self esteem and foster 

commitment to constructive alternatives. 

1These represent low estimates, as the in-kind contributions of Project 
New Pride and the Morgan Learning Center were not included in the first 6 
months budget figUl:es~ ._\. 

" 
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All referrals to both components of the project came from the police 

department's youth unit located at police headquarters. Eligibility criteria 

included cases involving relatively ser~ous offenses for which sufficient 

evidence for court presentation was present. Once an eligible youth was 

identified, assignment to one of four alternatives, juvenile court, diversion 

without services, RFY diversion, or the YSU diversion, was randomly determined. 

Servi~es provided by the YSU component were primarily in-house and 

consisted of group, family, and individual counseling. YSU made some 

referrals to community service agencies, and was involved in some youth 

advocacy in the court and schools. Services were designed to be short-term, 

lasting a maximum of 30 days from date of referral, although youths placed 

with community service agencies did continue to receive services after this 

time limit. 

The Roles for Youth component provided service_l primarily through brokered 

agencies and case managers who worked with and monitored client participation 

in those programs. Each diverted youth was assigned to a case manager in a 

community service agency closest to his or her home. Service options 

available to RFY youths included tutoring, employment counseling, job 

placement, medical services, and alternative education. No time limits for 

services were imposed on RFY referrals 

2. Financial and Statistical Data (rabIes 7--2 and 7-3) 

The expenditures for the two components of the Kansas City Youth Diversion 

Project were combined in fiscsl reports, but efforts were made to separate 

each component's costs. The procedure used to do this is described in the 

tables presented foX' each component. 

... ---..------------------------------------------------'------~------~ --~~--~---
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Pre-Referral 

Table 7-2 
Expenditures, Clients Served, and Average Client Costs 

Kansas City Youth Diversion Project 1 
Youth Services Unit 2 

First Six Months Second Six Months Third Six Months 
(Start to 9/30/77) (10/1/77 to 3/31/78) (4/1]'-78 to 9/30/78) (10/1/78 to 3/31/79) 

Expenditures 3 

Director's Salary ° $2,574 $2,195 $3,308 

All Other ° $48,998 $40,883 $77,255 

Subtotal ° $51,572 $43,078 $80,563 

Deduction for Cost 
of Local Evaluation4 ° ° -$1,6~ -$3,547 

Total ° $51,572 $41,410 $77,016 

Clients Served5 
Referrals ° 78 66 40 
Enrolled Clients ° 72 54 32 
Client-Months ° 160 325 243 
Mean Number of Months 

Enrolled per Client 2.2 6.0 7.6 

Average Client Costs 
Per Referra 1 N/A $661 $627 $1,925 
Per Enrolled Client N/A $716 $767 $2,407 
Per Client-Month N/A $322 $127 $317 
Per Client-Year N/A $3,864 $1,524 $3,804 

" 

\ 

Total 
(Start to 3/31/79) 

$8,077 

$167,136 

$175,213 

- $5,215 

$169,998 

184 
158 
728 

4.6 

$924 
$1,076 

$234 
$2,808 
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Table 7-2 Continued 

lExpenditure data calculated using Fiscal Reports (MCCJ Form D-l), Missouri Council on Criminal Justice and 
Project Account Records. 

2The expenditures of two diversion projects in Kansas City (Roles for Youth and Youth Services Unit) were 
combined in fiscal reports. Additionally, the two projects share the same director. Thus, expenditures for the two 
projects have been estimated as follows: (1) Payments to the Kansas City Police Department have been assigned to the 
Youth Services Unit. (2) The proportion of payments to the Kansas City Police Department of total expenditures has 
been used as an estimate of the proportion of the director's salary assigned to the Youth Services Unit. (Time 2, 25% 
of the director's salary assigned to Youth Servic~s Unit; Time 3, 21%; Time 4, 31%.) 

3Expenditures adjusted to 1978 dollars, using Consumer Price Index, U. S. Department of Labor, and rounded to 
nearest whole dollar. 

4Cost of local evaluation was included in project expenditures, and has been deducted from expenditures in 
calculating average client costs. The total cost of evaluation for both components of the Kansas City project was 
$35,756 for the period from June 1, 1978, to November 30, 1979. The portion of this amount falling into the above 
time periods has been prorated according to the proportion of total expenditures for each of the compon~~ts, and has 
been adjusted to 1978 dollars using the Consumer Price Index. 

50f all youths eligible for diversion at this site, only one-half were assigned to the project for serv~ces. 
This site participated in the random assignment process for evaluation purposes from October 4, 1977, to August 31, 
1978, with roughly equal numbers of youth assigned to (1) diversion with services (reflected in this table), (2) 
diversion without services, and (3) penetration into the justice system. It should be noted that had the site 
provided services to all youths, the number of clients served would have been about double. 

, 
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Expenditures 3 

Personnel 
and Fringe 

Contractual 

Tra'el 

Equipment 

Supplies 

Subtotal 

Deduction for Cost of 
Local Evaluation4 

Total 

Clients Served5 
Referrals 
Enrolled Clients 
Client-Months 
Mean Number of Months 

Enrolled per Client 

Average Client Costs 
Per Referral. 
Per Enrolled Client 
Per Client-Month 
Per Client-Year 

Table 7-3 
Expenditures, Clients Served, and Average Client Costs 

Kansas City Youth Diversion Projectl 
Roles for Youth2 

Pre-Referral 
(Start to 9/30/77) 

$28,386 

17,523 

678 

° 
6,491 

$53,078 

° 
$53,078 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

First Six Months 
(10/1/77 to 3/31/78) 

$63,109 

62,623 

2,782 

8,992 

7,566 

$145,072 

° 
$145,072 

67 
60 

292 

4.9 

$2,165 
$2,418 

$497 
$5,964 

Second Six Months 
(4/1/78 to 9/30/78) 

$56,198 

71,936 

970 

1,702 

24,523 

$155,329 

- 6,277 

$149,052 

50 
41 

542 

13.2 

$2,981 
$3,635 

$275 
$3,300 

Third Six Months 
(10/1/78 to 3/31/79) 

$55,777 

82,835 

1,304 

° 
28,798 

$168,714 

- 7,894 

$160,820 

49 
37 

617 

16.7 

$3,282 
$4,346 

$261 
$3,132 

.' 

Total 
(Start to 3/31/79) 

$203,470 

234,917 

5,734 

10,694 

67,378 

$522,193 

-14,171 

$508,022 

166 
138 

1,451 

10.5 

$3,060 
$3,681 

$350 
$4,200 

, 
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Table 7-3 Continued 

1Expenditure data calculated using Fiscal Reports (MCCJ Form D-l), Missouri Council on Criminal Justice and Project 
Account Records. 

2The expenditures of two diversion projects in Kansas City (Roles for Youth and Youth Services Unit) were combined 
in fiscal reports. Additionally, the two projects share the same director. Thus, expenditures for the two projects have 
been estimated as follows: (1) Payments to the Kansas City Police Department have been assigned to the Youth Services 
Unit. (2) The proportion of payments to the Kansas City Police Department of total expenditures has been used as an 
estimate of the proportion of the director's salary assigned to the Youth Services Unit. (Time 2, 25% of the director's 
salary assigned to Youth Services Unit; Time 3, 21%; Time 4, 31%.) 

3Expenditures adjusted to 1978 dollars, using Consumer Price Index, U. S. Department of Labor, and rounded to the 
nearest whole dollar. 

4Cost of local evaluation was included in project expenditures, and has been deducted from expenditures in 
calculating average client costs. The total cost of evaluation for both components of the Kansas City project was $35,756 
for the period from June 1, 1978, to November 30, 1979. The portion of this amount falling into the above time periods 
has been prorated according to the proportion of total expenditures for each of the components, and has been adjusted to 
1978 dollars using the Consumer Price Index. 

50f all youths eligible for diversion at this site, only one-third were assigned to the project for services. This 
site participated in the random assignment process for evaluation purposes from October 4, 1977, to August 31, 1978, with 
roughly equal numbers of youth assigned to (1) diversion with services (reflected in this table), (2) diversion without 
services, and (3) penetration into the justice system. It should be noted that had the site provided services to all 
youths, the number of clients served would have been about two-thirds higher. 

, 
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, 't appears that the Roles for Youth component had Based on our est1mates, 1 

much higher expenditures than did the Youth Services Unit. Service records 

indicate that the two components provided services for roughly the same number 

, f' t 18 months of operation, RFY obtained 166 youth of clients ; dur1ng the 1rs 

referrals, compared with 184 youth raferrals for YSU. It should be remembered 

ff d f 1 ates during the first two that random asssignment practices a ecte re err a r 

cost periods. 

After reviewing the client-months and the average number of months 

enrolled for services data, two interesting observations can be made. First, 

as the number of referrals to the projects decreased, the average number of 

months enrolled for services increased, promoting speculation about the 

i.e. are relationship between length of treatment and quantity of referrals; 

youths kept on the roles for the purpose of organizational maintenance? 

Second, the YSU component averaged 4.6 client-months of services in the face 

, f 30 d We believe that these of a mandate to terminate serV1ces a ter ays. 

d (1) continuing services for periods client-month figures are ue to: 

, termination dates well after the actual exceeding 30 days, (2) record1ng 

, (3) record1'ng services rendered to clients terminations of serv1ces, or 

referred to other community youth services programs. We are of the opinion 

1 ' may be correct, but have no data as to the that all three exp anat10ns 

individual contributions each makes to the overrun. 

Given the expenditures and client service records of the two components, 

'ff Costs per client were higher average costs per client were quite d1 erent. 

RFY compared With YSU, but the differences in cost were much in general for 

more marked in terms of the average cost per referral and per enrolled client 

than in the average cost per client~~onth. In the Roles for Youth component, 
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the number of client-months of service increased across the year-and-a-half 

time period,-resulting in decreased average cost per client-month with time. 

For the Youth Services Unit, however, the lowest average cost per client-month 

occurred in the second six months of operation and then increased for the next 

period. 

c. Memphis-Metro Youth Diversion Pro~ 

1. Project Description 

The Memphis-Metro Youth Diversion Project was created by the Community Day 

Care and Comprehensive Social Services Association of Memphis, a chartered 

nonprofit organization designated by the state of Tennessee as an 

administrative agency for public funds for social services. The Diversion 

Project was self-sustaining and fiscally autonomous, but received technical 

support, fiscal services, and overall supervision from CDC/CSSA. 

The goals of MMYDP were: (1) to reduce adjudication of juveniles who were 

alleged to be delinquent and unruly; (2) to achieve, through redirection, 

expans10n, and provision of more cost effective services, a more comprehensive 

and coordinated approach to the diversion process; and (3) to provide services 

to diverted youths who were 1n need of them and thus to reduce their delin-

quent behavior. Of additional importance was the objective to empirically 

evaluate the program's impact as an alternative to the justice system and to 

compare the effectiveness of various services options for helping diverted 

youths. 

All referrals to the project came from the juvenile court of Memphis and 

Shelby County. Eligibility for diversion included cases likely to result in 

adjudication without commitment. Youths on probation, under commitment, or 

whose cases were under advisement were generally excluded from consideration 
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for diversion. Youths who would normally be warned and released or. released 

prior to adjudication were also excluded from diversion. Random assignment to 

one of three alternatives (diversion with services, diversion without 

services, penetration into justice system) was then made. 

2. Financial and Statistical Data (Table 7-4 ) 

The expenditure dElta for the Memphis-Metro Youth Diversion Projec t show 

substantial increases in expenditures in the third six months of operation. 

This is attributable to the contractural or purchase of service expenditures, 

which became operational during the last time period included in the 

analysis. Expenditures for each of the three six-month periods presented 

ranged from a low of $48,000 to a high of nearly $174,000. 

Client service records indicate a steady increase in the number of youths 

referred and enrolled in the project across time, even during random 

assignment, which includes all but one month of the cost periods specified l.n 

Table 7-4. Additionally, the number of client-months of enrollment increased 

substantially, from 267 in the first six months to 1,348 in the third six 

months of operation, for an average of 5.4 months per client enrolled for 

services. 

Based on the expenditure data and client service records, the lowest per 

client costs were achieved in the second six months of operation. The average 

costs per youth referral to the p-roject was $467; for those enrolled for 

services, the average cost was $619. The average cost per client-month of 

service was $115. 

D. Orange County, Florida, Youth Diversion Project 

1. Project Description 

The Orange County, Florida, Youth Diversion Project was a program of the 

Human Services Planning Council of Orange County (HSPC), an independent 
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Expenditures 2 

Personnel 
and Fringe 

Contractura1 

-----------------~~--

Table 7-4 
Expenditures, Clients Served, and Average Client Costs 

Memphis-Metro Youth Diversion Project1 

Pre-Referral 
(Start to 3/31/77) 

$7,044 

First Six Months Second six Months 
(4/1/77 to 9/30/77) (10/1/77 to 3/31/78) 

$36,032 $41,075 

Third Six Months Total 
(4/1/78 to 9/30/78) (Start to 9/30/78) 

$42,157 $126,308 

(Purchase of Service) ° ° 16,206 $111,602 
Consultative 

Travel 

Equipment 

Supplies 
and Operating 

Indirect Charge 

Other 

Subtotal 

Deduction for Random 
Assignment Procedure 
and Contact with Non­
Diversion with 
Services Cases 3 

Total 

° 91 

997 2,484 

4,142 5,199 

268 2,266 

871 3,233 

° 113 ---
$13,322 $49,418 

° - 1,740 

$13,322 $47,678 

$127,808 

533 66 690 

1,615 3,717 8,813 

122 1,298 10,761 

2,061 5,703 10,298 

4,313 11,292 19,709 

° ° 113 

$ 65,925 $175,835 $304,500 

-2,016 6,273 

$63,408 $173,819 $298,227 

, 
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Table 7-4 Continued 

Pre-Referral First Six Months Second Six Months Third Six Months Total 
(Start to 3/31/77) (4/1/77 to 9/30/77) (10/1/77 to 3/31/78) (4/1/78 to 9/30/78) (Start to 9/30/78) 

Expenditures 2 

Clients Served4 
Referrals5 N/A 151 225 263 639 
Enrolled Clients N/A 101 183 198 482 
Client-Months N/A 267 988 1348 2603 
Mean Number of Months 

Enro lIed per Client 2.6 5.4 6.8 5.4 

Average Client Costs 
Per Referral N/A $316 $282 $661 $467 
Per Enrolled Client N/A $472 $347 $878 $619 
Per Client-Month N/A $179 $64 $129 $115 
Per Client-Year N/A $2,148 $768 $1,548 $1,380 

1Expenditure data calculated uSlng Report of Expenditures and Claims for Reimbursement forms, plus additional financial 
information provided by the project. 

2Expenditures adjusted to 1978 dollars, using Consumer Price Index, U.S. Department of Labor, and rounded to nearest 
whole do llar. 

3This project was involved in the random assignment procedure for evaluation purposes. Cost of this procedure has been 
estimated to involve two hours a day, at $6 per hour, for all working days (including holidays) during the random assignment 
period (June 1, 1977, to August 31, 1978). The project also contacted youth in the no-services group, at a cost of $6 per 
case for 353 cases. Expenditures associated with chese two procedures have been deducted from the project's overall 
expenditures. 

40f all of the youths eligible for diversion at this site, only one-third were assigned to the project for services. 
This site participated in the random assignment process for evaluation purposes from June 1, 1977, to August 31, 1978, with 
roughly equal numbers of youths assigned to (1) diversion with services (reflected in this table), (2) diversion without 
services, and (3) penetration into the justice system. It should be noted that had the site provided services to all youths, 
the number of clients served would have been about two-thirds higher. 

5The number of referrals cited here is based upon BRI's aggregation of client service records. Based upon the 
project's aggregations of their records, the number of referrals was 160 in the first period, 230 1n the second pe~i0d, and 
265 in the third. Project calculations for enrollment also differed from those u~ed by BRI: 115 in the first six-month 
period, 198 in the second period, and 217 in the third period. 

-------------------~---~---------
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organization jointly supported by Orange County and the United Way. The 

emphasis of the project included increasing access to desirable roles, 

avoiding negative labeling, and providing serV1ces through a coordinated 

network of community-based agencies. 

Diversion project administrators assumed responsibility for placing 

diverted youth in appropriate service-providing agencies, and monitoring the 

services received by clients. Available services included recreational and 

cultural activities as well as employment, education, and family counseling. 

The project placed primary emphasis on recreational activities. Services were 

provided by a variety of existing community agencies, with the diversion 

project functioning as a point of assessment and referral. Many youths were 

assessed as having mUltiple needs, and multiple placements were used. 

The only source of clients for the diversion project was the juvenile 

division of the local state attorney's office. Referrals were the· 

responsibility of a single person, the chief of that division. 

2. Financial and Statistical Data (Table 7-5) 

Review of the expenditure data for the Orlando project shows a moderate 

but steady increase in expenditures across the pre-referral period and the 

first 18 months of operation. Expenditures for each of the three six-month 

periods presented ranged from a low of about $40,000 to a high of almost 

$70,000; the average expenditures for six months was about $56,000. 

Client service records indicate that about the same number of youths were 

referred and enrolled during the first and second six months of operation. 

The average number of client-months, however, increased considerably during 

these two time periods, from 2.5 client-months in the first six months to 4.5 

in the second six months, for an average of 3.3 months enrollment per youth 
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Table 7-5 Continued 

IExpenditure dat. calculated uS1ng Orange County, Florida, Youth Diversion Project Semi-Annual Expenses, provided by the project. 

2Expenditures adjusted to 1978 dollars, using Consumer Price Index, U.S. Department of Labor, and rounded to the nearest whole dollar. 
3Includes payments to 10 contractors. 

4This project participated in the random assignment process; cost of this process for the non-diversion with 
services cases were estimated by the project director and excluded from the expenditures used in calculating average 
client costs. The total amount spent on the random assignment process, based on salary, fringe, and amount of time 
involved, was estimated at $1,042 from July, 1977, to August, 1978. This amount has been prorated and deducted from project expenditures, 

50f all youths eligible for diversion at this site, only one-third were assigned to the project for services. 
This site participated in the random assignment process for evaluation purposes from July 6, 1977, to August I, 1978, 
with roughly equal numbers of youth assigned to (1) diversion with services (reflected in this table), (2) diversion 
without services, and (3) penetration into the justice system. It should be noted that had the site provided services 
to all youths, the number of clients served would have been about two-thirds higher. 

, 
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'18 th 'd The hI.' ghest number of youths referred referral during thl.S -mon perI.o. 

clI.'ent-months enrolled for services was realized and enrolled, and the highest 

, As shown in Table 7-5, most of the in the third six months of operatI.on. 

, d d after random assignment stopped, thus referrals in the last perl.o occurre 

, b of youc·hs aval.'lable for referral to the project. increasI.ng the num er 

Based on expenditure data and client service records, the lowest per 

client costs were achieved in the first and second six months of operation. 

The average cost per all referred youths was $298, and $429 per enrolled 

youth. The average cost per client-month was $131. 

Eo 11 York Cl.'ty Transit Police Youth Diversion Project John Jay Co ege-New _ 

1. Project Description 

The John Jay College of Criminal Justice Juvenile Offend,er Diversion 

Project was jointly operated by the John Jay College Criminal Justice Center 

and the New York City Transit Police Department. The project was developed to 

divert youths from the justice system at the police level, counsel them, and 

place them in various community agency service programs. 

, t J'uvenl.'le offender diversion and The project had two maI.n componen s: 

police training. The focus of the present report is on the former, but it 

should be noted that in the original proposal, the two components were of 

equal importance. The Juvenile Justice Police Training Program was designed 

1 d and skl.'lls of police officers in diverting youths who to upgrade the know e ge 

might otherwise become involved in the justice system. 

'1 Off d DI.'version ProJ'ect included diverting The goals of the Juvenl. e en er 

youths from the justice system, reducing recidivism, providing employment 

opportunities, providing medical and crisis intervention, and measuring 

, The staff was treatment-oriented and stressed the program effect1veness. 

crisis intervention aspect of services. 

F 
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Diversion services offered to the youths began with contact with response 

team officers. They were regular two-man patrol teams of plainclothes 

officers who have received special training in diversion programing and crisis 

intervention. About 20% of their work was estimated as related to the 

diversion project. After the initial contact, project staff provided 

evaluative and short-term counseling services to those youths definded as 

needing services and arranged and monitored services through community 

agencies. 

Referrals were obtained through the New York City Transit Police 

Department. Eligibility to the diversion project excluded youths who were 

taken into custody for felonies or photographable misdemeanors. Cases were 

also excluded if the arresting officer, youth, or parents insisted on referral 

to the family court. Desk officers, in consultation with program personnel, 

determined eligibility for diversion. Random assignment to diversion with 

services, diversion without services, or penetration into the justice system 

was then made. 

2. Financial and Statistical Data (Table 7-6) 

Financial data for the John Jay College-Transit Police project were 

calculated incorporating selected expenditures additions and deductions. As 

described in the expenditure table, deductions were made for the Police 

Training Program, and for the cost of contacting non-diversion cases included 

in the random assignment procedure. In-kind contributions included staff from 

the Juvenile Crime Prevention Unit of the Transit Police. 

Based upon the financial data illustrated in Table 7-6, project 

expenditures appear to decrease across the first 18 months of operation. 

Expenditures totaled approximately $95,000 in the first six months, compared 



Expenditures 2 

Personnel 
and Fringe 

Consultants 

Travel 

Equipment 

Supplies 

Communications 

Publication 

Other Direct 

Indirect Costs 

Subtotal 

Deduction for Police 
Training Program3 

Subtotal 

~.---------------

Table 7-6 
Expenditures, Clients Served, and Average Client Costs 

John Jay College-Transit Police Youth Diversion Project 1 

Pre-Referral 
(Start to 7/31/77) 

$4, 728 

$11,775 

° 
0 

0 

0 

66 

0 

3,314 

$19,883 

0 

$19,883 

First Six Months 
(8/1/77 to 1/31/78) 

$51,764 

7~128 

761 

10,996 

1,077 

1,561 

1,345 

° 
14,289 

$88,921 

° 
$88,921 

J' 

" 

Second Six Months 
(2/1/78 to 7/31/78) 

$46,143 

1,800 

4,421 

8,847 

8,356 

2,017 

3,255 

5,092 

21,387 

$lOl,318 

-23,598 

$77,720 

Third Six Months Total 
(8/1/78 to 1/31/79) (Start to 1/31/79) 

$56,I Q3 $158,828 

388 21 ,091 

2,223 7,405 

2,709 22,552 

1,020 10,453 

2,345 5,923 

2,186 6,852 

2,930 8,022 

13,840 52,830 

$ 83,834 $293,956 

-27,787 - 51,385 

$56,047 $242,571 

, 

, 
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Expenditures 2 

In-Kind 
Contributions 4 

Subtotal 

Deduction for 
Cost of Contact 
with Non-Diversion 
Cases 5 

Tota16 

Clients Served7 
Referra 1s8 
Enrolled Clients 
Client-Months 

Pre-Referral 
(Start to 7/31/77) 

+ o 

$19,883 

o 

$19,883 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

Average Number of Months 
Enrolled per Client 

Average Client Costs 
Per Referral N/A 
Per Enrolled Client N/A 
Per Client-Month N/A 
Per Client-Year N/A 

Table 7-6 Continued 

First Six Months 
(8/1/77 to 1/31/78) 

+14,174 

$103,095 

- 7,691 

$95,404 

94 
54 

141 

2.6 

$1, 015 
$1,767 

$677 
$8,124 

-, 

Second Six Months 
(2/1/78 to 7/31/78) 

+ 20,133 

$97,853 

6,002 

$91,851 

102 
44 

378 

8.6 

$901 
$2,088 

$243 
$2,916 

"" 

Third Six Months Total 
(8/1/78 to 1/31/79) (Start to 1/31/79) 

+19,549 + 53,856 

$75,596 $296,427 

° -13,693 

$75,596 $282,734 

426 622 
288 386 
866 1385 

3.0 3.6 

$177 $455 
$262 $732 
$ 87 $204 

$1,044 $2,448 



': / 

Table 7-6 Continued 

1Expenditure data calculated using document 16792, rf. no. 07199; document 02710, rf. no. 07195; document 
02731, rf. no. 07199; document 16786, rf. no. 07195, Research Foundation of Cuny, Financial Reporting System, 
Tranaction Reports. 

2Expenditures adjusted to 1978 dollars, using Consumer Price Index, U. S. Department of Labor, and rounded to 
nearest whole dollar. 

3The diversion project at this site was one of two components of the grant operations. The second component 
funded was a Police Training Program, developed and implemented in cooperation with the New York City Transit Police 
Department. Recipients of training were primarily police patrol officers. The police training program occupied 
approximately 40% of the project director's time, 40% of the consultant's time, 60% of the secretary's time, and 40% 
of publication costs from February, 1978, to March, 1979. These costs, plus the proportion of the total expenditures 
they represent, have been subtracted from the project's expenditures to reflect actual diversion services expenditures. 

4The diversion project received in-kind contributions from John Jay College and from the Juvenile Crime 
Prevention Unit, primarily in the form of personnel assigned to work with the project. These contributions totaled 
approximately $60,400 for the period from October 1, 1977, to March 31, 1979, and have been prorated and added to 
project expenditures. 

5Some youths were provided limited service who are not included in the count of the number of clients served. 
Youths in the other two study groups (no services and penetration into the justice system) were contacted and 
interviewed by project personnel; consequently, costs for contact with these youth have been subtracted from the 
project expenditure figure used to calculate costs for the diversion with services clients. An estimated three hours 
was spent with those clients at a personnel and fringe cost of $12.20 per hour. In the first six months, 114 
diversion without services youth were contacted, and 85 penetration group youth were contacted. In the second six 
months, 94 diversion without services youth and 70 penetration group youth were contacted. After July 20, 1978, only 
diversion with services youth were included in the project. 

6Estimates of expenditures for Police Training Program, cost of services to non-diversion cases, and amount of 
in-kind contributions provided by the project director. 

70f all of the youths eligible for diversion at this site, only one-third were assigned to the project for 
services. This site participated in the random assignment process for evaluation purposes from October 11, 1978 to 
July 20, 1978, with roughly equal numbers of youths assigned to (1) diversion with services (reflected in this table), 
(2) diversion without services, and (3) penetration into the justice system. It should be noted that had the site 
provided services to all youth, the number of clients served would have been about two-thirds higher. 

BThe number of referrals cited here is based on BRI's aggregation of client service records. Based on project 
aggregations, the number of referrals was 99 in the first six months, 103 in the second six months, and 430 in the 
third six months. 

" 
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with $76,000 in the third six months. Average expenditures for the three 

six-month periods of operation were about $88,000. 

During the first 12 months of referrals, the number of youths referred to 

the project and the number of those who were enrolled were quite low. The 

number of client-months enrolled for services, however, more than tripled 

across the f.irst two time periods, from an average of 2.6 client-months in the 

first six months of operation to an average of 8.6 client-months in the second 

six months. In the third six months of operation, after the termination of 

the random assignment procedure, the number of clients referred to the project 

increased greatly, and the average period of enrollment decreased to three 

months. 

Based upon expenditure data and client service records, the lowest per 

client costs were achieved in the third period of operation for which data 

were obtained. The average cost per all referrals was $455, the average cost 

per enrolled youth was $732, and the average cost per client-month of 

enrollment was $204. These figures were greatly reduced, however, after the 

termination of random assignment, as witnessed by the third period cost data. 

F. Rosebud Youth Diversion Project 

1. Project Description 

The Rosebud Sioux Tribe, which operated the Rosebud Youth Diversion 

Project, outlined the five following goals in its grant proposal: (1) to 

enforcement agencies; (2) to coordinate all tTibal, state, and private efforts 

involve all juveniles who come to the attention of the Rosebud Sioux Tribe law 

on the reservation Where youth are involved; (3) to involve the affected 

juvenile in responsible dec is ion-making , educational-oriented, and 

cultural-oriented activities; (4) to create a more informed and efficient 

r 
Ii 
'I 
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referral service for reservation youth; and (5) to develop in affected 

a s rong self-awareness in relation to their communities , juveniles t tribe, and 

beliefs. 

To achieve these goals, the project had three mal'n programs: crisis 

counseling, needs counseling, and recreation. occurre at Crisis counsell'ng d 

the project's crisis center' lmmediately upon referral t th ' o e proJect. 

t roughout a client's involvement w1'th the On-going services delivered h project 

were managed by a needs counselor, who worked out of the project offices 1n 

Mission, South Dakota. The recreation program operated h t roughout the 

reservation and served 11 f a 0 the reservation's youths . , whether diversion 

clients or not. 

The project was relatively self-contained , offering the majority of 

services to youths through project personnel. Occasionally, services from 

outside agencies were used " , cons1st1ng mainly of short-term residential care. 

The bulk of the proJ'ect's ser ' V1ces were comprised of providing activities, 

primarily recreational , for the reservation's youths. 

re erral to the diversion project Youths eligible for f typically had not 

committed serious offenses. Because serious offenses (felonies) were 

violations of federal law, h yout s arrested for such offenses fell under the 

jurisdiction of the Bureau f o Indian Afffairs and were processed by the 

out Dakota. federal court in P1'erre, S h For this reason, the tribal juvenile 

justice system handled only youths arrested for misdemeanors or less serious 

violations of tribal law. 

2. Financial and Statist1'cal Data (Table 7-7) 

Financial data for the Rosebud Youth Diversion Project show an increase 1n 

expenditures over time. In the first six months of operation, the project 

--~~----------------~-----------'----
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Table 7-7 
Expenditures, Clients Served, and Average Client Costs 

Rosebud Youth Diversion Project1 

Pre-Referral 
(Start to 6/30/77) 

Expenditures 2 

Personnel 
and Fringe 

Contractua13 

Travel 

Equipment 4 

Supplies 

Construction 

Indirect Costs 

Subtotal 

Deduction for Cost 
of Local Evaluation 

Total 

Clients Served 
Referrals 
Enro lled Clients 
Client-Months 

$31,940 

172 

4,878 

3,843 

1,074 

2,474 

596 

$44,977 

o 

$44,977 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

Average Number of Months 
Enrolled per Client 

Average Client Costs 
Per Referral 
Per Enrolled Client 
Per C1ien'c-Month 
Per C li ent-Year 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

First Six Months 
(7/1/77 to 12/31/77) 

$56,616 

4,058 

11,108 

1,660 

3,734 

11 

2,316 

$79,503 

- 650 

$78,853 

131 
105 
267 

2.5 

$602 
$751 
$295 

$3,540 

Second Six Months 
(1/1/78 to 6/30/78) 

$49,517 

11,090 

2,274 

1,418 

29 

2,157 

$ 71,186 

516 

$70,670 

90 
70 

469 

6.7 

$785 
$1,010 

$151 
$1,812 

Third Six Months 
(7/1/78 to 12/31/78) 

$99,822 

13 ,430 

5,118 

627 

625 

2,893 

$126,856 

- 6,640 

$120,216 

90 
66 

620 

6.9 

$1,336 
$1,821 

$194 
$2,328 

Total 
(Start to 12/31/78) 

$237,895 

13,632 

40,506 

12,895 

6,853 

2,779 

7,962 

$322,522 

- 7,806 

$314,716 

311 
241 

1,356 

5.6 

$1,012 
$1,306 

$232 
$2,784 

" 



Table 7-7 Continued 

lExpenditure data calculated using Financial Reports (SDDLEA Form No. 303), South Dakota Criminal Justice Commission. 

2Expenditures adjusted to 1978 dollars, using Consumer Price Index, U.S. Department of Labor, and 
rounded to the nearest whole dollar. 

3Contractual expenditures for 1978 totaled $9,402 and were divided in half to provide an estimate for each time period. 
4Capital assets. 

5Cost of local evaluation was included in project expenditures, and has been deducted from expenditures in 
calculating average cl~ent costs. The total amount spent on evaluation was $7,806 from December 21, 1977, to December 
4, 1978; this amount has been deducted from the appropriate time period in which the expenditure was made. 
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spent about $79,000, compared with $120,000 in the third s~x months. The 

average expenditures for the project across the first 18 months of 

post-referral operation were about $90,000, but this average was greatly 

influenced by the high costs of the third six months. 

Client service records show decreasing numbers of youth referrals and 

enrollments across the first 18 months of operation. As might be expected, 

the project had higher costs per referred and enrolled clients ~n the later 

time periods. The lowest cost per referred clients ($602) and enrolled 

clients ($751) were both realized in the first six months of operation. The 

average cost per referral for the total l8-month period was $1,012; the 

average cost per enrollment was $1,306; and the per client-month average was 

$232. The number of client-months enrolled for services, however, increased 

over time, from 2.5 client-months in the first six months to 6.9 client-months 

in the third six months of operation. This resulted in lower total average 

cost per client-month. 

G. Boston Diversion Advocacy Youth Diversion Project 

1. Project Description 

The Boston Diversion Advocacy Program, which was operated by a large 

parent organization entitled the Youth Activities Commission, proposed to 

develop a network of services to which youths having contact with the juvenile 

justice system could be diverted. The operation of the project was rather 

complex, involving liaisons assigned to police station houses and juvenile 

courts. The liaisons were the project's link to the decentralized Boston 

juvenile justice system, which included seven courts and 11 police stations. 

Once referrals from the justice system were obtained, youth advocates were 

responsible for identifying appropriate services available through community 

- " 
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resources and maintaining a close relationship with youths. The majority of 

services were purchased from outside agencies, but some services were offered 

at the Youth Resource Centers. The Centers provided some recreational 

activities, but were used primarily as a base of operations. 

According to the official criteria negotiated with the decentralized 

justice system personnel in Boston, youths referred to diversion must have 

been involved in an offense for which they could be adjudicated delinquent. 

Diversion could Occur at the police station before booking or at court, either 

before a complaint was filed or at a hear~ng. Whol th 0 d 0 

L ~ e e project was es~gned 

for serious offenders, reluctance was experienced regarding the referral of 

"hard-core" youths. 

2. Financial and Statistical Data (Table 7-8) 

The Boston Diversion Advocacy Project experienced a number of delays in 

initiating its operations. These delays are reflected in the expenditure 

information where contractual services, a major portion of the Boston project, 

appear only in the second and third six months of operation. 

The number of clients referred and enrolled for services by the project 

also appear to be quite low, particularly in the first six months of 

operation. Overall, the number of youth referrals and enrollments increased 

between the first and second six months of operation, but remained about the 

same between the second and third months of operation. The number of 

client-months of enrollment for services, however, increased with time, from 

2.2 client-months per enrolled client provided in the first six months to 6.2 

client-months in the third six months of operation. 

Based on these financial and statistical data, the project's costs per 

referred and enrolled client increased over the first 18 months of 
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Table 7-8 
Expenditures, Clients Served, and Average Client Costs 

Boston Advocacy Program Youth Diversion Project l 

Pre-Referral First Six Months Second Six Months Third Six Months 
(Start to 3/31/77) (4/1/77 to 9/30/77) (l0/1/77 to 3/31/78) (4/1/78 to 9/30/78) 

Expenditures 2 

Personnel $4,448 $81,188 $104,486 $115,381 
and Fringe 

Contractua13 0 0 68,234 84,008 

Trave 14 0 0 1,117 3,896 

Equipment5 0 0 9,325 4,778 

Supplies 6 0 0 2,042 1,962 

Training7 0 0 764 7,670 

Operating 
Telephone 0 0 7,806 7,342 
Reproduction 0 0 2,428 3,812 
Postage 0 0 261 450 
Miscellaneous 0 0 99 477 

Total $4,448 $81,188 $196,563 $229,776 

Clients Served 
Referrals N/A 68 91 91 
Enro lled Clients N/A 52 74 71 
Client-Months N/A 115 294 441 
Average Number of Months 

Enrolled per Client 2.2 4.0 6.2 
Average Client Costs 

Per Referral N/A $1,194 $2,160 $2,525 
Per Enrolled Client N/A $1,561 $2,656 $3,236 
Per Client-Month N/A $706 $669 $521 
Per Client-Year N/A $8 l 472 $8,028 $6,252 

". 

, 

, 

Total 
. (Start to 9/30/78) 

$305,503 

152,242 

5,013 

14,103 

4,004 

8,434 

15,149 
6,240 

711 
576 

----

$511,975 

250 
197 
850 

4.3 

$2,047 
$2,599 

$602 
$7,224 
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Table 7-8 Continued 

lExpenditure data calculated using Boston Advocacy Program Account Records. 
2Expenditures adjusted to 1978 dollars, using Consumer Price Index, U.S. Department of Labor, and rounded to nearest whole dollar. 

3Inc ludes payments. to four agenc ies and fee-for-services expenditures. 
4Includes local and out-of-state travel. 
5Includes office equipment and beepers. 

6Includes desk supplies, periodicals, testing, and remedial reading materials. 
7Includes training and training equipment expenditures. 

". 
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post-referral operation, while the average cost per client-month decreased programs ~n the fine arts and wilderness survival. Project staff monitored 

during the same period. The average cost per referral for the total 18-month youth participation in brokered service agency activities. 

period was $2,047; the average cost per enrolled client was $2,599; and the 2. Financial and Statistical Data (Table 7-9) 

per client-month average was $602. Financial data indicate that the Alternatives for Youth Diversion Project 

H. Milwaukee Alternatives for Youth Diversion Project ~n Milwaukee averaged spending about $80,000 for each six months during the 

1. Project Description first 18 months of pre-referral operation. Expenditures ranged from 

The Alternatives for Youth Diversion Project was operated by the Community approximately $66,000 to $98,000 for the three six-month periods of project 

Relations-Social Development Commission of Milwaukee County, a service operations specified. 

planning and coordinating body for the metropolitan area. The goals of the Client service records show a gradual and steady increase ~n the number of 

project included diverting youths who otherwise would have been formally youths referred to and enrolled by the project, as well as in the average 

handled, and increasing the capability of existing community youth service numbers of months in which clients were enrolled for service. Between the 

I 

I, 
agencies for providing alternatives to the juvenile justice system. The first and the third six months of operation, the number of referrals doubled, 

i ' 

as did the number of enrolled youths. The number of months in which clients program involved counseling and referral services, and it stressed career and 

life-experience oriented service alternatives. were enrolled for service also doubled over the course of the 18-month period. 

The majority of referrals to the diversion program came from the probation Correspondingly, average client costs steadily declined over the first 18 

officers at the Children's Court Center. Additionally, some referrals were months of operation. The lowest client costs were achieved in the third six 

made by the chief assistant district attorney. The guidelines for eligibility months of operation. The average cost per referral for the total period was, 

for referral to the diversion project were flexible, allowing court personnel however, $747; the average cost per enrolled cilent was $1,101; and the 

latitude in deciding those cases appropriate for diversion. The criteria for average cost per client-month was $158. 

eligibility included first time and repeat misdemeanants and felons. I. Puerto Rico Youth Diversion Project (SYDMA) 

Referrals were slow in the beginning of the project, but increased 1. Project Description 

considerably in the following year. The Puerto Rico Youth Diversion Project was one component of the SEMIT 

The majority of services provided to youths were arranged through brokered , (initials in Spanish for "Special Services for Minors Involved with the 

serv~ce agencies. Service alternatives included supplemental and alternative Courcs") program, which was a division of the Department of Addiction Services 

education, career training and work exposure, public service opportunities, and was organized to provide services to juvenile offenders. The project 

family support services, and personnel development experiences encompassing included three youth service centers, one each in the Manuel A. Perez Housing 

,. 
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Table 7-9 
Expenditures, Clients Served, and Average Client Costs 

Milwaukee Alternatives for Youth Diversion Project 1 

Expenditures 2 

Personnel 
and Fringe 

Contractua14 

Travel 

Equipment 

Supp lies and 
Operating 

Indirect Costs 

Total 

Clients Served5 
Referrals 
Enrolled Clients 
Client-Months 

Pre-Referra13 
(Start to 9/30/77) 

$42,845 

440 

780 

65 

3,821 

3,836 

$51,787 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

Average Number of Months 
Enrolled per Client 

Average Client Costs 
Per Referral 
Per Enrolled Client 
Per Client-Month 
Per Client-Year 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

First Six Months 
(10/1/77 to 3/31/78) 

$53,515 

2,039 

834 

4,279 

4,859 

$65,590 

88 
56 

229 

4.1 

$745 
$1,171 

$286 
$3,432 

" 

Second Six Months 
(4/1/78 to 9/30/78) 

$53,126 

39,314 

816 

o 

2,940 

1,713 

$ 97,909 

139 
101 
616 

6.1 

$704 
$969 
$159 

$1,908 

Third six Months 
(10/1/78 to 3/31/79) 

$25,273 

43,922 

569 

o 

2,151 

3,563 

$75,478 

162 
107 
999 

9.3 

$466 
$705 

$76 
$9l2 

Total 
(Start to 3/31/79) 

$174,759 

85,715 

2,999 

129 

l3,191 

13,971 

$290,764 

389 
264 

1844 

7.0 

$747 
$1,101 

$158 
$1,896 

, 
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Table 7-9 continued 

lExpenditure data calculated using Financial Report (Form G-2), Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice. 
2Expenditures adjusted to 1978 dollars, using Consumer Price Index, U.S. Department of Labor, and rounded to the nearest whole dollar. 

3Expenditures for September and October were combined on financial reports. For purposes of this analysis, cumulative 
costs for the two months were divided in half to provide an estimate for each month. 

4Includes professional services and service contracts. 

5The number of clients served cited here is based on BRI's client service records. The project's records show that, for 
the three six-month periods of operation, the number of referrals was 92, 140, and 162 and the number of client-months was 
520, 965, and 1,143. 
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Project, ~n Bayamon, and in the community of Caguas. Initially, a shelter 

home was established ~n the municipality of Aguas Buenas, but it received so 

few clients that it had to be closed. 

The primary goals of the project were to divert youths from the justice 

system and to provide them with serv~ces. Other objectives included providing 

treatment to parents, stressing the importance of early intervention, and 

coordinating the activities of community youth service agencies. 

Referrals to the diversion project were made through project 

representatives stationed at the Bayamon Juvenile Court, the San Juan Juvenile 

Court, and the Juvenile Affairs Division at police headquarters in downtown 

San Juan and the Caguas Police Department. Youths eligible for diversion 

included those who had committed non-violent crimes, who were not considered 

to be a danger to the community or themselves, and who were not already under 

the jurisdiction of the court. 

The services provided at the three serv~ce centers consisted primarily of 

individual counseling, recreation, occupational therapy, tutoring, and 

cultural enrichment. Referrral to community agencies for medical services, 

job, and educational placement were offered to a limited extent. The centers 

also provided hot lunches for needy clients. 

2. Financial and Statistical Data (Table 7-10) 

During the first 18 months of operation, financial data indicate that the 

Puerto Rico Youth Diversion Project averaged spending about $138,000 for each 

six months of operation. Their expenditures ranged from a high of about 

$153,000 in the second six months of operation to a low of $119,000 in the 

third six months. 

Client service record data for the project show the greatest number of 

clients served occurred in the third six months of operation. The lowest 

~. I 



Table 7-10 
Expenditures, Clients Served, and Average Client Costs 

Puerto Rico Youth Diversion Project1 

Pre-Referral First Six Months Second Six Months Third Six Months Total 
(Start to 6/30/77) 0/1/77 to 12/31/77) (1/1/78 to 6/30/78) (7/1/78 to 12/31/78) (Start to 12/31/78) 

Expenditures 2 

Personnel $56,633 $103,051 $114,628 $66,881 $341,123 
and Fringe 

Contractual 
(Consultants) 5,461 4,346 5,380 ° 15,187 

Travel 640 2,213 3,829 1,144 7,826 

Equipment 2,507 9,389 3,325 4,442 19,663 

Supplies ° 9,501 2,662 4,226 16,389 

Payments to Clients ° ° ° 3,860 3,860 

Operating 
Rent 12,793 10,812 4,499 7,417 35,521 
Utilities ° 258 ° ° 258 
Advertisements 692 ° ° ° 692 
Food ° 1,976 5,886 5,389 13,251 
Misce llaneous 366 965 1,658 1,010 3,999 

(Postage, Telegrams, 
Telephones) 

\ 

Indirect Costs ° ° 11 ,440 25,084 36 , 52L~ 

Total $79,092 $142,511 $153,307 $119,383 $494,293 

\' 

" \ 

~f , 



Expenditures 2 

Clients Served 
Referrals 
Enro lled Clients 
Client-Months 

Pre-Referral 
(Start to 6/30/77) 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

Average Number of Months 
Enrolled per Client 

Average Client Costs 
Per Referral N/A 
Per Enrolled Client N/A 
Per Client-Month N/A 
Per Client-Year N/A 

Table 7-10 Continued 

First Six Months 
(7/1/77 to 12/31/77) 

204 
191 
443 

2.3 

$699 
$746 
$322 

$3,864 

Second Six Months 
(1/1/78 to 6/30/78) 

196 
186 
820 

4.4 

$782 
$824 
$187 

$2,244 

Third Six Months Total 
(7/1/78 to 12/31/78) (Start to 12/31/78) 

391 791 
381 758 

1320 2583 

3.4 3.4 

$305 $625 
$313 $652 
$ 90 $191 

$1,080 $2,292 

lExpenditure data calculated using Forms DSCA 88 and SC 1422, Departamento de Servicios Contra La Adiccion, Secretaria 
Auxi1iar de Administracion. 

2Expenditures adjusted to 1978 do lIars, using Consumer Price Index, U. S. Department of Labor, and rounded 
to nearest dollar. 

\ 
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number of clients referred to and enrolled by the project appeared in the 

second six months. The average number of months enrolled for services per 

client increased over the first two periods and then dropped by a month during 

the last period of heavy referrals. Almost all referrals were enrolled for 

services. 

The lowest average client costs were achieved Ln the third SLX months of 

operation, where expenditures were lowest and the number of clients served was 

the highest. The average cost per referral during the total period, however, 

was $625; the average cost per enrollment was $652; and the average cost per 

client-month was $191. 

J. Youth Employment Skills Program, Mobilization for Youth, New York City 

1. Project Description 

The Youth Employment Skills (YES) program was operated by Mobilization for 

Youth, Inc. (MFY) for the purpose of assisting lower east side juveniles who 

had come into contact with the justice system. MFY, established by Colombia 

University in the early 1960s, has operated a number o~ projects for youths in 

addition to the YES program, including the development of a nationally 

recognized Neighborhood Youth Groups, a youth theater, and a high school 

equivalency program. 

The YES program was designed to receive youths diverted from the justice 

system and prevent recidivism by providing youths with the skills to further 

their education and to find gainful employment. In addition to structuring 

and supervising on-the-job training to develop marketable work skills, the YES 

program included counseling for youths and their families as well as recrea-

tional, cultural~ and creative arts programs. Services were provided by the 

diversion project staff, other MFY staff, and a few brokered service agencies. 

; , 
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Workshops, alternative education, and psychiatric services were additional 

service options available. 

Referrals to the YES program came primarily from the probation intake unit 

4 m r erra s were ma e t rough the probation of the court and legal a~d. So e ef 1 d h 

supervision unit and the probation liaison unit. Eligibile youths included 

those who resided in the lower east side of Manhattan (a predominantly 

Hispanic area), who were multiple misdemeanants or lesser felons, who were 

non-violent, and who were not known drug abusers or mentally ill. 

The project experienced a number of difficulties in obtaining referrals. 

Twenty or more social programs competed for referrals through the family 

court. Additionally, YES eligibility criteria specified a group of youths not 

usually diverted by the court. It is important to note that even though many 

of the cases referred to the YES project did meet the project's eligibility 

criteria, most of them would have been referred out of the juvenile justice 

system to one of the many other social service programs at the court in the 

absence of YES. 

2. Financial and Statistical Data (Table 7-11) 

Financial data for the Youth Employment Skills Program show a gradual 

decrease in expenditures across the first 18 months of post-referral 

operations. The project averaged spending about $112,000 for each six months 

of operation, ranging from a high of nearly $122,000 for the first six months 

to a low of about $100,000 in the third six months. 

Client service records show slight increases in the numbers of clients 

served during the 18 months, and a steady increase in the average number of 

months referrals were enrolled for services. Overall, the project had low 

________________________ ~_~_~ __ ~ __ c 



Table 7-11 
Expenditures, Clients Served, and Average Client Costs 

Youth Employment Skills Program, Mobilization for Youth, New York City1 

Pre-Referral First Six Months Second six Months Third Six Months 3 Total 
(Start to 7/31/77) (8/1/77 to 1/31/78) (2/1/78 to 7/31/78) (8/1/78 to 1/31/79) (Start to 1/31/79) Expenditures 2 

Personnel $28,865 $78,854 $86,506 $66, '723 ' .' / $260,948 and Fringe 

Travel 1,479 501 749 340 3,069 

Equipment 60 444 1,880 136 2,520 

Supplies 597 448 567 1,088 2,700 

I " Alterations ° 1,040 126 ° 1,166 

Rent 9,088 8,550 5,628 7,729 30,995 

All Other 11,811 31,700 20,399 23,5 87,432 

Total $51,900 $121,537 $115,855 $ 99,538 $388,830 

Clients Served 
Referra Is N/A 35 4-9 53 137 Enrolled Clients N/A 29 38 27 94 Client-Months N/A 76 167 179 422 Average Number of Months 

Enro 11 ed per Client 2.6 4.4 6.6 4.5 
Average Client Costs 

Per Referral N/A $3,472 $2,364 $1,878 $2,838 Per Enro lIed Client N/A $4,190 $3,049 $3,687 $4,136 Per Client-Month N/A $1,599 $694 $556 $921 Per Client-Year N/A $19,188 $8,328 $6,672 $11,052 

" 
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Table 7-11 Continued 

IExpenditure data calculated using Grantee Fiscal Cost Reports (Contract #C-112836; DCJS Prcposal #D-2438), New York State Division of Criminal Justice Services. 

2Expenditures adjusted to 1978 dollars, using Consumer Price Index, U. S. Department of Labor, and rounded to nearest dollar. 

3Expenditure data obtained included only October through January. An estimate of August and September 
expenditures was obtained by mUltiplying the October to January expenditures by .33 (expenditures for two months of the six-month period). 
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numbers of referrals. As mentioned in the project description, the project 

experienced difficulties in obtaining referrals, largely due to the number of 

social service programs competing for clients in the area. 

Based on the financial data and client service records, the project had 

quite high client costs. Client costs did decrease with time, but were 

generally high. The lowest average costs per client was achieved in the third 

six months of operation. 

K. Harlem Juvenile Div.ersion Project 

1. Project Description 

The Harlem Juvenile Diversion Project was one of a number of youth ser.vice 

programs operated under the auspices of the Convent Avenue Baptist Church. In 

the original proposal, program goals were stated in terms of reducing 

caseloads in the justice system. The primary objective of the program, as 

viewed by staff, was to improve the quality of life for the youths served. 

Strategies to accomplish these goals focused on involving families, 

strengthening the youth/parent relationships, and creating positive 

atmospheres for youths. 

The majority of the services were provided by in-house staff. Counseling, 

tutoring, and vocational and recreational activities were offered to diverted 

youths. The original plan was to include purchased services from community 

agencies but, because of the limited referrals to the project, brokered 

services did not become a major part of the project. 

The primary referral source was the probation department of the Manhatten 

family court. The Harlem project also accepted a few referrals from legal aid 

and the police department. Referrals throughout the duration of the project 

were low. There were other projects (at least 20) seeking referrals through 

---"--- ---- ------- ------------
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the family court, thus referrals were often difficult to obtain. The project 

assigned a liaison to the court in an attempt to increase referrals; this 

resulted in a moderate increase Ln f re errals, but the rate remained low. 

2. Financial and Statistical Data (Table 7-12) 

Financial data show that the Harlem Juvenile Diversion Project expend-

itures SLX mont s urLng first 18 months of averaged about $95,000 per' h d . the 

operation. Ln the third six months of The lowest expenditure period occurred . 

operation, where costs totaled about $86 000 , . 
Client service records show that rather low numbers of clients were 

referred to the project over the first 18 months of operation. The largest 

number of clients were referred during the second six monthz.. The average 

number of months in which referrals were enrolled for services increased over 

the three time periods reviewed, for an average of 2.3 client-months for the 

first period to 4.6 client-months for the last six months. 

The project achieved the lowest average client costs during the second six 

months of operation. Because the number of clients served was low, costs were 

Average client costs per all youths referred to the high. project was $1,605; 

average cost per enrollment was $2,254,· and average cost per c1ient-month of 

service was $632. 

IV. Comparative Program Costs 

This section offers a number of comparisons of the 11 diversion projects 

Lrst, project expenditures are described in the preceding sect1·on. F' 

summarized and compared. Nt' ex , serVLces provided to clients by each of the 

projects are compared, including the number of referrals , enrolled clients, 

client-months of . serv1ce, and average number of service contacts by type of 
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Table 7-12 
Expenditures, Clients Served, and Average Client Costs 

Harlem Juvenile Diversion Project1 

Pre-Referra 1 First Six Months Second Six Months Third Six Months Total 
(Start to 6/30/77) 0/1/77 to 12/31/77) (1/1/78 to 6/30/78) (7/1/78 to 12/31/78) (Start to 12/31/78) 

Expenditures 2 

Personnel $18,874 $71,314 $81,700 $73,913 $245,801 
and Fringe 

Trave 1 377 687 510 517 2,091 

Equipment 257 5,447 6,126 27 11,857 

Supplies 0 1,626 3,586 686 5,898 

Cultural 
Activities 0 126 1,794 89 2,009 ,-

Recreational 
Acti vities 0 8 490 482 980 

Alterations 166 2,193 3,469 40 5,868 

Operating 
Rent 1,173 6,943 7,775 7,262 23,153 
utilities 0 429 1,195 170 1,794 
Telephone 0 2,418 1,445 2,603 6,466 
Postage 0 95 166 148 409 
Bank Charges 0 0 0 4 4 
Client Services 0 17 133 0 150 

Total $20,847 $91,303 $108,389 $85,941 $306,480 

r 
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Table 7-12 Continued 

Pre-Referral 
(Start to 6/30/77) 

First six Months 
(7/1/77 to 12/31/77) 

Second Six Months 
(1/1/78 to 6/30/78) 

Third Six Months Total 
(7/1/78 to 12/31/78) (Start to 12/31/78) 

Expenditures 2 

Clients Served 
Referrals N/A 55 84 52 
Enro lled Clients N/A 41 63 32 
Client-Months N/A 95 243 147 
Average Number of Months 

Enro lled per Client 2.3 3.9 4.6 

Average Client Costs 
Per Referral N/A $).,660 $1,290 $1,653 
Per Enrolled Client N/A $2,227 $1,720 $2,686 
Per Client-Month N/A $961 $961 $446 
Per Client-Year N/A $11,532 $5,352 $7,008 

1Expenditure data calculated using Convent Avenue Baptist Church Youth Diversion Project Account Records. 
2Expenditures adjusted to 1978 dollars, using Consumer Price Index, U. S. Department of Labor, and rounded 

to nearest dollar. 

191 
136 
485 

$1,605 
$2,254 

$632 
$7,584 

\ 
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service. This is followed by comparisons of average client costs. Then, 

project expenditures relative to the amount of services provided are 

analyzed. Finally, the average costs per client reported in this study are 

then compared with estimates from two other studies. 

A. Comparisons of the Diversion Projects' Expenditures 

In Table 7-13, the expenditures for each of the four time periods are 

presented for all of the projects. As can be seen, total project expenditures 

for the 18-month period ranged from a low of $169,998 to a high of $633,276. 

The average expenditure for the pre-referral period was $30,806; for the first 

six months, $81,911; for the second six months, $107,166; and for the third 

six months, $119,312. 

B. Comparisons of the Diversion Projects' Services to Clients 

The number of youths referred to each project and the number of those 

referrals enrolled for services are presented in Table 7-14. These data are 

presented separately for the first, second, and third six months of operation, 

as well as for the first 18 months o~ operation combined. 

The range of total youth referrals to the projects was great, with a low 

of 137 and a high of 791. The average number of referrals for the 18-month 

period was 391. Of those youths referred for services, the number enrolled 

for services ranged from a low of 94 to a high of 758. The average number of 

youths enrolled in services was 298, or 76 percent of the youths referred for 

services. 

In general, referrals increased with time, although this was not the case 

for all of the projects.. The average number of referred youths was 105 in the 

first six months of operation,' 116 in the second six months 1 and 171 in the 

third six months. The sharp increase in the third period is primarily due to 

r 
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Central Denver 

Kansas City, Mo. 
(RFY) 
(YSU) 

Memphis-Metro 

Orange Co. 
(Orlando) 

John Jay-Transit 
(NYC) 

Rosebud 

Boston Advocacy 

AFY (Hilwaukee) 

Puerto Rico 

YES-MFY (NYC) 

Harlem (NYC) 

Mean 

Table 7-13 
Expenditures of Youth Diversion Projects 

First 
Pre-Referral Six Months 

$18,737 $104,758 

53,078 145,072 

° 51,572 

13,322 47,678 

11,598 39,379 

19,883 95,404 

44,977 78,853 

4,448 81,188 

.51,787 65,590 

79,092 142,511 

51,900 121,537 

$20,847 $91,303 

$30,806 $81,911 

Second 
Six Months 

$245,794 

149,052 
41,410 

63,408 

58,947 

91,851 

70,670 

196,563 

97,909 

153,307 

115,855 

$108,389 

$107,166 

Third 
Six Months 

$263,987 

160,820 
77,016 

173,819 

69,487 

75,596 

120,216 

229,776 

75,478 

119,383 

99,538 

$85,941 

$119,312 

Total 

$633,276 

508,022 
169,998 

298,227 

179,4.11 

282,734 

314,716 

511,975 

290,764 

494,293 

388,830 

$306,480 

$336,825 

, 
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Table 7-14 
Referrals, Enrolled Clients, and Percentage of Referrals Enrolled for Services 

First Six Months Second Six Months Third Six Months Total 
Average Percental' 

of Referrals 
Referrals Enrolled Referrals Enrolled Referrals Enrolled Referrals Enrolled Enrolled in 

Clients Clients Clients Clients Services 

N N % N N % N N % N N 

Central Denver 125 93 (74%) 125 98 (78%) 160 114 (71%) 410 305 (74%) 

Kansas City, Mo. 
(RFY) 67 60 (90%) 50 41 (82%) 49 37 (76%) 166 138 (83%) 
(YSU) 78 72 (92%) 66 54 (82%) 40 32 (80%) 184 158 (86%) 

Memphis-Metro 151 101 (67%) 225 183 (81%) 263 198 (75%) 639 482 (75%) 

Orange Co. 162 118 (73%) 169 113 (67%) 271 187 (69%) 602 418 (69% ) 
(Orlando) 

John Jay-Transit 
(NYC) 94 54 (57%) 102 44 (43%) 426 288 (68%) 622 386 (62%) 

Rosebud 131 105 (80%) 90 70 (78%) 90 66 (73%) 311 241 (77% ) 

Boston Advocacy 68 52 (76%) 91 74 (81%) 91 71 (78%) 250 197 (79%) 

AFY (Milwaukee) 88 56 (64%) 139 101 (73%) 162 107 (66%) 389 264 (68%) 
\ 

Puerto Rico 204 191 (94%) 196 186 (95%) 391 381 (97%) 791 758 (96%) 

YES-MFY (NYC) 35 29 (83%) 49 38 (78%) 53 27 (51%) 137 94 (67%) 

Har lem (NYC) 55 41 (74%) 84 63 (75%) 52 32 (62%) 191 136 (71%) 

Mean 105 81 116 89 171 128 391 298 

~I I 
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the termination of random assignment processes Ln that period. 

The proportion of youths referred and enrolled for services was relatively 

stable. Few drastic changes in enrollment patterns emerged. With few 

exceptions, the relative levels of enrollment obtained during the first period 

held for subsequent enrollment periods. The John Jay College--Transit Police 

(NYC) project's low enrollment levels are due, in part, to a policy developed 

early in the program to avoid enrolling diverted youths when project personnel 

evaluated them as not requiring services. 

In Table 7-15, the client-months of service provided by each project are 

presented for each of the three six-month periods of operation. Client-months 

represent a way of assessing time enrolled for services without carrying 

services over from one time period to another. It indicates the number of 

recorded months youths were enrolled in services (referral to termination 

dates), irrespective of enrollment period. For the first 18 months of 

operation, the average number of client-months of service was 1,342, ranging 

from a low of 422 to a high of 2,603. Again, the number of client-months of 

service generally increased with time. 

Samples of the service records of youths enrolled for services over the 

two years of the evaluation were aggregated and summarized to assess the 

differences between the number of months in which youths were enrolled for 

services and the number of months in which youths actually received at least 

one service contact. The data of Table 7-16 illustrate these findings. 

The total number of months in which youths were enrolled for services 

reported in Table 7-16 differs from those reported in Table 7-15. The 

difference is due primarily to the extended period of time (two years) used to 

assess enrollment for the data of Table 7-16 compared with Table 7-15 (18 
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Central Denver 

Kansas City, Mo. 
(RFY) 
(YSU) 

Memphis-Metro 

Orange Co. 
(Or lando) 

John Jay-Transit 
(NYC) 

Rosebud 

Boston Advocacy 

AFY (Milwaukee) 

Puerto Rico 

YES-MFY (NYC) 

Harlem (NYC) 

Mean 

, 

Table 7-15 
Client-Months and Average Number of Months Enrolled for Services 

First Six Months 

Client- Mean Number 
Months of Months 

283 

292 
160 

267 

298 

141 

267 

115 

229 

443 

76 

95 

205 

Enrolled 
per Client 

3.0 

4.9 
2.2 

2.6 

2.5 

2.6 

2.5 

2.2 

4.1 

2.3 

2.6 

2.3 

2.8 

Second Six Months 

Client- Mean Number 
Months of Months 

706 

542 
325 

988 

507 

378 

469 

294 

616 

820 

167 

243 

466 

Enrolled 
per Client 

7.2 

13.2 
6.0 

5.4 

4.5 

8.6 

6.7 

1 ... 0 

6.1 

4.4 

4.4 

3.9 

6.2 

Third Six Months 

Client­
Months 

1,020 

617 
243 

1,348 

565 

866 

620 

441 

999 

1,320 

179 

147 

643 

Mean Number 
of Months 
Enrolled 

per Client 

8.9 

16.7 
7.6 

6.8 

3.0 

3.0 

6.9 

6.2 

9.3 

3.4 

6.6 

4.6 

6.9 

Total 

Total 
Client-Months 

2,009 

1,451 
728 

2,603 

1,370 

1,385 

1,356 

850 

1,844 

2,583 

422 

485 

1,342 

Total Mean Number 
of Months Enrolled 

per Client 

6.6 

10.5 
4.6 

5.4 

3.3 

3.6 

5.6 

4.3 

7.0 

3.4 

4.5 

3.6 

5.2 



Table 7-16 
Average Client-Months Enrolled for Services and Months of Actual Services 

for Two-Year Sample - 351 -

Total Months Enrolled Total Months of months). Given the trends mentioned above establishing steady increases in 
for Services Actual Services Differences 

enrollment over time, it is not surprising to find that enrollments reported 
Mean Median Mean Median Mean Median 

in Table 7-16 are higher than those recorded in Table 7-15. 
Central Denver 9.7 12.7 8.8 9.4 -0.9 -3.3 

The use of enrollment periods (intake through termination dates) to 
Kansas City, Mo. 7.9 6.2 6.3 5.0 -1.6 -1.2 

;- calculate months of services also appears to systematically overestimate the 
Memphis-Metro 7.8 6.9 4.1 3.1 -3.7 -3.8 

amount of time that youths were in service. The average number of months in 

Orange Co. 4.8 4.3 3.4 3.2 -1.4 -1.1 
(Orlando) which services were actually provided, as reported in Table 7-16, indicates 

John Jay-Transit that the number of months enrolled for services exceeds actual service months 
(NYC) 4.6 3.5 2.5 1.5 -2.1 -2.0 

from one to five months, resulting in a two month average overrun. It should 
ROf3ebud 7.5 6.0 4.7 3.7 -2.8 -3.3 

be noted that almost all of the projects somewhat delayed their paper 
AFY (Milwaukee) 9.1 9.0 3.7 2.1 -5.4 -6.9 

terminations of youths from services, and that when termination dates were not 
Puerto Rico 5.7 5.2 4.2 4.1 -1.5 -1.1 " 

f; 

YJ~S-MFY (NYC) 7.1 6.4 4.7 3.6 -2.4 -2.8 
i. 
I' 
F 

Harlem (NYC) 
f. 

4.5 4.2 3.0 2.8 -1.5 -1.4 i 

~ . ' 
I: 

~ 
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available to calculate enrollment periods the assumption was made that such 

youths were still in service, thus enlarging enrollment figures for cases with 

missing data. These circumstances may well have contributed significantly to 

the high enrollment estimates • 

These findings have major implications for cost figures based on 

client-months, suggesting that they systematically underestimate real service 

costs. Inasmuch as we were unable to calculate the exact dates in which 

services were rendered to all youths enrolled for services, we were not able 

to identify exact service costs by periods of service, hours of service, or 

service contacts. The actual service data of Table 7-16 are based upon a 

systematic random sample of service records for each project and, as such, 

represent good estimates of length of time in services. All cost data should 

be reviewed, therefore, with these service data in mind. 

C. Comparisons of the Diversion Projects' Average Client Costs 

In Table 7-17, the average costs associated with each of the projects are 

presented. Four estimates are offered for each project based on total budget 

------------------------~--------~---------------,--
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Table 7-17 
Average Client Costs Per Referral, Per Enrolled Client, 

Pe~ Client-Month, and Per Client-Year 

Per Referral l Per Enrolled 
Client 2 

Per Client­
Month3 

Per Client­
Year 

Central Denver $1,545 $2,076 $315 $3,780 

Kansas City, Mo. 
(RFY) 3,060 3,681 350 4,200 
(YSU) 924 1,076 234 2,808 

Memphis-Metro 467 619 115 1,380 

Orange Co. 298 429 131 1,572 
(Orlando) 

John Jay-Transit 
(NYC) 455 732 204 2,448 

Rosebud 1,012 1,306 232 2,784 

Boston Advocacy 2,047 2,599 602 7,224 

AFY (Milwaukee) 747 1,101 158 1,896 

Puerto Rico 625 652 191 2,292 

YES-MFY (NYC) 2,838 4,136 921 11,052 

Harlem (NYC) 1,605 2,254 632 7,584 

Mean $1,302 $1,722 $340 $4,085 

1Average costs included in this figure are 
referral period and were calculated by dividing 

for the total post-
the total budget by the 

total number of referrals. 
2This cost was obtained by dividing the total budget by 

number of referrals receiving services beyond intake. 
3per client-month was calculated by dividing the total 

months that clients were in service by the total budget. 

" , 

the total 

number of 
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and flow data: (1) the average cost per referral, including all youths 

I , referred to the project, whether or not they received services; (2) the 
I 
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average cost per enrolled client, defined as youths who received services 

beyond intake; (3) the average cost per client-month, based on the number of 

youths enrolled and the number of months of service; ,and (4) the average cost 
\ 
I 
~ 
!l 

" Ii 
r 

per client-year (the cost per client-month times 12). 

As can be seen, the average cost per referral across projects was $1,302; 

this ranged from a low of $298 to a high of $3,060 and included all youths 

Ii 
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referred for services •• The average cost for referrals enrolled for services 

was $1,722. The range was from a low of $429 to a high of $4,136 and included 

youths receiving services at least once after intake. The average cost per 

client-month ranged from $115 to $921 and averaged across the sites at $340. 

Client-month was based upon enrollment data rather than actual service 
I,' 

r information and as such represents an underrepresentation of costs. Per 
Ii 
[' .' 
f, 
f: 
1; 
f! 

client-year, the average cost per client enrolled for services was $4,085, 

with a range from $1,572 to $11,052. 

l' 
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The variation in these cost data is tremendous, reflecting in large 

measure the variations in number of referrals and enrollments. wbere 

referrals were low in number, program costs per case tended to be extreme. It 

should also be remembered that these figures represent the first 18 months of 

post-referral program operation and thus include many of the expenses of 

I start-up that are not at issue in cost analysis conducted at later periods. 

'\". 
D. Project Expenditure and S7rvice Comparisons 

.I Figure 1 offers a comparison of total project expenditures and total 

I number of client-months of service provided. Values for both of the variables 
\ 
t 
~ 

(expenditures and client-months) were organized into three categories (low, 
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Project 
Expenditures 

High 
$494,293-
$633,276 

Moderate 
$282,734-
$388,830 

Low 
$169,998-
$179,411 

Low 
422-850 

Moderate 
1356-1844 

Client-Months of Service 

High service-to-expenditure ratio 

Moderate-service-to-expenditure ratio 

Low service-to-expenditure ratio 

Figure 7-1 

High 
2009-2603 

Total Project Expenditures by Total Client-Months of Service 
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moderate, and high) relative to the distributions of all of the projects. As 

can be seen, this categorization was straightforward, since there were quite 

distinct breaks between the values on both variables. 

Based on this analysis, several observations can be made with respect to 

the amount of services provided by the projects relative to their 

expenditures. For most of the projects, there was no discrepancy between 

level of spending and provision of services. That is, low client-months of 

service resulted in low spending, moderate client-months of service resulted 

in moderate spending, and high client-months of service resulted in high 

spending. This w.as the case for those projects in the shaded boxes of Figure 

1: YSU, Rosebud, John Jay-Transit, AFY, Central Denver, and Puerto Rico. 

Four of the projects, however, appear to have spent more money to provide 

lesser amounts of service. The projects in the diagonally slashed boxes of 

Figure 1 - Boston, RFY, MFY, and Harlem - were relatively less efficient, on 

the bases of this breakdown, in terms of services provided per expenditure. 

On the other hand, the Memphis-Metro and Orange County (Florida) Youth 

Diversion Projects provided relatively greater amounts of service considering 

expenditures. Memphis-Metro provided a high number of client-months of 

service with relatively moderate expenditures. For low expenditures, Orange 

Cotmty provided a moderate number of client-months of service. 

It should be noted that this comparison of expenditures and client-months 

of service has certain limitations. All of the data and consequently the 

categorization of the variables are relative to the other projects included in 

this analysis. Further, as has been mentioned before, client-months of 

service is highly dependent on the recordkeeping system of the projects and 

I 
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how soon after serv~ces terminations are recorded. Nonetheless, this 

comparison provides another way of considering the relationship between 

expenditures and services to clients, and appears consistent with other 

indicators of the projects' relative cost-efficiency. 

E. Comparisons of Diversion Projects' Costs from Other Studies 

To compare our estimates of the costs of the 11 diversion projects 

included in this analysis, three other studies were reviewed. As reported, we 

found an average cost per client of $1,302 for the 11 projects, with a range 

from $298 to $3,060. These figures are based on 1978 dollars. 

In an evaluation of youth diversion projects in California, Palmer and .1 
'i 

Lewis (1980), using project expenditures and the number of clients served~ 

calculated an average cost per client of $250, with a range from a low of $107 

to a high of $600. Their estimates were based on 1974 dollars; adjusted to 

1978 dollars, the average cost per client would be $330, with a range from 

$141 to $792. Haapanen and Rudisill (1980) reported a per case cost of $324 

for nine Youth Service Bureaus; that figure is based on 1977-1979 budgets. In 

a cost analysis of services for diverted status offenders (Peat et a1., 1978), 

the estimated cost per client was $520 in Pima County, Arizona; $544 in 

Spokane, Washington; and $3,313 in Delaware. 

It is difficult to draw hard and fast conclusions on the basis of 

comparing the cost findings of the 11 projects of the National Evaluation with 

each other or with those of two or three outside studies. Direct comparisons 

are difficult to make; the maturity of programs and length of operation differ 

and methodologies vary, as do the scope and structure of the projects included 

in the different analyses. Several things are clear, however: (1) the cost 

differences between sites are startling, irrespective of the unit of 
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comparison; (2) the relationship between costs and number of referrals ~s 

weak; and (3) while several of the proJ'ects ~n the N ' L at~ona1 Evaluation fall 

within the cost range of most of the projects in the three studies reviewed, 

more than half were well above the average costs d ' reporte ~n those studies. 

Overall, the program expenditures associated with the projects of the National 

Evaluation appear to be high. 

v. Juvenile Justice System Costs 

This section provides information on the juvenile justice systems of three 

of the sites involved in random assignment: M ' emph~s, Kansas City, and Orange 

County. For each site, client flow through the justice system is described. 

Next, calculations and estimates of average I' c ~ent costs are provided for 

traditional processing. For Memphis and Kansas City, costs are calculated two 

ways: one based on degree of penetration into the system and the other on 

total budget divided by youths processed. F h or t e Orange County system, only 

the latter calculations (total budget d~v~ded b h ) L L Y yout s processed are used. 

The estimates of the justice system costs for these sites are then compared 

with estimates from other studies. 

A. 

1. 

Juvenile Court of Memphis and Shelby County 

Client Flow throu&h the Justice System 

Step One: Court Intake 

There are two main points of entry 'nto the ' L Juvenile justice system in 

Memphis. One point of entry is made when a police officer takes a child into 

custody and transports him or her to the juvenile court. The alternative 

point of entry is made through the use of a juvenile summons. In the latter 

case, police do not transport youths to the J'uven~le t th f L cour; ere ore, no 

--------------------~----~----~--------------.l" 
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" d Appro"imately 38% of all delinquency cases 
"detention" charges are I.ncurre • .no 

are referred to the juvenile court through the use of juvenile summonses. 

I the expense of housing a child in juvenile summons referral a so saves 

detention. 
" are those whose cases involve capital Youths held in detent1.on 

The 

offenses or juveniles already under the jurisdiction of the court. Whether 

d the use of a juvenile the entry point into the system involves custo Y or 

l.
"s some contact with a professional court officer. In many summons, there 

l.
"s not considered official, but all case progress at least 

cases this contract 

to this point. 

Step Two: Consent Decree 

The court counselor, after interviewing youths and parents, makes the 

not to proceed with official adjudication. decision whether or 
If a consent 

a court hear ing '0 determine guilt or innocence is not 
decree is obtained, 

necessary. The consent decree results in judicial probation. Cases handled 

" d J"uvenile summons as well as youths by consent decree include youths I.ssue a 

taken into custody. 

Step Three: Judicial Decree 

If the court counselor decides that a court hearing is warranted, an 

1 d The J"udge may either release the youth or, 
adjudicatory hearing is schedu e • 

" and supported by the evidence, if the alleged offense is sufficiently ser1.OUS 

the judge may decide to take the case under advisement. 
If the youth meets 

" d" " d If the J"udge decides to carry the terms of advisement, the case I.S I.sm1.sse. 

d the Youth is adJ"udicated delinquent, he 
through the adjudication process an 

b " or committed to a correctional or she can either be placed on pro at1.on 

facility of the State Department of Corrections. 

Step Four: Dispositions 

Once a youth is placed on probation, there are no, costs incurred by the 
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juvenile court. The court uses volunteer auxiliary probation officers to 

provide all supervision for youth on probation. 

If a youth is adjudicated delinquent and remanded to the custody of the 

Tennessee State Department of Corr.ections, costs are incurred by the state. 

The average length of stay in a correctional facility is six months. 

2. Estimated Costs of Traditional P~ocessing 

Based on the steps involved in processing youths through the Juvenile 

Court of Memphis and Shelby County, costs were calculated for the group of 

youths randomly assigned to penetrate the system. Since processing for all 

youths in each of the three study groups was identical to the point of court 

processing (all youths were arrested, consequently arrest costs for all yot.1.ths 

were identical), cost estimations begin after the point of diversion. 

Presented in Table 7-18 are the estimated costs based on degree of 

penetration into the system. Estimates were calculated using cost events 

corresponding to client flow through the system and the number of penetration 

youths V.no moved through each of those steps. As noted in the table, 

estimated unit costs were obtained from the juvenile court and were calculated 

using time expenditures and salaries involved in handling each type of case. 

Based on these figures, the average cost per youth was $178.54. 

Table 7-19 provides the data used to calculate costs based on the total 

budget and number of youths processed through the Juvenile Court of Memphis 

and Shelby County. The source of this information, as noted in Table 7-19, 

was the court's annual report for 1978. Costs associated with institutional-

ization have been added. Using these data, the average cost per youth 

processed was $463.43. 

Two factors help to explain the discrepancy between the two separately 

calculated estimates of costs. First, the penetration group of youths 



.* 

Table 7-18 
Costs Based on Degree of Penetration for Youths in Penetration Group 

Juvenile Court of Memphis and Shelby Countyl 

Cost Events 

Court Intake 
Juvenile Summons, 

No Detention 
Detention2 

Consent Decree 
Juveniie Summons, 

No Detention 
Detention2 

Judicial Decree 
Juvenile Summons, 

No Detention 
Detention2 

Dispositions 
Probation3 
Institutiona1i­

zation4 

Total 

Estimated Cost 
per Youth 

$ 35.80 
$212.44 

$120.53 
$265.02 

$154.12 
$298.79 

o 

$3,239.60 

Number of Youths Processed 

Average Cost per Youth 

Number of Youths 
(N = 331) 

215 
116 

51 
27 

22 
12 

109 

2 

331 

Estimated Cost 
per Penetration Group 

$ 7,697.00 
$24,643.04 

$ 6,147.03 
$ 7,155.54 

$ 3,390.64 
$ 3,585.48 

0 

$ 6,479.20 

$59,097.93 

$ 178.54 

1Cost estimates were provided on request by the Juvenile Court of Memphis 
and Shelby County. Cost figures obtained were based on time expenditures and 
salaries, and have been adjusted to include some operating expenses. 
Additionally, costs have been adjusted to 1978 dollars using Consumer Price 
Index. 

2Detention costs based on average stay of two days. 
3The Juvenile Court used over 500 volunteer auxi1ary probation officers 

and estimates no court costs for probation. 
4The costs incurred by Tennessee State Department of Corrections. 

Estimated costs provided by that agency, based on six month average length of 
stay. Cost also adjusted to 1978 dollars using Consumer Price Index. 
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Table 7-19 
Costs Based on Total Budget and Number of Youths Processed 

Juvenile Court of Memphis and Shelby County1 

Cost Events Flow Estimated Costs 

Budget and Operating Costs $ 4,517,380 

Institutionalization Costs 2 958,922 

Total $ 5,476,302 

Number of Youths Processed 11,817 

Average Cost per Youth $ 463.43 

1Based on 1978 budget, adjusted to include operating costs. Source: 
1979 Annual Report of Juvenile Court of Memphis and Shelby County. 

2These costs incurred by Tennessee State Department of Corrections. 
Estimated cost provided by that agency, based on six month average length of 
stay. Number of youths committed, 296, in 1978 was obtained from annual 
report. Cost adjusted to 1978 dollars using Consumer Price Index. 
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obtained from the random assignment process were less likely to be 

institutionalized than other youths who enter the system, thereby incurring 

lower costs. It should be remembered from Chapter 2 that our data indicate 

that the penetration youths referred directly to the project by the court 1n 

Memphis tended to be more serious offenders than those kept by the court, 

lending credence to this point. Second, cost figures obtained for each cost 

event or processing step used 1n calculating penetration costs probably 

represent narrow and thus low estimates. 

Review of the percentages of youths institutionalized in Memphis indicates 

that the youths in the penetration group ~ somewhat less likely to be 

committed than other youths. Nearly 3% of all youths processed were committed 

in 1978, compared with barely 1% of the experimental penetration group of 

youths. What effect does this descrepancy have on cost estimates? If we 

assume that 3%'of the penetration group of youths were institutionalized 

rather than the 1% who actually were committed, the average cost based on 

degree of penetration increases from $178.54 to $256.84 per youth. While the 

cost estimates changed because of the proportion of youths institutionalized, 

a discrepancy between the two estimates of the cost of traditional processing 

remains. 

It would appear that the cost estimates based on degree of penetration are 

low. The estimated cost per youth per processing step or event is inclusive 

only of time specifically involved in processing a case. Such estimates 

exclude the cost of supportive and management activities that are not excluded 

when using total budgets. In sum, we have concluded that each analytical 

method provides a useful way for viewing costs, but that the estimates using 

total budgets are more likely to correspond to the calculatiorls associated 

with program cost estimates and thus represent better comparative information. 
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B. Jackson County Juvenile Court (Kansas City) 

Client Flow through the Justice System 

Step One: Evidence Review and Dismissal 

1. 

Referrals to the Jackson County Juvenile Court come from parents, schools, 

and social service agencies, but the primary entry . . p01nt 1nto the justice 

system is an arrest by a police off~cer. Th' '1' ~ e Juven1 e Justice unit of the 

juvenile court reviews referrals to determine ~f there's ~ ~ sufficient evidence 

to sustain a petition beyond a reasonable doubt. W' h 1t out such evidence, the 

court releases the youth. 

Step Two: Arraignment and Dismissal 

If there is sufficient evidence to sustain a pet~t~on, ~ ~ the youth is 

processed through either a consent or a judicial hearing. Prior to the 

hearing process, an arraignment hearing is held to allow the youth to make a 

sta:;;ement about the charge, and to make provisions for legal counsel if a 

judicial hearing is warranted. 

Step Three: Consent Hearing 

A case placed on the consent docket results ~n . ~ an 1nformal hearing before 

an administrative hearing officer of the court. A deputy juvenile officer is 

assigned to the case and prepares . 1 . a SOC1a h1story by interviewing teachers, 

parents, and friends. Consent hearings are typically reserved for youths who 

are in need of court services, but who do not warrant a judicial hearing 

because of the nature of the offense and cooperative attitude of youths and 

parents. 

Step Four: Judicial Hearing 

If a case is placed on the J'udic;al d k ~ oc et, the youth must appear at an 

official hearing presided over b h . Y t e Juvenile court judge or commissioner. 
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Af.ter the arraignment hearing process, a formal judicial hearing takes place 

in which both the youth and the deputy juvenile officer are represented by 

attorneys. If there 1S sufficient evidence to sustain a petition, the judge 

then determines case disposition based on his judgment and assisted by the 

social history and recommendations prepared by the juvenile officer. 

Step Five: Disposition 

Disposition options include formal probation or placement in foster care, 

group homes, or community-based residential facilities. 

2. Estimated Costs of Traditional Processing 

Basically, the same method has been used to estimate the costs of 

processing through the Jackson County Juvenile Court as was used for Memphis. 

Based on the steps involved in.processing youths through the court, costs were 

calculated for the group of youths randomly assigned to penetrate the justice 

system. Again, cost estimations began after the point of diversion, since 

arrest costs for youths in the three dispositional groups were identical. 

The estimated costs per youth based on degree of penetration into the 

system are presented in Table 7-20. Cost events corresponding to client flow 

through the Jackson County system have been used; estimates of costs 

associated with each of these events were obtained from the juvenile court, as 

described in the table. The estimates are based on time expenditures and 

salaries involved in handling each type of case. Based on these data, the 

average cost per youth was $445.24. 

Table 7-21 provides the data used to calculate costs based on the total 

budget and number of youths processed through the Jackson County Juvenile 

Court. This information was obtained from the court (costs associated with 

probation and residential care are included in the court's budget). Using 
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Table 7-20 
Costs Based on Degree of Penetration for Youth in Penetratio 

Jackson County Juvenile Court (Kansas City)l n 
Group 

Cost Events Number of Youths Estimated Cost 
per Youth (N = 110) Estimated Cost 

Evidence Review 
and Dismissal 

Arraignment and 
Dismissal 

Consent Hearing 

judicial Hearing 
No Detention 
Detention2 

Dispositions 
Probation3 
Residential 

Care4 

Total 

$ 2.79 

$ 12.14 

$ 84.34 

$154.87 
$978.46 

$245.94 

$6,958.80 

Number of Youths Processed 

Average Cost per Youth 

7 $ 19.53 

67 $ 813.38 

3 $ 253.02 

33 $ 5,110.71 
11 $10,763.06 

17 $ 4,180.98 

4 $27 283.5.20 

$49,975.88 

110 

$ 445.24 

lCost estimates were provided b 
Court. Cost figures obtained we ~n r~quest" y the Ja:kson County Juvenile 
and have been adJ"usted t " 1 dre ase on t1me expend1tures and salaries, 

o 1nc u e some operating expens Add"" costs have been adjusted to 1978 d 11" . es." 1t10nally, 
2" 0 ars uS1ng Consumer Pr1ce Index 
3Detent:on costs based on average stay of 28 days. • 
4Pro~at1o~ costs based on average length of 26 weeks. 

Res1dent1al care costs based on six month average length of stay. 
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Table 7-21 
Costs Based on Total Budget and Number of Youths Processed 

Jackson County Juvenile Court (Kansas City)l 

Cost Events Flow Estimated Costs 

Budget and Operating Costs $5,897,026 

Number of Youths Processed2 5,590 

Number of Cases Processed3 8,901 

Average Cost per Youth $ 1,054.92 

Average Cost per Case 662.51 

lBudget and estimated additional operating costs provided on request by 
the Jackson County Juvenile Court; budget for 1979 adjusted to 1978 dollars 
using Consumer Price Index. Costs for resident~al care are ~ncluded ~n this 
figure. It should be noted that this estimate 1ncludes serV1ces prov~d?d to 
some youths not included in count of the number of youths served (adopt10n 
cases courtesy supervision, and supervision to youths from other states). 

2This is the unduplicated count of youths. The total number of 
referrals was 8,901, which includes a duplicated count of youths who reenter 
the S1lstem. 

~This represents the actual number of cases processed through the court. j 
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these data, the average cost per youth processed is between $662.51 and 

$1,054.92, depending upon how case loads are defined. 

As was the case with Memphis, there is a discrepancy between the two 

separately calculated estimates of traditional processing. For Jackson 

County, we have also concluded that the estimates based on degree of 

penetration are low. Again, the estimated cost for handling a given case 

through various processing points is inclusive only of time specifically 

involved with each case. Associated supportive activities related to the 

overall court operations are excluded from such estimates. The estimates 

using the court's total budget are, therefore, more likely to parallel the 

cost figures associated with the diversion pro~rams in Kansas City. 

C. Orange County Court Juvenile Division (Florida) 

1. Client Flow through the Justice System 

In Orange County, a youth's contact ~oJith the justice system begins with 

apprehension by a law enforcement officer. A regular patrol officer typically 

makes the arrest, and the duties of the juvenile division officers begin after 

apprehension. The arresting officer submits a written report of the incident, 

and the juvenile officer arranges for either the child's release to his or her 

parents or the child's admission to the county detention facility. Children 

are released unless their parents cannot be located or they appear to be a 

danger to themselves or the connnunity. 

The arrest affidavit, which is completed by the law enforcement agency, is 

forwarded via the clerk of the court to the juvenile division of the district 

state attorney's office and to the single intake branch of the Division of 

Youth Services (DYS). Single intake serves the function of court intake in 

Florida. It is a statewide agency, a part of the Department of Health and 
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Rehabilitative Services (HRS), which also administers the diversion project at 

the state level. Single intake is responsible for investigating all reports 

of juvenile delinquency and dependency. 

After receiving the arrest affidavit, DYS counselors send a letter to the 

child's parents notifying them that they must come to an interview at a 

specified date and time. The result of that interview is a recommendation to 

the state attorney's office whether or not the case should be taken to court. 

There are three assistant state attorneys in the juvenile division of the 

Ninth Judicial Circuit of Florida, of which Orange County is a part. The 

state attorney who is chief of that division reviews all juvenile arrest 

affidavits and decides which of those cases will be prosecuted. The decision 

is based on two independent factors. The first is whether or not the evidence 

gathered is sufficient for prosecutl."on. Th d h e secon , wether or not the 

offense and the offender merit prosectuion. Before a case comes before the 

juvenile judge, the juvenile division chief of the state attorney's office is 

the only person with the authority to drop charges. 

If a case is to be prosecuted, the state attorney's office must file a 

petition with the court clerk within 30 days of the signing of the arrest 

affidavit, and the case must be tried within 90 days. The assistant state 

attorney allows 15 days for the single intake workers to submit a report, and 

then decides whether or not to file a petition. After a petition is filed, an 

investigator in the state attorney's office gathers evidence and prepares the 

state's case. 

There are three types of hearings in juvenile court; the first is an 

arraignment hearing, at which a plea is entered. If the defendant pleads 

innocent, an adjudicatory hearing follows. Those pleading guilty receive a 
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dispositional hearing. Finally, juveniles found guilty are issued sentences 

at a dispositional hearing. Single intake of DYS enters the process once 

again if the judge orders a predispositional report to aid his choice of a 

disposition. Probation, institutionalization, and after-care are all managed 

by HRS. 

2. Estimated Costs of Traditional Process{ng 

Unlike Memphis and Kansas City, we were unable to obtain cost estimates 

based on degree of penetration for Orange County. Data regarding the total 

court budget and number of youths processed were obtained from the Juvenile 

Division of the Orange County Court and Diversion of Youth Services, as 

indicated in Table 7-22. Cost for services provided through the Division of 

Youth Services, Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services were obtained 

through that agency on request. 

Presented in Table 7-22 are the data related to traditional processing in 

Orange County. It should be noted that the extent of penetration of the 

youths randomly assigned to that group corresp~nds to overall county 

percentages. Based on these figures, the average cost of processing per youth 

was $385.91. 

D. Comparisons of Juvenile Justice System Cost Estimates from Other 

Studies 

For the three impact sites included in this study, the average cost per 

youth for traditional justice system processing ranges from $386 to $662; the 

average across the three sites is $469. These figures are based on estimates 

using total court budgets and number of cases processed through the courts, 

including court processing, detention, hearings, probation, and institutiona1-

ization costs. 

---________ --'--__ ~ __ ~ ____ e 
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Table 7-22 
Costs Based on Total Budget and Number of Youths Processed 

Juvenile Division Orange County Court and Division of Youth Services 

Cost Events 

Court Budget and Operating Costs l 

Division of Youth Services 2 
Intake Process 3 
Detention4 
Probation5 
Community Programs 6 
Commitments 7 

Total 

Number of Youths Process,ad8 

Average Cost per Youth 

Flow 

5,866 

Estimated Costs 

$162,032 

360,407 
426,453 
359,885 
295,233 
659,765 

$2,263,775 

$ 385.91 

lCourt budget obtained on request from the Juvenile Division of the 
Orange County Court, and has been adjusted to 1978 dollars using Consumer 
Price Irldex. 

2These costs obtained on request from the Division of Youth Services, 
Departmf~nt of Health and Rehabilitative Sevices, and have been adjusted to 
1978 dollars. 

3provided to all cases, 5,866, at a cost of $61.44 per case. 
4Based on an average of l8.4%,of youth detained, average length of stay 

of 11 days, 
5Based on an average of 18% of youth placed on probation, average 

length of 284 days. 
6Based on an average of 2% of youth placed in community programs at an 

average cost of $2,523. 
7Based on an average of 2%'of youth committed, average length of stay 

158 days, $35.69 per day cost. 
8Also obtained on request from the Juvenile Division of the Orange 

County Court. 
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In the Palmer and Lewis (1980) review of 11 California counties the 

average reported cost of probation was $477. The range across the counties 

included was from $271 to $761. National averages reported by Gemignani in 

1972 were $100 for cases closed at intake, and $500 for cases processed beyone 

intake. Neither of these two estimates include institutionalization costs, as 

do our figures. Were we to exclude commitment costs, our estimates would be 

slightly lower. 

The costs of traditional processing for the three impact sites in this 

report appear comparable with estimated costs of traditional process~ng in 

other studies. Direct comparisons are difficult, however; the two studies 

reviewed used different methodologies, included different costs, focused on 

different costs events, covered different time periods, and involved widely 

different systems. Nonetheless\, a general comparison ~s possible, and 

indicates that the three sites included in this analysis are within the range 

of similar estimates for at least two other studies. 

VI. Summary and Conclusions 

A. Summary 

To this point, program and justice cost estimates have been calculated in 

a variety of ways in an attempt to obtain some feeling for the relative fiscal 

merits of diversion programming and justice services without actually 

comparing the two. By way of summary, comparisons between justice system and 

diversion program costs will now be presented, but the limitations of such 

comparisons must be kept firmly in mind. 

First, the comparisons are purely fiscal. That is to say, no assumptions 

relative to cost benefits are made. Second, the budget figures from which 
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alternative costs were derived were obtained from project and justice 

personnel; while the authenticity of the figures is not questioned, neither 

have they been established by audit or official declaration. Third and 

formost, while the calculations for per case costs were completed using 

commonly accepted practices and procedures for this type of program 

evaluation, the thorough and detailed documentation of costs required for a 

rigorous cost evaluation was not proposed, was not intended, and was not 

accomplished. 

Consequently, the cost data presented in this chapter represent best 

estimates based upon readily available iIlformation and thus only approximate 

real or actual costs. Given this understanding, there is some question as to 

the legit~acy of making cost distinctions between these youth service and 

juvenile service systems, as the errors in calculating costs within the 

different systems may be greater than the differences between them. What 

follows must be treated, therefore, as heuristic not definitive and should be 

carefully qualified in the mind of the reader. 

The design of the Nat~onal Evaluation to assess the impact of diversion 

involved the random assignment of juvenile offenders who would have penetrated 

the system had diversion not been an alternative. Procedures for randomly 

assigning eligible youths to each of three disposition groups were relatively 

similar at each site; the selection of dispositions was random and inde-

pendent, and the probability of each disposition was approximately equal. 

Empirical evidence suggests that the random asignment procedures at the three 

sites produced groups with relatively equal characteristics at the outset, 

even in Memphis where large numbers of penetration youths were lost. This 

being the case, a comparison of the costs associated with each of the three 
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experimental groups of youths (those who penetrated the justice system, those 

who were diverted with services, and those ~.,ho were diverted but were provided 

no services) constitutes a practical approach to summarizing the findings 

presented above. 

Selection of total budget-based estimates for per client costs does limit 

our ability to specifically assess the costs that were incurred by the 

penetration group of youths. The random assignment procedure produced, 

however, a penetration control group that appears to be fairly repre!sentative 

of youths penetrating the justice in the system evaluation. Using the 

proportion of control youths who were institutionalized as an indicator of 

total penetration into the system, it appears that our penetration control 

groups were representative of all youths penetrating the system except in 

Memphis, where 1% of the penetration control group was committed, compared· 

with 3% of all youths processed to court. Given this difference, it should be 

kept in mind that our estimates of per client costs in Memphis are low but 

vary less than 5% when applied specifically to the penetration group of 

youths. This variance does not, however, substantially alter conclusions 

based on subsequent comparisons. 

For both project and the justice system estimates, only internal costs 

have been included. We have not included legal costs, public defender costs, 

or any other costs that would require any degree of speculation in order to 

assign a dollar value. Our estimates are limited to known, actual, incurred 

costs; as such, they generally represent a conservative assessment. 

In Table 7-23, the average client costs incurred after the point of 

diversion for each of the dispositional alternatives are presented for Kansas 

City, Memphis, an.d Orange County. The least expensive of the three is 



Table 7-23 
Average Clients Costs Incurred 

by Dispositional 

K. .·~3as City 
Roles for Youth 
Youth Services Unit 

Hemphis 

Orange County 
(Florida) 

Diversion with 
Services 

Costs l 

$3,060 
924 

467 

298 

after the Point of Diversion 
Group and Site 

Penetration 

Justice System 
Costs 2 

$652 
652 

463 

386 

Diver§ion without 
uervices 

Costs 

0 
0 

0 

0 

1 number of youths referred to projects lBased on average cost per tota 

across 18 month evaluation period. d alculated using court budgets 
2Based on average cost per.youth p~oc:s~e , ~ comm.ittment, where applicable 

and additional ~osts for detent1on, pro at1on, an 
for one-year period. 
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obviously diversion without services, where no costs were incurred after the 

point of diversion. Consequently, from a pure cost perspective, diversion 

without services is clearly the most cost efficient disposition for youths. 

Comparing the costs of the diversion projects with those of the justice 

systems reviewed indicates that, two out of the three diversion projects were 

equal to or less expensive than traditional justice processing aSsum1ng that 

all cases d1verted for services would have been processed to the next step 1n 

the justice system had the diversion projects not been present. There is 

evidence, however, that this assumption may be unwarranted. A California 

Youth Authority study (1976) of 15 juvenile diversion projects determined 

that, on the average, less than 50% of the youths diverted for services would 

have penetrated the justice system in the absence of the diversion projects. 

Blomberg is most persuasive in his analysis of the effects of diversion in 

accelerating social control and "widening the nets." After reviewing the 

literature on diversion he concludes (1978:8): 

To date, the empirical literature has demonstrated that diversion 
practices are being applied to a large portion of youth who previously 
would have been released outright and without supervision. Further, ••• 
diversion's whole family focus not only expands the overall number of 
youth receiving some form of informal or formal control but results in 
accelerated control for those youth whose families are unable to comply 
with family intervention methods. 

Davidson (1980) reports that after employing extensive safeguards to prevent 

the diversion of youths typically screened ')ut of the system, his diversion 

project still received youths who would have been released by the authorities 

in the absence of his program. 

It appears that juvenile justice representatives routinely refer and that 

diversion programs routinely accept youths who, in the absence of a diversion 

, j 
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program~ would have most certainly been lectured and released. l While we 

have no hard evidence bearing on this issue, we are of the opinion that 

"widening the nets" did occur, at least to some extent, in the projects of the 

National Evaluation. In the absence of hard data, however, all that we can do 

is alert the reader to the issue, present those data that are available, and 

be cautious in the kinds of conclusions drawn. 

Keeping the above reservations in mind, our comparative data indicate that 

in Memphis, the average cost per client in the diversion projects was $467, 

compared with an average cost of $463 for the justice system. In Orange 

C9unty, the average cost per diversion client was $298, compared with $386 for 

traditional processing. In Kansas City, both projects had higher costs 

($3,060 and $924) than the justice system ($652). Comparing costs for these 

three sites indicates that on one site the per referral costs for the projects 

were higher than those for the court; on another the costs were identical; and 

on the third the costs for the justice system were greater than for those of 

the diversion project. These comparisons are based, again" on the assumption 

that all project referrals would have penetrated the justice system in the 

absence of the diversion project and that both sets of cost calculations are 

comparable. 

B. Conclusions 

While cost reduction was not among the explicit goals outlined in the 

recommendations of the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the 

Administration of Justice in 1967, fiscal issues have nonetheless become a 

topic of growing concern. This chapter, completed as a part of the National 

Evaluation of Youth Diversion, has focused specifically on the question of 

lIn all fairness, program administrators are often helpless in preventing 
all inappropriate justice referrals. 
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costs. Based on the 11 diversion projects included in the evaluation, this 

analysis has assessed the costs of the diversion projects, presented estimated 

costs of traditional juven,ile justice system processing, and offered limited 

comparisons of diversion ,md ,traditional processing costs. 

The major thrust of the cost analysis TN'aS descriptive. Program case flow 

and unit costs were calculated numerous ways for the purpose of describing 

costs from different perspectives. Comparisons between programs produced 

large differences that were only weakly related to differences in the number 

of referrals received by the projects. It was also observed that projects 

characterized by large expenditures over the cost periods in question tended 

to employ large numbers of people. It appears that total expenditures and 

total number of employees were only weakly related to the number of referrals 

passing through a project. 

The calculations and description of justice costs were frought with 

problems, creating concern about using them for comparative purposes. 

Nevertheless, comparisons among the justice systems of the National 

Evaluation, as well as with those of other studies, revealed a relatively 

stable cost pattern, lending some credibility to the justice cost figures. 

The comparison of program and justice unit expenditures were based upon 

cost data from the randomly obtained experimental. groups at three of the four 

impact sites. On the basis of these cost comparisons, diversion with no 

services was destined to be the least expensive justice disposition. The cost 

distinctions made between service and penetration groups were, however, 

qualified to the extreme and represent the most tenuous of conclusions. 

In reviewing the data of this chapter, it should be remembered that the 

projects described ar~ not necessarily typical of all diversion programs. 



- 378 -

demons tration projects, purposely selected, and as a whole They were 

generously funded. Also, the cost data used for these comparisons were 

fl.·rst two years of operation and therefore reflect all of obtained within the 

. d . h s'tart up and initial operation. Cost data the expenses aSSOCl.ate Wl.t 

more austere and/or established programming may result in associated with 

quite different findings. The considerations of costs for all types of 

. . . the evaluation of social programs. programs provide an important dl.mensl.on l.n 

. 1 study should be the basis for As with any scientific endeavor, no Sl.ng e 

generalization. Only with repetition will a sense of cost perspective and 

value be achieved. 

I 

: 

Chapter 8 

YOUTH TYPOLOGY AND OUTCOME 

I. Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to determine if different types of youths 

responded differently to the three random assignment dispositions. In Chapter 

2 we ascertained that alternative dispositions did not affect outcomes as 

measured by an assortment of impact variables. But it is possible that 

disposition had an impact on some types of youths and not others, and that 

these effects cancelled e~,-h other when types were combined. In Chapter 2, 

age, sex, ethnicity, and social class were included in the analysis as 

independent variables to test the hypothesis that youths differing 

on these dimensions were differently affected by random assignment disposi-

tions. No such differential effects were found. The analysis presented in 

this chapter parallels the assessment of differential impact in Chapter 2, but 

here, instead of demographic characteristics, an empirically derived typology 

of youths was used. 

To determine the existence of youth types, cluster analysis was employed 

to group individuals with similar social-psychological characteristics. Then 

changes in the delinquent behavior of each derived type were compared by 

disposition. 

Section II describes the sample used in the analysis and the variables 

used in the clustering process. Descriptions of the clustering techniques 
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and of the resulting clusters are given in Section III. Sections IV and V 

Table 8-1 
- 380 - Sample Size by Site 

examine differences in delinquent behavior and recidivism among youth types 

across and within dispositions. 

II. Measurement Space 

To have a data set of manageable size (in terms of number of observations) 

for the cluster analysis and other analyses, the data from all four impact 

sites involved in the National Evaluation were combined, and a random sample 

of youths (with no missing data on social-psychological variables) was 

selected from this combined set. As Table 8-1 indicates, the resulting group 

sizes are approximately proportional to total site sample sizes, and each site 

is well-represented in the analyses. 

The social-psychological variables used in the cluster analysis were in 

large part the same as those used in Chapter 2 (see Table 2-1), but excluded 

composite scales and measures of social disorganization. The variables used 

are listed again for convenience in Table 8-2. Because of the high 

intercorrelations between these variables, they were submitted to a factor 

analysis employing a varimax rotation. Using a scree criterion, the six 

factor solution was selected and rotated. 1 This factor solution was easily 

interpretable and explained 54% of the original variance. The rotated factor 

matrix is given in Table 8-3. 

10t her factor solutions were explored, but the basic structure implied by 
the six factor solution held for all higher level solutions. Factor analyses 
of the listed social-psychological variables together with the social 
disorganization variables also provided a similar structure. 

Site 

Kansas City 

Memphis 

Orange County 

New York 

Total 

Total Site 
Sample 

327 

474 

414 

369 

1,584 

Number of Youths 
Included in Typology Sample 

95 

139 

129 

108 

471 
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Variable Number 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 

Table 8-2 
Social Psychological Variables 

Variable Name 

Importance of Family Goals 
Importance of School Goals 
Importance of Peer Goals 
Success of Family 
Success in School 
Success with Peers 
Commitment to Parents 
Normlessness-Long Version 
'Labeling-Parents-Conforming-Long 
Labeling-Parents-Sick 
Labeling-Parents-Bad 
Labeling-Friends-Conforming 
Labeling-Friends-Sick 
Labeling-Friends-Bad 
Labeling-Teachers-Conforming 
Labeling-Teachers-Sick 
Labeling-Teachers-Bad 
Self Image-Conforming 
Self Image-Sick 
Self Image-Bad 
Attitudes toward Deviance 
Counter labe ling-Mother 
Counterlabeling-Teachers 
Counterlabeling-Friends 
Social Isolation-Peers 
Social Isolation-Family 
Social Isolation-School 
Student-Teacher Relations 
Parents Disapproval of Deviance 
Peer Di~approval of Deviance 
Delinquency of Peers 
Commitment to Peers 
Negative Influence of Peers 
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Factor Matrix of Rotated 

Variable Factor Factor 
Number 1 2 

1 .04958 .43759 
2 .06526 .53227 
3 -.01093 .02651 
4 -.17560 .10032 
5 -.12870 .15122 
6 -.03575 -.22194 
7 -.08933 .30586 
8 -.43564 .38286 
9 -.16251 .15729 

10 .78670 -.03450 
11 .62316 -.36925 
12 -.11156 -.03159 
13 .79337 .02116 
14 .57273 -.42562 
15 -.14888 .12067 
16 .79998 .00760 
17 .55343 -.38505 
18 -.21804 .07635 
19 .82674 .09725 
20 .59752 -.38811 
21 -.04715 .75869 
22 -.13098 .12066 
23 -.04809 .25904 
24 -.10259 -.00856 
25 .43566 .02240 
26 .40077 -.11787 
27 .47754 -.10670 
28 -.21769 .29465 
29 -.04399 .65270 
30 -.01223 .75109 
31 .17899 -.63385 
32 -.00741 .15050 
33 .21122 -.59315 

Table 8-3 
Factors of Social-Psychological Variables 

Factor Factor Factor Factor 
3 4 .5 6 

.15447 .51549 -.10440 .18009 

.27848 .21702 -.21205 • 22ty08 

.09065 .05026 -.06286 .76404 

.12947 .79468 .05622 -.05545 

.31257 .40094 .09451 -.01981 

.06258 .31078 .27948 .26582 

.22462 .65514 -.08038 .17964 

.19762 .14514 .11046 -.06010 

.69046 .29053 .08490 .13749 
-.01822 -.23653 -.06880 .01079 
-.29376 -.12505 -.05397 .18260 

.74539 .12462 .14262 .20622 
-.00718 -.13005 -.09933 -.16443 
-.32280 -.00888 -.00897 .09651 

.80291 .14230 .10497 .06670 
-.15629 -.05493 -.03275 .02649 
-.40043 .01529 .00281 .14377 

.72874 .20679 .02854 .05896 
-.06764 -.10891 -.02728 -.08496 
-.31291 -.00790 .06952 .19912 
-.03447 .25528 -.02043 .01629 

.15464 .40112 .52043 -.20053 

.33695 .13751 .50148 -.01825 
.• 04136 -.12762 .73550 .24794 
-.27357 .02792 -.36205 -.39479 
- .16358 -.57704 -.15678 -.01820 
-.66881 -.00878 -.17511 -.16258 

.55461 .06176 .12952 .08235 
-.04733 .14503 .01021 .19316 

.06212 .13473 .07247 -.03523 
-.25681 .06318 -.19499 .11005 

.23090 .04915 .19073 .67608 
-,,25249 .00144 -.18937 .00652 
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Examination of the factor loadings indicates that Factor 1 is based on 

feeling labeled "sick" or "bad" by parents, peers, and teachers and on having 

a "sick" or "bad" self image. 

Factor 2 is derived mainly from importance of school goals (negatively 

loaded), negative attitudes toward deviance, disapproval of deviance by 

parents and peers, perceived delinquency of peers, and the negative influence 

of peers. This factor represents negative attitudes toward deivance that are 

supported by respondent perceptions of parent and peer attitudes and behaviors. 

Factor 3 is a composite of labeling as conforming by parents, peers, and 

teachers, together with self-image as conforming and good student teacher 

relations. As such, it represents a complement to Factor 1. Youths with high 

scores on Factor 3 have conventional self-images that are congruent with the 

conformist labels assigned to them by parents, friends, and teachers. 

The variables making up Factor 4 consist of the importance of family 

goals, success in the family, commitment to parents, and social isolation from 

the family (negatively loaded). High scores on this factor represent the 

primacy of the family in the youth's life. 

Factor 5 is based on the counterlabeling variables: counterlabeling by 

mother, teachers, and peers. (Father's counterlabeling was not included in 

the analysis because of the amount of missing data due to single parent 

families.) The counterlabeling measures were developed to assess the extent 

to which parents, teachers, and friends neutralize or counter the negative 

labels applied to youths. 

Factor 6 is derived from two variables: importance of peer goals and 

commitment to peers. Obviously, this factor measures the importance of the 

peer group. 
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A brief description of the six factors is given 1n Table 8-4. 

Based on the results of the factor analysis, scales were created, one for 

each factor, by summing the appropriate variable scores for the defining 

variables of each factor. In this way the factor analysis was used to create 

six social psychological scales for input to the clustering routines. 

In addition to these scales, three other variables theoretically linked to 

delinquency were included in the cluster~ng process.· "t f • a composl e 0 success 

1n school and success with peers (variable 7), normlessness (variable 8), and 

a composite of social isolation from peers and social isolation at school 

(variable 9). The six scales resulting from the factor analysis and the three 

additional scales provided the measurement space used in the cluster analysis. 

III. Typology of Youth Based on Social-Psychological Variables 

A. Method 

To create an empirical typology of youths based on the nine social­

psychological variables, cluster analysis methods were used. As a general 

class, these methods involve various procedures for gr.ouping individuals into 

homogeneous subsets. The K-means method, the primary technique employed, 

insures that individuals placed in the same group or cluster are similar to 

each other by iteratively partitioning the data until the within cluster 

variances are m~nl"m·zed. D "t" f h K 
4. escrlp lons 0 t e -means methods can be found ln 

Anderberg (1973) and Hartigan (1975). The actual algorithm used is a 

modification of a procedure described by Sparks (1973). 

The K-means technique requires a knowledge of the number of clusters 

existing in a data set and their approximate location in space. To obtain 

this initial i~formation, a natural mode-seeking clustering algorithm was 



Factor 1 

Factor 2 

Factor 3 

Factor 4 

Factor 5 

Factor 6 

. , 

Table 8-4 
Factor Descriptions 

Labeling as sick and bad and a self-image of being sick and bad. 

Negative attitudes toward deviance supported by peer and parent 
attitudes and nondelinquent behavior of peer group. 

Labeling as conforming, a self-image of conforming, having good 
student-teacher relations. 

Importance of, commitment to, success in, integration with, the 
family. 

Counterlabeling by mother, teachers, peers. 

Importance of and commitment to peer group. 

fl 

1 



Table 8-5 
- 387 - Cluster and Total Sample Means and Standard Deviations 

CLUSTER NUMBER 1 
43 Elements with Average Squared Deviation 4.626 

employed in a hierarchical manner. A description of this method and its use 

Var Standardized Standardized 
Cluster 

Raw Raw 
Cluster 

Mean 
Cluster Cluster 

SD Mean SD 

q 
;j 1 -1.4l3 .854 
'j 2 

54.442 15.505 

:1 
.989 .573 

:,i I: 3 
119.444 14.795 

11 

ij 
1.523 .866 

If 
4 1.167 

105.151 8.782 

~ 
.458 

i i 5 1.169 
64.535 4.881 

i I~ 6 
.645 42.163 4.364 

.915 .792 

i 7 1.103 
38.116 4.447 

" I 8 
.685 37.121 4.059 

I 
1.493 .704 

I: 9 -1.381 
60.979 5.363 

I' 

.843 17.767 4.932 
1 

~ CLUSTER NUMBER 2 

~ 
95 Elements with Average Squared Deviation 3.887 

can be found in Huizinga (1978b). 

The mode procedure indicated the existence of S1X areas of high density. 

Mode points of the six areas were used as seed points for the' minimum variance 

K-means technique. In all analyses, the data were standardized to have a mean 

of zero and a variance of one. Because the similarity measure used by the 

clustering routines is Euclidean distance, standardization insures that the 

importance of particular variables in the creation of types is not dependent 

on the scale of measurement of the variables involved. 

The K-means procedure used for the analysis ~~mploys an outlier algorithm 

Var Standardized Standardized 
Cluster 

Raw Raw 
Cluster 

Mean 
Cluster Cluster 

SD Mean SD 

so that points not within a minimum distance of one of the centroids is 

considered an outlier. This is important since extreme cases can strongly 

1 -.509 .560 
2 .544 

70.859 10.159 
.659 107.945 17.016 

affect the resulting clustering. In the current clustering, 44 points were 

3 .348 
4 

.527 93.234 5.341 
.352 

5 .813 
.627 55.858 6.678 
.775 

6 .359 
39.751 5.245 

.700 
7 .252 

34.996 3.933 
.732 

8 .248 
32.078 4.336 

.773 
9 -.464 

51.495 5.883 
.535 23.l37 3.131 

The cluster centroids and standard deviations (in both standardized and 

considered outliers and were removed from later analyses. 

raw form) of the six derived clusters are contained in Table 8-5. Based on 

this information a brief description of each cluster or type is given below. 

CLUSTER NUMBER 3 
74 Elements with Average Squared Deviation 3.778 

Var Standardized Standardized 
Cluster 

Raw Raw 

Mean 
Cluster Cluster Cluster 

SD Mean SD 

1 -.465 .610 
2 .129 

71.658 11.073 

3 
.801 97.232 20.670 

.269 .582 
4 .385 

92.432 5.903 
.613 

5 -'.551 
56.209 6.527 

.672 
6 -.979 

30.518 4.551 
.615 

7 .094 .648 
27.480 3.455 

8 .241 
31.146 3.835 

.682 
9 -.121 

51.445 5.195 
.622 25.142 3.641 

considerable heuristic value. To the extent that the typology is 

A major concern in any cluster analysis is a careful evaluation of the 

derived typology (see, e.g., Huizinga, 1978a). Because a lengthy discussion 

of such issues would detract from the presentation given hEre, the evaluation 

of the clustering is offered 1n Appendix E. Suffice it to say that the 

resulting clusters were neither homogeneous nor particularly distinct. More-

over, the cluster solution is not unique, since it appears that other 

typologies may attain the same minimum sum of squares, i.e., represent an 

equally optimum solution. Despite these shortcomings, the typology has 



Table 8-5 Continued 

CLUSTER NUMBER 4 - 390 -
89 Elements with Average Squared Deviation 

interpretable, it provides another dimension across which we can test the 
Var Standardized Standardized Raw 

Cluster Cluster Cluster generality of our findings. 
Mean SD Mean 

B. Types 
1 .237 .672 84.390 
2 .081 .630 95.999 Type 1 - Type 1 youths are not labeled sick or bad by others, and they 
3 -.350 .584 86.155 
4 -.358 .680 48.294 see themselves as conformists. They have negative attitudes 
5 -.236 .776 32.652 
6 -.115 .737 32.329 toward deviance, as do their parents and friends. These youths 
7 -.775 .724 25.994 
8 -.080 .665 49.000 report close family and peer ties, high commitment to 
9 .823 .745 30.670 

conventional norms, and success in school and in their peer 
CLUSTER NUMBER 5 

61 Elements with Average Squared Deviation group. 

Var Standardized Standardized Raw Type 2 - These youths do not perceive themselves as being labeled sick or 
Cluster Cluster Cluster 
Mean SD Mean bad, and they generally maintain negative attitudes toward 

1 .743 .750 93.579 deviance that are supported by the beliefs and behaviors of 
2 -.204 .802 83.656 
3 -.051 .692 89.162 their parents and friends. Type 2 youths experience positive 
4 .115 .796 53.328 
5 -.065 .722 33.803 counterlabeling by their mothers, friends, and teachers. In 
6 .722 .566 37.033 
7 .552 .684 33.854 other respects, however, they do not differ much from other 
8 -.732 .712 44.033 
9 .025 .721 26.000 youths in the sample. 

CLUSTER NUMBER 6 Type 3 - Youths in this group have few distinguishing characteristics. 
65 Elements with Average Squared Deviation 

Type 3 youths experience little counterlabeling by their 
Var Standardized Standardized Raw 

Cluster Cluster Cluster mothers, friends, or teachers. Although they place little 
Mean SD Mean ". 

importance on and are relatively uncommitted to their friends, 
1 .807 .658 94.749 
2 -1.241 .819 61.89l their overall social isolation and success at school and with 
3 -1.100 .785 78.546 
4 -.983 .788 41.637 peers are not atypical of youths in the total sample. 
5 -.792 .698 28.888 
6 -.503 .800 30.154 Type 4 - Like Type 3 youths, Type 4 youths have few distinguishing 
7 .720 .723 26.320 
8 .799 .658 43.526 characteristics. Their chief feature is their low scores on 
9 .364 .774 27.985 

measures of school and peer success and their high scores on 

school and peer isolation. 
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Type 5 - h h low a ttachment to conventional norms and Type 5 yout save 

experience negative labeling as sick and bad by mothers, 

They are committed to their peers and friends, and teachers. 

. 1 good success in peer groups and school report relat~ve y 

contexts. 

Type 6 - perce ~ve themselves as being labeled sick or bad These youths ... 

and have poor self images to match. They have positive 

attitudes toward deviance and believe that parents or friends 

share them. Their families are unimportant to them, and they 

perceive little counterlabeling from their mothers, friends, or 

teachers. feel ~solated at school or from Although they do not ... 

1 · h t they are unsuccessful in those their peers, they be ~eve t a 

contexts. Furthermore, Type 6 youths are relatively unattached 

to both their peers and to conventional norms. 

In contrasting these six types, clearly Type 1 has the least deviant 

. , ;ety Type 6, on the orientation and is strongly bonded to conven.t~ona~ soc... • 

other hand, definitively represents the other end of the continuum with poor 

., att;tudes toward deviance, and weak bonds to the social adjustment, pos~t~ve ... 

conventional order. f tend to fall between these two polar The other our types 

extremes. Type 2 is generally conforming and experiences many of the same 

bonds to conventional society as Type 1, but is more typical of the sample as 

a whole. . by their lack of commitment to their Type 3 youths are distingu~shed 

. 1 Type 4 youths are characterized by their friends, but are otherwise typ~ca • 

lack of success in school and with peers and their feelings of isolation in 

these contexts. In con.trast to Type 3, Type 5 is quite attached to his 

success with his friends and in friends; in contrast to Type 4, he experiences 

school. however, are similar to Type 6 youths in their Type 5 youths, 

-
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alienation from conventional norms and their feelings of being negatively 

labeled by others. 

The distribution of youth types among categories of age, sex, ethnic, and 

social class are given in Table 8-6. While there are social class differences 

among types, the major distinctions are for Types 1 and 4, which have a 

disproportionally higher number of high status youths, and Types 2 and 3, 

which have a greater proportion of low status youths. The ethnic distribution 

also shows some differences between clusters. Types 4 and 6 both have large 

proportions of whites, Types 2 and 3 have a greater proportion of blacks, and 

Type 5 has a higher proportion of Hispanics. As in the discussion of social-

psychological characteristics, Types I and 6 stand apart more than do any of 

the other types on these demographic variables. 

It should also be noted that not all types are proportionately represented 

in each site. Type 3 is slightly overrepresented in Kansas City and Memphis, 

and Type 6 is underrepresented in New York City. Type 5 is overrepresented in 

Memphis and New York City, while Type 1 has almost no representation in Kansas 

City but is overrepresented in Orange County. The types are, however, 

proportionately represented in terms of disposition assignments, as would be 

expected from the random assignment procedure described in Chapter 2. 

The six types were also compared on self-reported delinquency (SRD) for 

the six months prior to participating in the study. (The measurement and 

scoring of SRD were described in Chapter 2.) For the present purpose, three 

major scales were used: Minor Delinquency, Serious Delinquency, and Drug 

Use. A two-factor analysis of variance (types by disposition) was performed, 

using Time 1 SRD measures as-dependent variables. (See Tables 8-7, 8-8, and 
-' -

8-9.) 



Table 8-6 
Age, Sex, Ethnicity, Socioeconomic Stat"'s Disposition, and Site by Cluster 

(Row Percents in Parentheses) 

Variable OutliE!rs 

iff % iff 

Type 
1 

% iff 

Type 
2 

% iff 

Type 
3 

% 

Age by Cluster 

iff 

Type 
4 

% iff 

Type 
5 

% iff 

Type 
6 

% 

12 3 (7.0) 4 (9.3) 3 (7.0) 7 (16.3) 13 (30.2) 9 (20.9) 4 (9.3) 

13 9 (13.4) 4 (6.0) 14 (20.9) 9 (13.4) 13 (19.4) 7 (10.4) 11 (16.4) 

14 9 (7.6) 14 (11.8) 28 (23.5) 19 (16.0) 18 (15.1) 15 (12.6) 16 (13.4) 

15 9 (7.8) 11 (9.6) 26 (22.6) 21 (18.3) 19 (16.5) 15 (13.0) 14 (12.2) 

16 9 (12.7) 5 (7.0) 15 (21.1) 9 (12.7) 12 (16.9) 8 (11.3) 13 (18.3) 

17 5 (8.9) 5 (8.9) 9 (16.1) 9 (16.1) 14 (25.0) 7 (12.5) 7 (12.5) 

Sex by Cluster 

Males 31 (8.2) 31 (8.2) 74 (19.7) 62 (16.5) 71 (18.9) 51 (13.6) 56 (14.9) 

Females 13 (13.7) 12 (12.6) 21 (22.1) 12 (12.6) 18 (18.9) 10 (10.5) 9 (9.5) 

Ethnicity by Cluster 

White 24 (14.4) 33 (19.8) 10 (6.0) 39 (23.4) 24 (14.4) 37 (22.2) 

Black 16 (7.2) 54 (24.2) 61 (27.4) 42 (18.8) 28 (12.6) 22 (9.9) 

Hispanic 

Other 

High II 

III 

IV 

Low V 

3 (10.3) 6 (20.7) 2 (6.9) 5 (17.2) 9 (31.0) 4 (13.8) 

o (0.0) 2 (25.0) 1 (12.5) 3 (37.5) 0 (0.0) 2 (25.0) 

Socioeconomic Status by Cluster 

7 (26.9) 3 (11.5) 2 (7.7) 6 (23.1) 3 (11.5) 5 (19.2) 

15 (11.0) 34 (25.0) 19 (14.0) 25 (18.4) 19 (14.0) 24 (17.6) 

17 (9.3) 40 (22.0) 35 (19.2) 44 (24.2) 26 (14.3) 20 (11.0) 

o (0.0) 12 (23.5) 13 (25.5) 8 (15.7) 10 (19.6) 8 (15.7) 
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Variable Outliers 

iff % 

No Services 

Services 

Penetration 

Type 
1 

iff % 

Table 8-6 Continued 

Type 
2 

iff % 

Type 
3 

iff % 

Disposition by Cluster 

Type 
4 

iff % 

Type 
5 

iff % 

Type 
6 

iff % 

19 (12.8) 30 (20.0 29 (19.5) 27 (18.0 22 (14.8) 22 (14.8) 

9 (5.3) 37 (21.6) 27 (15.8) 39 (22.8) 27 (15.8) 32 (18.7) 

15 (14.0) 28 (26.2) 18 (16.8) 23 (21.5) 12 (11.2) 11 (10.3) 

Site by,Cluster 

Kansas 
City 9 (9.5) 2 (2.1) 16 (16.8) 22 (23.2) 19 (20.0) 8 (8.4) 19 (20.0) 

Memphis 10 (7.2) 10 0.2) 26 (18.7) 26 (18.7) 28 (20.1) 21 (15.0 18 (12.9) 

Orange 
County 12 (9.3) 19 (14.7) 32 (24.8) 11 (8.5) 27 (20.9) 11 (8.5) 17 (13.2) 

New York 13 (12.0) 12 (11.1) 21 (19.4) 15 (13.9) 15 (13.9) 21 (19.4) 11 (10.2) 

__________ .. ______ ~ ____ ~~ ____ . __ ~~t._ 



Table 8-7 
Analysis of Variance for Minor SRD - Time 1 

Table 8-8 
Analysis of Variance for Serious SRD - Time 1 

Cluster by Disposition 

Cell Means Cell Means 

Cluster 
Disposition Type Type Type Type Type Type Total 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Cluster 
Disposition Type Type Type Type Type Type Total 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

No Services .24 .20 .60 .47 .93 1.56 .64 No Services .70 .80 1.19 1.29 1.58 2.29 1.29 

Services .18 .30 .42 .70 .78 1.21 .65 Services .71 .95 1.14 1.36 1.81 1. 94 1.37 

Penetration .28 .32 .16 .40 1.00 1.39 .49 Penetration .80 .88 .91 1.20 1. 92 2.31 1.21 

Total .24 .27 .43 .55 .87 1.36 .61 Total .74 .88 1.10 1.30 1. 75 2.12 1.31 

Analysis of Variance 

Source of Sum of Mean Significance of 
Analysis of Variance 

I 
Variation Sguares DF Sguare F F 

I '-,-

Disposition .462 2 .241 .429 .652 

Source of Sum of Mean Significance of 
Variation Squares DF Square F F 

Cluster 58.781 5 11. 756 20.903 .001 
Disposition .027 2 .014 .023 .978 

Disposition x Cluster 5.727 10 .578 1.018 .427 Cluster 87.385 5 17.477 29.073 .001 

Residual 230.033 409 .562 
Disposition x Cluster 4.835 10 .483 .804 .625 

Total 296.4·91 426 .696 
Residual 245.863 409 .601 

Total 340.229 426 .799 

, 
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Table 8-9 

Analysis of Variance for Drug Use - Time 1 

Cluster by Disposition 

Cell Means 

Cluster 

Disposition Type Type Type Type Type Type 

3 4 5 6 
1 2 

.88 .66 .46 1.89 
No Services .14 .57 

.51 .86 1.13 1.60 
Service .37 .79 

.71 .83 1.13 1.29 
Penetration .46 .59 

.77 .79 .89 1.58 
Total .30 .66 

Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean 
Source of DF Sg,uare F 
Variation Squares 

1.466 2 .733 .971 
Disposition 

Cluster 50.295 5 10.069 13.330 

10.527 10 1.053 1.395 
Disposition x Cluster 

Residual 308.639 409 .755 

Total 373.250 426 .876 

Total 

.74 

.95 

.77 

.83 

Significance of 
F 

.330 

.001 

.180 
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As expected, no significant differences in pre-treatment SRD were found 

across dispositions; nor were any significant type by disposition interactions 

found. However, for each of the three delinquency measures, there were 

statistically significant differences among types (p<:.OOl). The pattern of 

differences was highly consistent across measures and matches what might be 

anticipated from the social-psychological description of the types. The 

ranking was Type 1, Type 2, Type 3, Type 4, Type 5, Type 6, from lowest to 

highest self-reported delinquency. 

Thus, despite the heterogenity and lack of distinctiveness of the 

clusters, types can be differentiated on important variables other than those 

on which the cluster analysis was based. Differences in self-reported 

delinquency and, to a lesser extent ethnicity and social class, give 

additional practical significance to the typology. 

IV. Relation of Empirical Types and Dispostion to Self-Reported Delinquency 

Two kinds of independent variables were used in the analysis of youth 

typology and outcome: SRD measures collected at the third-wave interviews 

(self-reports covering the period from the seventh to the twelfth month after 

random assignment) and changes in SRD measures from the first wave to the 

third wave. Again, three kinds of delinquency were considered - Minor 

Delinquency, Serious Delinquency, and Drug Use. 

Time 3 SRD scores were entered into a two-factor (type by disposition) 

analysis of variance. As in Chapter 2, the hypothesis of interest was whether 

youths assigned to different dispositions had outcomes that varied across 

levels of an independent variable, in this case empirically derived 

f ___ _ 
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social-psychological types. Recall that analyses presented in Chapter 2 

indicated that youth outcomes (including self-reported delinquency) did not 

depend on disposition. Nor did the relationship between outcome and 

disposition vary across age, sex, ethnicity, or social class. As Tables 8-10, Disposition 

8-11, and 8-12 indicate, the relationship does not vary with empirical type 
No Services 

either; i.e., the type by disposition interaction was nonsignificant for all 
Services 

three kinds of SRD. 
Penetration 

Also, as in Chapter 2, outcomes for the sample as a whole were unaffected 
Total 

by disposition. However, the significant main effect for type shows that 

empirical types differed in SRD at Time 3. Inspection of means indicates the 

ranking of types on self-reported delinquency changed little from Time 1 to 

Time 3. Type 1 again had the lowest SRD and Type 6 the highest, with the 

Source of 
Variation 

other types falling in between. 

Another measure of outcome is the change in SRD from Time 1 to Time 3. 
Disposition 

Tables 8-13, 8-14, and 8-15 present the analysis of variance for change scores 
Cluster 

on Serious Delinquency, Minor Delinquency, and Drug Use. As in the preceding 
Disposition 

analysis, the effect of main interest - the type by disposition inter-
Residual 

action - was not statistically significant, indicating that different types of 
Total 

youths were not differently affected by disposition. That is, the finding of 

no impact of disposition generalizes across empirical types for both Time 3 

delinquency scores and changes in delinquency scores from Time 1 to Time 3. 

Also, as in the Time 3 analysis groups did not differ on SRD by 

disposition, but did differ by type. For both minor and serious SRD, all 

types had some decrease in the number of delinquent acts. Types 5 and 6 

showed the greatest decrease, while Types 1 and 2 had the least change. Drug 

use increased among five of the six types; Type 6 was the exception. 

Table 8-10 
Analysis of Variance for Minor SRD - Time 3 

Cluster by Disposition 

Cell Means 

Cluster 
Type Type Type Type Type Type Total 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

.26 .00 .18 .32 .17 .33 .20 

.05 .22 .17 .35 .35 .56 .32 

.03 .27 .10 .21 .50 .47 .23 

.14 .15 .15 .30 .32 .47 .25 

Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean Significance 
Sguares DF Sguare F F 

.661 2 .960 1.103 .336 

4.942 5 .988 3.301 .006 

x Cluster 2.529 10 .253 .645 .586 

112.277 376 .299 

120.829 392 .308 

,-----------------....:..-------:..-~~----,-
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Table 8-11 
Table 8-12 Analysis of Variance for Serious SRD - Time 3 Analysis of Variance for Drug Use - Time 3 Cluster by Disposition Cluster by Disposition 

Cell Means Cell Means 

Cluster Cluster Disposition Type Type Type Type Type Type Total Disposition Type Type Type Type Type Type Total 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6 

No Services .32 .35 .75 .96 .89 1.35 .75 No Services .47 .44 .80 1.05 .84 1.33 .81 
Services .42 .73 .69 .78 1.01 1.08 .83 Services .49 .82 .65 .93 1.39 1.58 1.03 
Penetration .45 .56 .54 .61 .76 1.10 .64 Penetration .53 1.01 .81 .89 1.58 1.49 1.01 

Total .39 .56 .68 .80 .92 1.19 .75 Total .4~ .75 .75 .96 1.24 1.50 .95 

I Analysis of Variance Analysis of Variance I 
1-

Source of Sum of Mean Significance of Source of Sum of Mean Significance of Variation Squares DF Sguare F F f Variation Sguares DF Sguare F F ~ 
i 

Disposition .882 2 .441 .619 .442 r Disposition 2.990 2 1.496 1.944 .145 t 
19.888 5 3.978 7.987 .001 h Cluster 36.202 Cluster it 5 7.240 9.415 .001 

Disposition x Cluster 4.771 10 .477 .886 .546 Disposition x Cluster 7.561 10 .756 .983 .457 
Residual 201. 915 375 .538 Residual 288.381 375 .769 

Total 228.778 392 .564 Total 336.029 392 .857 

, 

". 
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Disposition 

No Services 

Services 

Penetration 

Total '" . 

I 

I·, Source of 
Variation 

Disposition 

Cluster 

Disposition 

Residual 

Total 

Table 8-13 
Analysis of Variance for Minor SRD - Change Scores 

(Time 3 - Time 1) 

Cell Means 

Cluster 

Type Type Type Type Type Type 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

.02 -.21 -.44 -.15 -.84 -1.05 

-.13 -.09 -.27 -.37 -.40 -.65 

-.25 -.10 -.08 -.14 -.43 -.93 

-.10 -.13 '-.29 -.24 -.55 -.83 

Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean 
Sguares DF Sguare F 

1.403 2 .702 1.042 

23.878 5 4.776 7.091 

x Cluster 6.099 10 .610 .906 

252.561 375 .673 

284.008 392 .725 

Total 

-.41 

-.33 

-.25 

-.34 

Significance of 
F 

.354 

.001 

.528 
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Analysis 

Disposition Type 
1 

No Services -.38 

Services -.29 

Penetration -.35 

Total -.35 

Source of 
, 
~ 

Variation 
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!I , Disposition 
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! 
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Cluster 
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Disposition x Cluster 

I 
Residual 
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; , Total 
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Table 8-14 
of Variance for Serious SRD - Change Scores 

(Time 3 - Time 1) 

Cell Means 

Cluster 
Type Type Type Type Type Total 

2 3 4 5 6 

-.47 -.44 -.35 -.82 -.82- -.52 

-.21 -.43 -.54 -.83 -.88 -.54 

-.28 -.42 -.58 -1.06 -1.21 -.57 

-.31 -.43 -.49 -.87 -.92 -.54 

Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean Significance of 
Sguares DF Square F F 

.551 2 .275 .351 .704 

22.252 5 4.450 5.672 .001 

2.986 10 .299 .380 .955 

294.243 375 .785 

319.600 392 .515 



Table 8-15 
Analysis of Variance for Drug Use - Change Scores - 406 -

(Time 3 - Time 1) VI. Relation of Empirical Types and Disposition to Recidivism 

Cell Means 
To examine the differences in recidivism between the empirical types and 

Cluster 
Total Disposition Type Type Type Type Type Type 

the effect of different dispositions on different types of youths, a log-

1 2 3 4 5 6 linear analysis of frequencies was conducted. An analytic method based on 

No Services .33 -.05 -.08 .45 .31 -.37 .10 categorical data was preferred, because the majority of the youths in the 

Services .12 .04 .16 .13 .32 -.04 .11 study were not arrested in the year following assignment to a disposition and 

Penetration .00 .39 .18 .04 .58 .20 .23 because very few youths had more than two arrests. The resulting skewed 

Total .18 .11 .09 .21 .37 -.10 .14 distribution in rearrests necessitated an analysis of frequences (cf. the 

impact of diversion on rearrests in Chapter 2). The recidivism m; ,-',ure used 

was the number of rearrests for a felony, misdemeanor, or status offense in 

Analysis of Variance the 12 months following assignment to dispositions, rescored 0, 1, and 2 or 

more arrests. 
Source of Sum of Mean Significance of 
Variation Sguares DF Sguare F F Table 8-16 provides a crosstabulation of disposition by recidivism within 

Disposition 1.081 2 .540 .853 .427 each of the six social-psycholggical types. Notice that, as before, types 

Cluster 7.113 5 1.423 2.246 .049 differ in number of rearrests; but, also as before, there is no indication of 

Disposition x Cluster 8.925 10 .693 1.409 • 174 a differential effect of the three dispositions on different types of youth • 

Residual 237.543 375 .635 The three-way interaction among recidivism, type, and disposition was 

Total 254.712 392 .650 nonsignificant, suggesting that a particular kind of disposition did not 

affect the recidivism of anyone type of youths more than any other. Thus, 

based on these several analyses, it can be concluded that the relationship 

between disposition and recidivism is not mediated by social-psychological 

type. 

VII. Summary 

For this chapter, typology of youths based on their social-psychological 

characteristics was created. The typology was empirically generated, using 

-. I 



Rearrests 

Rearrests 

Rearrests 

Table 8-16 
Crosstabulation of Disposition by Recidivism by Youth Type 

o 
1 
2+ 

o 
1 
2+ 

o 
1 
2+ 

TYPE 1 
Disposition 

1 2 

18 1 
o 1 
1 0 

TYPE 2 
Disposition 

1 2 

20 24 
5 9 
4 4 

TYPE 3 
Disposition 

1 

21 
5 
3 

2 

19 
5 
3 

3 

13 
o 
2 

3 

25 
1 
2 

3 

12 
3 

·3 

Rearrests 

Rearrests 

Rearrests 

o 
1 
2+ 

o 
1 
2+ 

o 
1 
2+ 

TYPE 4 
Disposition 

1 2 

26 25 
1 7 
o 7 

TYPE 5 
Disposition 

1 2 

14 19 
6 5 
2 3 

TYPE 6 
Disposition 

1 

14 
4 
4 

2 

19 
10 

3 

3 

18 
2 
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10 
1 
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1 
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cluster analysis techniques, and resulted ~n the classification of youths into 

six types. It ",,'as hypothesized that the three different random assignment 

dispositions (lecture and release, dive:e-sion project, normal justice 

processing) would impact different types of youtns in different ways. 

As the above findings show, however, there is no evidence that the 

disposition assignments affected either the self-reported delinquency (SRD) or 

recdivisim of one type of youths more than another. ~1ile there ~s clear 

evidence that there were differences between the types of youths on SRD and, 

to some extent, differences in recidivism, there was no indication of a type 

by disposition interaction. Also~ it should be noted that there were no major. 

differences in the SRD or recidivism rates of youths assigned to different 

dispositions. 

Based on this taxonomy of youth, dispositional assignment did not 

differentially affect the SRD or recidivism of different social-

psychological types of youths. These findings, although not conclusive, 

corroborate and strengthen the results presented in Chapter 2. 
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self-reported delinquency, negative labeling, alienation, isolation, peer 

Chapter 9 measures, and many other variables theoretically and empirically linked to 

delinquency are bypassed as possible success criteria. In the process, 

SUMMARY attention is focused on outcomes (official recidivism) that would not be 

expected to be immediately affected by diversion services, while those that 

The purpose of this chapter is to briefly summarize the findings would (self reported delinquency, negative labeling, etc.) are ignored. 

associated with the National Evaluation of Diversion Projects by reviewing the A third flaw is that diversion programming evaluations too frequently 

results of each of the major tasks of the evaluation. This review is not focus upon issues not germane to the principles supportive of the diversion 

comprehensive and, therefore, does not contain the detail required to make initiative. Left unaddressed are such hypotheses as: contact with the justice 

judgments about reported outcomes, or to form opinions about the overall system stigmatizes youths and contributes to delinquent and acting out 

efficacy of the diversion programming of the communities reviewed. Nor can behavior; services rendered by community-based youth service agencies are more 

the conclusions reached as a result of this research be applied to all effective than those delivered by agencies of the justice system. Instead of 

diversion programming everywhere. This review, rather, is an attempt to comparing diversion and justice system clients, for example, services within a 

summarize and conclude. diversion program are compared. Fourth, program interventions are seldom 

systematically recorded, thus outcome cannot be traced to treatment 

I. Prior Research strategies. The types, amounts, and duration of services are typically not 

A review of many of the better evaluations of diversion programming documented and thus success or failure is uninterpretable. FinallY1 many of 

revealed that a number of common flaws tend to obscure and confuse our the weaknesses found in the diversion evaluation literature are attributable 

thinking about the effectiveness of this process. First, comparisons between to the lack of theory to guide research efforts. Consequently, inappropriate 

groups of youths diverted for services and those handled in traditional modes measures are selected to assess outcomes, comparison groups are missing or 

are too often confounded by initial differences between experimental and 
biased at the outset, and faulty methodology confounds resulting findings. 

control groups. This problem is probably responsible for more confusion than 

any other single evaluation weakness found in the diversion literature. II. Impact of Diversion with Services 

Second, outcome or success variables tend to be limited to official measures Support for diversion programming ~s derived primarily from the 

of delinquency, i.e., official reactions to observed behavior. Assessments of assumptions that it curtails nega.tive labeling, promotes positive social 

adjustment, and reduces delinquent and acting out behavior vis-a-vis 
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traditional justice processing practices. The impact assessments described ~n 

this research, therefore, address the questions: (1) Are youths who are 

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 adjustme~t than those released with no services or those who 

penetrate the justice system? (3) Do youths diverted out of the justice system 

for services engage in less delinquent activity than those released with no 

services or those who penetrate the justice system? 

The results of a two-way analysis of variance (disposition x time) 

conducted on 19 labeling measures at four sites indicated that disposition had 

little differential effect upon the labeling experiences of youths. 

Comparable findings resulted from additional comparisons among dispositions at 

the last measurement period (12 months after the presenting offense) and on 

gain score comparisons (t3 - tl)' controlling for age, sex, ethnicity, and 

SESe On the basis of these data, it would appear that disposition did not 

differentially affect the subsequent labeling experiences of the youths of 

this study. That is, youths diverted out of the justice system for services 

did not appear to be less stigmatized than those who were released with no 

services or those who penetrated the justice system. 

Findings associated with analyses for the effects of disposition on social 

adjustment outcomes were similar to those for negative labeling. 

Dispositional comparisons across time on 22 social adjustment measures at 

four sites produced slightly more statistically significant interaction 

effects than would be expected by chance. The review of those instances in 

which significant effects were found revealed, however, that the differences 
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were more often associated with positive increases for Lectured and Released 

youths, or deteriorating scores for Diverted for Services youths, than they 

were for uniquely positive improvements for the Diverted for Services group. 

Similar conclusions h d f were reac e or the analysis of third wave data and gain 

scores. All of the analyses associated with assessing the differential impact 

of disposition on a variety of social adjustment variables point 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 dispositions. 

Delinquency, the third assessment context, involved two measurement 

approaches: self-reported measures of delinquent behavior and official 

measures of observed violations of the law. The first assessment for the 

effect of disposition on the delinquent act'.·v~ty of th .. .L ~ you s aga~n ~nvolved 

two-way analyses of variance tests with disposition and time as the 

independent variables. No significant interaction effects were found for 

three of the four sites; on the fourth site, differences were due to the 

scores of the Penetration group. Analyses of third wave interview data and 

change scores (t3 - t 1) revealed no differences supportive of the 

diversion hypothesis. The findings from the analyses of justice disposition 

and self-reported delinquency were cons~stent. D· . f ~ ~vers~on rom the juvenile 

justice system to services did not appear, on any of the sites, to result in 

less involvement in delinquent activities for Diverted for Services youths 

than it did for Lectured and Released or Penetration youths. The 

self-reported delinquency data suggest, rather, that diverting youths for 

community-based services in the systems surveyed had no more impact on 

reducing subsequent involvement in delinquent behavior than did referring 
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youths to the next step in the justice system or letting them go without 

liability. 

Both the youths for whom all three interviews were obtained and the total 

population of youths randomly assigned to justice disposition were assessed 

for official reaction to delinquent behavior. Official measures were of two 

classes - simple recidivisms (a dichotomy of repeat and nonrepeat offenders) 

and multiple recidivisms (a trichotomy of offenders based upon frequency of 

violations, 0, 1, 2+). 

Tests for differences between dispositions for simple and mUltiple 

recidivism for the total target population at each site revealed two 

significant effects f9r the six-month comparisons and none for the l2-month 

comparisons. An analysis of covariance with prior of..c.ense, age, sex, and 

ethnicity as the covariates resulted in the elimination of one of the 

differences. The same analyses for youths interviewed at all three time 

periods produced almost identical findings. For these two groups of youths, 

the results of the tests for the effects of disposition on recidivism (using 

official return rates) suggest that justice disposition had little effect in 

reducing recidivism. 

The results of all of the impact analyses taken together were consistent 

and not supportive of the assumptions that diversion services are more 

effective in producing positive social adjustments, conforming behavior, and 

reducing negative labeling than are dispositions traditionally available to 

justice personnel. 

III. Impact of Services 

To assess the impact of services on youths, using project records of 

services as a data source, youths randomly assigned to services were divided 
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into groups receiving low (0-6 contacts), medium (7-14 contacts), and high (15 

contacts and up) amounts of services at each of the four impact sites. These 

groups were then compared for differences on the impact measures and rearrest 

outcomes. 

The results of multivariate analyses indicated no consistent differences 

Ln treatment outcomes (i.e., labeling, social adjustment, and self-reported 

delinquency) for clients receiving law, medium, or high amounts of 

projeqt-recorded services at any of the four sites. Also, no statistically 

reliable differences were found among service groups for rearrest data at any 

of the four impact sites, although interpretable differences approached 

significance (p~.lO) at one site, indicating an inverse relationship between 

services and arrests. 

Similar analyses for type of recorded services received revealed that, for 

two sites, no differences in treatment outcomes were found among youths 

receiving different types of services; for the other two sites, recreational 

services seemed to have had a deleterious effect. No statistically reliable 

differences were found among youths receiving alternative types of services on 

the recidivism measures, although on one site comparisons of youths receiving 

job/education services with those who did not approached a statistically 

significant result. 

Self-reported assessments of services received were obtained -from all 

youths randomly assigned to any disposition. Information was collected, 

therefore, on services provided in three different settings: probation 

agencies, (!onnnunity-based agencies, and institutions. 

To assess the impact of connnunity-based services on youths, using 

self-reported data, youths who reported having received such services were 
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divided into three groups based on the total number of contacts reported: could be referred. Not all youths referred for services received them, 

none, some (1-15 contacts), and many (16 contacts or more). No differences however, although enrollment rates were high, ranging from a low of 76% to a 

among groups on the treatment variables (labeling, social adjustment, high of 98%. Interestingly, not all youths enrolled for services received 

self-reported delinquency) were found at three of the sites. A curvilinear services following the intake and enrollment process. Retention rates ranged 

relationship was found at the fourth site, leading to speculation that minimal from 58% to 96%. The number of serVLce contacts for youths receiving services 

and excessive services may do more harm than good. No significant differences beyond intake varied from a median of 6 to 37 (mean number of contacts ranged 

among services groups were found on rearrp.st rates at any of the four sites. from 10 to 53). The average length of the period in which youths actually 

Assessments for the effects of type of self-reported services received received services fluctuated from three months to nine months, with youths in 

were completed by dichotomizing youths into groups on the basis of the number all but two projects averaging slightly less than five months of services. 

of counseling, job/education, and recreation contacts (none vs. some) Analyses designed to assess the distribution of types of services by age, 

reported. Twenty-four multivariate comparisons between groups revealed one sex, ethnicity, number of prior offenses, and seriousness of presenting 

statistically significant difference for one site, the interpretation of which offense revealed few differences across sites, although there was a tendency 

was confounded by both positive and negative impact scores. No significant for nonwhites and younger clients to be retained for services more often than 

differences between types of service groups were found for comparisons on whites and older clients. The one exception involved job/education services, 

recidivism data. where older clients were mare likely to be selected. Assessments for the 

All of the assessments for service effects, taken together, suggest that effects of services on recidivism rates at all sites suggested that, by and 

services were of little consequence in determining differential impact on large, recidivism was not impacted by the number of contacts or the kinds of 

either the treatment variables or recidivism measures (using project records services youths received. 

or self-reported measures as a source for services received). 

V. Client and Service Provider Views of Services 

IV. Client Characteristics and Services Given the assumptions upon which diversion programming is based - that 

The review of a relatively large sample of youths participating in all 11 services provided outside of the justice system are less coerCLve, 

diversion programs across a 12 to 18 month period of project operation controlling, and stigmatic, as well as more effective in meeting the needs of 

indicated that the majority of client referrals were males with considerable youth- practitioners from the juvenile justice and community youth services 

age and ethnic diversity. Almost all of the possible referral sources were systems for each of nine evaluation sites were assessed to determine their 

represented across the sites, as were the types of offenses for which youths opinions about the youths and services with which they were associated. The 

~, I 
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results indicated perfect consistency across sites and were supportive of the 

diversion rationale. Vis-a-vis justice personnel, diversion program personnel 

held less coercive and controlling opinions about their clients and services, 

were more needs-oriented, and were less prone to hold negative attitudes 

concerning the emotional and delinquent status of their clients. Comparisons 

of the attitudes of youths receiving justice and diversion services on these 

dimensions revealed similar trends favoring diversion services, although 

statistically significant differences were obtained on only one site. 

Comparisons of service provider and client opinions concerning the extent 

to which programming was perceived as stigmatic, coercive, etc., again 

produced consistent findings across sites. Clients expressed less favorable 

views, compared with program personnel, relative to the attributes of their 

programs. That is, clients consistently described programs as being more 

coerc1ve, more controlling, and less fulfilling in meeting their needs than 

did the service providers. Interestingly, client reports about service 

providers' views of clients were substantially more positive than were the 

sentiments expre~sed by the service providers themselves, suggesting that 

se;vice providers communicate more client support than they may actually feel. 

Overall, corroboration was acquired for the assumptions supportive of 

diversion, i.e., that community-based youth service providers are less 

controlling and less coercive in their orientation to youths than are agents 

of the juvenile justice system. Differences in labeling were less compelling, 

although the trend was in the hypothesized direction. 

VI. Justice System Flow 

The analysis of the flow of youths through the justice systems of the 

National Evaluation produced mixed, inconclusive findings. Although the data 

~, / 
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were generally insufficient to make definitive judgments, on three of the 

sites the probability of referral to increased . penetrat~on, at the point of 

diversion, appears to have been reduced as a result of the diversion 

projects. The available evidence at a fourth s~te was ~ negative, and the 

remaining sites were characterized by so much missing and ambiguous data that 

even speculation was prevented. 

Some evidence emerged indicating that when diversion takes place early ~n 

the justice proc!;ss, the probability of remaining in the system . , once so 

referred, increases,· this suggests that th e system strains to maintain 

itse 1£. It was also clear that changes·' 1·· . ~n po 1C1es, h1storical events, or 

justice procedures so impact J·ustice d recor systems as to seriously jeopardize 

their use as a source for assessing system impact. 

VII. Cost 

Project expenditures wer lId f e ca cu ate or the first 18 months for which 

clients were received by the projects for services. The costs associated with 

this expenditure period ranged from $170,000 to $633,000 across the 11 

projects of the evaluat~on. Th f • e range 0 total number of referrals to the 

project for this period was also extreme, with a low of 137 to a high of 791. 

Roughly three-fourths of th f d ose re erre were enrolled for services, and the 

length of time for which . serV1ces were rendered across all projects averaged 

approximately five months. The average cost per referral (total expenditures 

divided by the number of referrals received) for the first 18 months of 

operation averaged $1,302 and ranged from a low of $298 to a high of $3,060. 

The cost associated with actual enrollment ( total expenditures divided by the 

number of referrals enrolled for services) . lncreased to $1,722 and ranged from 

a low of $429 to a high of $4,136. 
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On the basis of a set of highly qualified cost calculations for the 

juvenile courts of three of the impact sites, the average cost per court 

client was determined to be $463, ranging from a low of $298 to a high of 

$652. Tentative comparisons of court costs with those of the diversion 

projects on these three sites indicated that, on one site, the per referral 

costs for the project were higher than those for the court; on another, the 

costs were identical; and on the third, the costs for the jusitce system were 

greater than those for the diversion projects. 

It is difficult to draw hard, fast conclusions on the basis of comparLng 

the costs findings of the projects of the National Evaluation with each other, 

with those of the court, or with those of other studies. Direct comparisons 

are troublesome, as missions and operations differ, methodologies vary, hidden 

costs are differentially identifiable and obtainable, and the scope, 

structure, and conducl:of the programs are vastly divergent. Several things 

are clear, however: (1) The differences between sites are startling, 

irrespective of the unit of comparison. (2) The relationship between costs and 

number of referrals is weak. (3) While several of the projects of the National 

Evaluation fall within the cost range of the few outside cost studies 

revealed, more than half were well above the average costs reported in those 

studies. (4) The program expenditures associated with the projects of the 

National Evaluation appear to be high. (5) Diversion with no services was 

clearly the least costly justice disposition alternative. 

VIII. Youth Typology 

Although the deVtlldpment of a typology of offenders did not produce a set 

of unique clusters that were particularly homogeneous and distinct, analysis 

was extended for heuristic purposes to determine if different types of youths 
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f 1 ascerta ;ned) were differentially impacted by justice (however imper ect y L 

disposition. It was hypothesized that the three different random assignment 

groups (lectured and released, diversion to services, penetration) would 

h 0 dOff ~ s Comparisons of six affect different types of yout s Ln L erenL way • 

offender types, empirically determined, across the three justice dispositions 

revealed no differences in either measures of self-reported delinquency or 

recidivism. While there is clear evidence that there were differences between 

youth types on self-reported delinquency and to some extent differences in 

recidivism rates, there was no indication of a type by disposition 

interaction. On the basis of these data no evidence was found to support the 

notion that different types of youths are differentially impacted by 

alternative justice dispositions. 

IX. Conclusion 

The data of the National Evaluation of Diversion Projects are not 

consistent, by and large, with the rationale supportive of diversion 

programnung. Inasmuch as the projects of the evaluation were not randomly 

selected and thus are not representative of all diversion programming, it is 

not possible to generalize these findings to other diversion programs with any 

f f Od Nevertheless, because the findings were relatively known level 0 con L ence. 

f h t d at four different sites, consistent across four replications 0 t e same s u y 

each of which was different in point of diversion, type of clients, 

seriousness of offenders, ethnic distributions, etc., the findings presented 

above must not be dismissed as idosyncratic and thus unimportant. To the 

o 0 0 t d wl.°th this research are significant and have contrary, the fl.ndLngs aSSOCl.a e 

.. only for the future of diversion programming, but for serious impll.catl.ons not 

the conduct of the youth services industry as well. 

• ___________ f ___ _ 
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APPENDIX A 

INTRODUCTION 

The following project descriptions were prepared early in each project's 

life and represent the major emphases of their programming. While these 

descriptions provide a good overview of the diversion operations associated 

with each of the 11 projects, they do not detail the countless changes that 

occurred across time. Many of the more significant changes are noted in the 

text of. the report, but an exhaustive account of process was prohibited due to 

the nature of the evaluation. More detailed chronologies of program evolution 

can be obtained from the projects themselves and through local evaluations 

where completed. The dates of the site visits on which the following profiles 

of program operations are based appear with the titles of the individual 

project descriptions. 
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CENTRAL DENVER YOUTH DIVERSION PROJECT 

(January 9-31, 1978) 

Overview 

According to the director of court services, the Denver Juvenile Court has 

experienced, over the past two years, the greatest increase 1n court filings 

among juvenile courts in the State of Colorado. Comparison of total filings 

from 1973-74 to 1974-75 reveals an increase of 105.9%. In addition, Denver 

Juvenile Court handled 27% (1,658) of all juvenile delinquency petition 

filings in Colorado during fiscal year 1974-1975, more than twice as many as 

the county with the next highest rate. 

An analysis of delinquent activity 1n Denver reveals that 50% of all 

youth-related crime is committed by multiple offenders. Seventy-three percent 

of these multiple offenders are from single family households, 84% are school 

dropouts or are chronically truant, and 73% live in two neighborhoods (the 

Northease and the West Side) with the majority living in public housing. 

When BRI interviewers visited Denver in January, Central Denver Youth 

Diversion Project was accepting referrals from the police department, the 

district attorney's office, and the juvenile court; offering in-house 

diagnostic, counseling, and employmeHt services to diverted youths; and 

securing a broad range of services for clients by making referrals to two' 

cooperatively developed, but fiscally autonomous, service programs, the Ann D. 

Morgan Center for Learning Disabled Students (Morgan Center) and Project New 

Pride. In order to adequately describe the diversion project and the context 

--____________________ a ____________________________________________________________________________________ ~ ________________________ r __ 
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.. t lo·ntervlo·ew~ were conducted with representatives of ~n WhloCh lot opera es, _ 

Center, the Denver Police Department, the district Central Denver, the Morgan 

attorney's office, and the probation department of the Denver Juvenile Court. 

History 

The idea for the diversion project grew out of the success of another 

youth services program, Project New Pride. About seven years ago, Central 

Denver's present director conducted a community needs assessment for the Red 

Cross that identified crime and delinquency as major areas of concern for the 

In part icular, he perceived a need for programs outside of people of Denver. 

the justice system that would serve repeat offenders. Out of this work came 

proposals for the Northeast Denver Youth Service Bureau, a program developed 

to assist less serious offenders, and Project New Pride, a counseling and 

education program staffed largely by volunteers. When Project New Pride was 

funded, the present director of Central Denver became its director. Over the 

" . next few years he and his staff evolved the "system approach to serVloce 

delivery that became the prototype for Central Denver: their experience led to 

the creation of the Morgan Center to deal with the large number of learning 

disabled children in their client population and to the establishment of a 

dloagnostloc team to provlo e .. ·d psycho1oglo·ca1 and educational assessment services 

that were unavailable through the court and inaccessible through community 

agencies. 

In an attempt to expand Project New Pride, the project director, the 

deputy director, and the director of the Morgan Center applied for LEAA 

Special Emphasis funds with the assistance of the Denver Anti-Crime Council 

. f h· ·1 t Offlo·cia1 notification and the budget and research unlot 0 t e Juven1 e cour • 

of grant approval came in December, 1976, and project staff began work 
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immediately, despite the fact that project funds was not actually received 

until the following February. Thus, when the majority of the staff members 

were hired in April, the project director, deputy director, and job placement 

specialist were already being paid out of project funds. 

The project began accept~ng clients in April, 1977. Referrals were 

received at the rate of almost 20 per month until September. At that time 

Central Denver was to begin ful1~~cale operatlo'on, ' . 40 
- acceptlong approx1mately 

clients per month and the national evaluation impact study was to begin. This 

study was to involve random assignment of cases to the project or to normal 

handling in the justice system. Though justice officials agreed to the study, 

it was never implemented. Instead of an increase in the flow rate to the 

project, it dropped to a trickle. The line staff of the justice system was 

unwilling to make referrals during random assignment, and the officials were 

unwilling to follow through on their agreements when positive action was 

required. The national evaluation staff at BRI was un.able to remedy this 

problem by December, 1977, and plans for the study of impact on youth were 

abandoned. No youths were ever randomly assigned. There were many more 

referrals lor. December than there had been at any time before, but by April, 

1978, the project was once agalon receiving about 20 clients per month. 

Despite hopes for an increase, the rate of flow has remained relatively 

constant for an entire year. 

The first delay involved project plans to use money from the Denver 

Housing Authority as the 10% match for federal funds. LEAA was reluctant to 

accept this arrangement, since most of the Housing Authority's funds came from 

the federal government. Although the problem was resolved when project 

accountants determined that match funds could be supplied through state and 

__ r 
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local contributions. the conflict caused considerable consternation among 

f 11 " "t oval Another early problem staff members in the months 0 ow~ng proJec appr • 

concerned project relations with other diversion programs ~n the Denver area. 

" the other programs that Central Denver Staff time had to be spent assur~ng 

would not be competing w~th them or c ~en s. " f 1" t Fortunately, meetings with 

justice system personnel and representatives of the other programs soon 

clarified the situation to everyone's satisfaction. 

One continuing delay has been caused by LEAA's reluctance to approve a 

major component 0 ~ ~ f the d ~vers~on proJ"ect services: the construction training 

program. The original grant proposal called for formation of a profit-making 

corporation, managed by project staff, that would purchase older buildings in 

the inner city and renovate them, thereby providing job and training 

opportunities for d~verte yout s. " d h Because of the novelty of this part of the 

"b"l" of legal problems resulting from the creation of proposal and the poss~ ~ ~ty 

a pr.ofit-making corporation, full approval for the program had not yet been 

received at the time the interviews were conducted, one full year after the 

initial proposal was approved. 

A second reason for the initially low referral rate also involves the 

delay in gaining approval for the construction program. Many of the persons 

who might have referred youths to the project said that the proposed program 

was Central Denver's chief attraction and that they would be reluctant to use 

the project until the construction program was underway. A third reason 

concerns the competition for clients among Denver diversion projects. Before 

a series of meetings was held to coordinate the referral process and a justice 

f d t the actual distribution of system screening committee was orme 0 manage 

cases among divers~on proJects, " " Central Denver experienced some loss of 

clients to other projects. 

I , 
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The project director expressed concern and frustration with the events 

that have postponed full implementation of the project. Many of the research 

objectives of the project had to be abandoned because of the low referral rate 

during the period in which randomization was intended. According to the 

director, many of the problems with cash flow and program delays would have 

been avoided if project managers in Washington had moved with greater celerity. 

Goals 

The proposal originally submitted for funding contained an elaborate 

statement of project goals and objectives that included the following: 

1. Diversion of mUltiple offenders from the juvenile justice system for 
treatment. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Diagnosis of diverted youths for identifying academic deficiencies, 
psychological, employment, and prevocational needs, and learning 
disabilities. 

Random assignment of diverted youths to various treatment 
the purpose of assessing the effects of project services 
diagnostic regimen, and other differentiating conditions: 

groups for 
the 

Placement of selected youths in jobs and job training programs. 

Provision of an academic remediation program to improve the reading, 
math, and spelling achievement of selected youths. 

Provision of a learing disability program to improve auditory, 
visual, and motor skills of selected youths. 

Assistance to diverted youths for re-enrollement ~n an appropriate 
educational program. 

Reduction of recidivism among project youths. 

In the interviews, an articulate project staff underscored the major goals 

of the project: diversion from the justice system and reduced recidivism for 

diverted youths through diagnostic screening and the provision of educational 

and vocational opportunities for clients. Staff members cited most of the 

proposed goals (except those related to random assignment to treatment groups 

r' __ _ 
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h BRr interviews were Conducted) and a few 
which had been abandoned before t e 

of the project's 
that reflect the special interests 

added subsidiary goals 
felt it was important to provide 

For example, one counselor 
individual teams. 

unavailable to them in the past; 
" that had been 

youths with success exper~ences 
in a positive way with 

" chance to interact 
another sought to give cl~ents a 

" skills; and a member of the 
develop interpersonal and cop~ng 

adults and 
system personnel about the value 

team said that educating justice 
diagnostic 

P
art of the project's mission. 

of diagnostic testing was 
" t raised by his 

elaborated on many of the po~n s 
The project director 

h goals of the project (for example, 
d t he remaining researc 

staff. He stresse 
" d~sabilities and delinquency), the 

learn~ng L ' 

examining the relationship between 
"" ~ tt1e importance " change ~n cl~e!~ts, anu L 

" 1 f the family in effect~ng 
pr~mary ro e 0 He 

" "k"lls in educational remediation programs. 
of teaching bas~c academ~c s ~ 

and employment as the key strategies 
" 1 training, 

named education, pre-vocat~ona 

in reducing recidivism. " t' 
a -1s0 described the proJec s 

b f staff members, 
The director, and anum er 0 

participating programs (i.e., 
h to service delivery. 

comprehensive approac 
New Pride) use a holistic concept 

Center, and Project 

• I 

Central Denver, Morgan 
Their experience has shown that the 

" the needs of their clients. in address~ng 
is often fragmented, that brokered 

treatment provided to problem youths 
that service providers usually focus on a 

service agencies are unreliable, and 
" the gamut of clients' needs. Moreover, 

single problem instead of address~ng 
" " allows the diversion 

funct~on~ng 1" , 
attention to all aspects of the c ~ents 

problems of the individual. 

project staff to 
tailor treatment to the specific 

individualized treatment plans were 
Coordinated service delivery and 

f C t 1 Denver's to be the hallmarks 0 en ra 
considered by many staff members 

service philosophy. 
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Sturcture and Function 

As has been mentioned, Central Denver is one of three interrelated 

components of what the project director has called a "youth service system." 

(A fourth component, still in the planning stage is described below.) Because 

the relationships among Central Denver, Morgan Center, and Project New Pride 

are often confusing (court personnel, and even some diversio~ project staff 

members, refer to all three as Central Denver), the'organizational and funding 

arrangements of the system require some explanation. As Figure A-I indicates, 

the constituent components of the youth serv~ce system are funded by different 

sources, yet all are operated under the leadership of the Central Denver 

project director. Although project directors of the components meet as equals 

in making joint decisions and in setting policy for the system, the director 

of Central Denver has prerogatives not accorded to the other two, because he 

was the motive force in establishing the system and because he has supervised 

the others, and much of the rest of the Morgan Center and Project New Pride 

staffs, in earlier stages of the system's development. 

According to the director of Morgan Center, the grants for Morgan Center 

and Central Denver were written ~n such a way that each could operate 

independently if the other was not funded. This was never necessary, because 

both grants were approved at approximately the same time. At the time of the 

BRr interviews, Central Denver served a central intake function in receiving 

referrals from justice system agencies, evaluating them, and then either 

providing services in-house or referring them to Morgan Center and Project New 

Pride. Each component had its own eligibility criteria, and strictly 

speaking, not all referrals received by Central Denver were diversion cases 

because some youths on formal probation (i.e., youths whose cases had been 
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adjudicated) were assigned to each of the three components. In fact, Project 

New Pride accepted only youths on formal probation and therefore its operation 

and services will not be considered in the same dete,il as those of the other 

components. The Morgan Center, because of its independent funding, is 

described below (see Diversion Project Service Options); while a description 

of those positions that are funded by the LEAA diversion grant follows 

immediately. 

The Central Denver Youth Diversion Project staff consists of a director, a 

deputy director, two clerical workers, two researchers, a four-member 

diagnostic team, a five-member counseling team, and an employment specialist. 

Personnel with service or managerial duties include: 

Project Directo~. Although the project director is paid by Central Denver 

and is by title the director of that component only, he in effect represents 

all three components in their common dealings with outside organizations such 

as the Denver Anti-Crime Council, the juvenile court, and other justice system 

and governmental agencies. In addition, he is responsible for project 

administration, public relations, budget management, and direct supervision of 

the diagnostic and research teams. 

Deputy Direct~. The deputy director 1S responsible for directing the 

project's day-to-day operation and assisting the director with this 

administrative duties. Her tasks include screening referrals to the project, 

tracking the flow ot clients through the system, managing the payroll, and 

supervising the counseling and employment teams. 

Learning Disabilities Specialist. In her role as leader of the diagnostic 

team, the learning disabilities specialist is responsible for establishing 

testing and staffing schedules and coordinating the activities of the team. 
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By her own assessment, her function vis-a-vis the rest of the team is more 

consultative than supervisory. Additionally, she conducts and scores the 

Level II (learning disability) testing, participates in client staffings, and 

serves as a consultant to the other teams and components. 

Social Worker. As a second member of the diagnostic team, the social 

worker is primarily responsible for Level I (screening) testing and for 

coordinating the project's efforts to meet the medical and mental health needs 

of clients. Her subsidiary duties include performing supplemental needs 

assessments, participating in client staffings, and serving as the project 

liaison to other service organizations 1n the community. 

Psychologist. The third member of the diagnostic team administers the 

Level IV (in-depth psychological) testing, assisting in the Level I testing, 

and serves as project liaison to the psychological testing unit of the 

juvenile court. He also consults with other staff members and with probation 

officers in interpreting test results, participates in client staffings, and 

occasionally provides in-service training on the use of diagnostic testing to 

the diversion project staff. Unlike the other staff members, he is a paid 

consultant and works half time at Central Denver. 

Other Diagnostic Team Members. Shortly before the BRI interviews were 

conducted, the diversion project lost one other diagnostic team member, a 

psychometrist who was responsible for administering test batteries. Also, the 

nurse practitioner position mentioned 1n the grant proposal was never filled. 

Project personnel reported that while candidates for the psychometrist 

position were being sought, the nurse practitioner position was to be 

eliminated. 
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Counselor SUEervisor. The counselor supervisor conducts intakes, assigns 

cases to counselors, checks counselors' paperwork, and supervises their 
\ 

casework; she also carries a minimal caseload herself. She is the counseling 

team's representative in dealings with the other system components. 

Counselors. The five counselors conduct intake interviews at clients' 

homes, set up appointments for screening tests, and attend the initial 

staffings. For those clients who are assigned to their caseloads (each 

counselor carries up to twenty clients), they hold counseling sessions, visit 

clients' homes and schools, maintain case files, prepare reports for the 

court, and often appear in court to present the reports. 

Employment SEecialist. In the original project plan, Central Denver was 

to have a two-member employment team: one staff person to supervise on-the-job 

training and the other to direct the construction program. Because funding 

for the construction program never materialized, only one staff member - the 

employment specialist - has been responsible for coordinating all employment 

services for clients. At the time of the BRI interviews, his duties included 

providing pre-vocational training to Central Denver clients, finding 

on-the-job training placements in the communi.ty, negotiating with employers 

and monitoring clients' work, and carrying a small caseload of clients. 

Project Administration 

A general staff meeting, attended by all personnel, is held weekly and 

lasts about an hour; its purpose is to exchange information, air problems, and 

discuss new programs and procedures. According to the project director, 

responsibility for conducting the meeting is shared by all participants, 

including the clerical staff. The chair rotates among staff members, and 

anyone can place an item on the agenda. 
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Individual teams have their own meetings to discuss issues specific to the 

teams, though these are not scheduled as regularly or as frequently as the 

general meetings. The diagnostic team, for example, meets every two to four 

weeks as needed. In addition, staffings j attended by all service providers, 

are held every Friday to develop service plans for clients and to place 

clients in the various serv;ce t ... componen s. 

Project personnel indicated that they are 11 1 genera y p eased with the 

amount of supervision they receive on the job and with the amount of input 

they have in determining how the project will operate. Most project policies 

are spelled out i 1" n a manu a wr~tten by the director and deputy director before 

the rest of the staff was hired,· however, suggest;ons ... are solicited from staff 

members when new policies are developed. A th "t f d " " u or~ y _ or . e·c~s~on making is 

well delineated within the organization: team dec~s~ons ...... are usually made by 

the team leader and his or her staff·, proJ"ect " management dec~sions by the 

director, deputy director, and team leaders; decisions that involve relations 

with other agencies by the director and deputy director. Interviews with 

project staff made it quite clear that the director can exercise considerable 

authority in setting policy for other service components of the system, even 

though he is technically responsible for only the Central Denver program. 

Service workers voiced few -1" b " comp a~nts a out project management; however, 

one suggested that t~~re was a need for better coordination among teams, 

especially in dealing with the research team, and that the roles of various 

staff members were not adequately def;ned. Sh 1 ... e a so reported that these 

problems had been solved for the most part by recent changes in personnel and 

by the appointment of team leaders. 
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Orientation and Training 

The project director and deputy director, assisted by representatives of 

the juvenile court, BRI, the Denver Anti-Crime Council, Project New Pride, 

Morgan Center, and other community service agencies, organized ten full days 

of orientation. Project managers focused on their experiences in running 

programs for juvenile offenders and the expectations for the Central Denver 

program. Other topics included the organization and function of the juvenile 

justice system, description of the project's client population, interagency 

relationships, research issues, and discussion of the problems that might be 

encountered Ln implementing the project. The two weeks of training also 

provided an opportunity to gain input from new staff members. For example, 

counselors participated Ln designing project intake forms and diagnostic team 

members assisted in formulating the battery of evaluative tests. Some staff 

members missed the initial training because they were not hired in time to 

participate. However, a few of these late-comers were already familiar with 

the Denver juvenile justice system and the mission of the diversion project, 

because they had worked for Project New Pride before joining the Central 

Denver staff. 
~ 

In-service training has been provided by both outside agencLes and by the 

diversion project's own professional staff. The National Office of Social 

Responsibility (NOSR) sponsored a series of eight four-hour sessions on family 

therapy. Conducted by a psychologist from the University of Colorado Medical 

Center, the workshop was offered to 12 juvenile court probation officers as 

well as to the entire diversion project staff. Consultation has also been 

provided to individual project workers with special problems. For example, a 

testing psychologist was consulted about testing ethnic minorities and an 
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optometrist was consulted about the treatment of perceptual problems. At the 

time the BRI interviews were conducted, requests had been made to obtain 

additional technical assistance from NOSR on a quarterly basis; management 

information systems and research on learning disabilities were suggested 

topics. 

In describing the qualifications of his staff, the project director 

proudly pointed out the high level of training and professional experience 

that individual members brought with them to Central Denver. Staff members 

with special training often provide in-service instruction to the rest of the 

staff at regularly scheduled staff meetings. Members of the diagnostic team 

have been used extensively for this purpose. 

Client Intake 

Referrals to Central Denver are received by the counselor supervisor who 

reviews each case to assess the child's eligibility and assigns the case to a 

counselor. It is the counselor's responsiblity to notify the referral source 

that the case has been received and to contact the child's family to arrange 

an intake appointment at the family's home. During this visit, which usually 

occurs within a day or two of referral, the counselor explains the program and 

its various components, the purpose of the diagnostic testing, and the 

requirements for participation. If the child and parents agree to 

participate, the counselor conducts a preliminary needs assessment and 

schedules a time for the youth to come to the Central Denver office for 

testing. The initial interview requires information on the youth's family, 

school and court history, employment: and health. There was some disagreement 

among project personnel about the extent to which the voluntary nature of the 

program is emphasized. Some said that participation is voluntary; others said 

______ . r 
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that clients have little choice given the status of their cases 1n the justice 

system. 

The intake assessment continues when the child arrives for Level I 

(screening) testing. (Although the original proposal contained plans for 

establishing a comparison group of diverted youths who would not be tested, at 

the time of the BRI interviews, all diverted youths receive Level I testing.) 

At this time, a member of the diagnostic team asks a series of questions 

designed to evaluate the child's academic and psychological functioning and 

administers a battery of psychological, achievement, and perceptual tests (see 

Service Options for a detailed description of all levels of testing). After 

the testing, the team member computes the test scores and writes a summary 

statement of the results. Over the course of the next two weeks, the 

counselor assigned to the case collects additional information on the child's 

social life, school performance, employment experience, home life, drug 

history, and arrest record. These data are obtained through interviews with 

the youth's teachers, probation officer, family, and peers and are recorded on 

the appropriate project forms. 

As a favor to the probation department, each month Central Denver 

evaluates several youths who are not eligible to participate in the diversion 

project programs. After the intake assessment, test scores and interview data 

are forwarded to the youth's probation officer, and the youth's contact with 

the project is terminated. 

All of the information assembled in the course of the extensive evaluation 

is presented at a staffing attended by counselors, the counselor supervisor, 

diagnostic team members, the deputy director, qnd any other project staff 

member who has been involved in the case. Since many cases are staffed at the 
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same meeting, counseling and diagnostic team members contribute to the 

evaluation of each other's cases. The chief purpose of the staffing is to 

select one of three alternatives for each diverted youth based on the 

counselor's evaluation and the test results: (1) if the youth's performance on 

the Level I testing indicates the possibility of perceptual problems (low 

achievement scores and a deficit on the learning disabilities screening test 

are the chief determinants), the placement decision is postponed and the child 

is asked to return for further diagnostic (level II) testing; (2) if the youth 

has been arrested for a felony, does not manifest perceptual problems, 1S 1n 

need of academic remediation, and meets the other criteria for Project New 

Pride, the case will be referred to Project New Pride; or (3) if the youth has 

been arrested for a misdemeanor, does not manifest perceptual problems, is 1n 

need of counseling and pre-vocational training, and meets the other criteria 

for admission to Central Denver, the case will remain the responsibility of 

the counselor who completed the intake. 

If further testing is indicated, the evaluation process continues. 

Diagnostic team members administer a second battery of tests - intelligence, 

visul-motor, and reading - to verify the results of the initial testing and to 

further determine if the child has a learning disability. Then a second 

staffing is held for the youth and, on the basis of this new information, 

staff members decide if the learning disabilities remediation program at the 

Morgan Center is an appropriate placement or if the youth can be placed in one 

of the other two components. When the final screening is completed, the 

intake counselor fills out the needs assessment portion of the intake 

observation form, and copies of the youth's test results are forwarded to the 

selected component. If the youth is to remain at Central Denver, the 

r _ 
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diagnosis and goals for treatment are written up Ln some detail; otherwise 

further development of a service plan becomes the responsibility of the 

component to which the youth is assigned. Morgan Center is assisted in this 

task by members of the diagnostic team who conduct a third level of testing -

a comprehensive, diagnostic learning disability (LD) evaluation in contrast to 

the screening test administered Ln Level I - after the youth has been 

contacted by the Morgan Center. Clients, and if possible their parents, are 

consulted in reaching an agreement on a service contract. Project workers 

make an effort to give an indepth rationale for assignment to a particular 

component. 

Clients usually are not admitted to the Morgan Center and Project New 

Pride programs immediately after referral. Instead, they must wait ~ntil a 

new class is formed. In the case of Morgan Center, new clients begin the 

program in groups of five or ten; for Project New Pride, a class is started at 

the beginning of every Denver Public Schools semester. During the interim 

period, clients are kept in what one staff member described as a "holding 

pattern," that is, clients have minimal contact with their counselors and 

probation officers. 

Staff members noted that referral sources occasionally recommend a service 

component when making a referral. Although these recommendations are 

considered in arriving at a decision, they are by no means considered binding 

by the project staff. If the staff's selection is different from the one 

suggested by the referral source, the youth's probation officer is notified. 

Case Management 

If the youth is assigned to the Central Denver component of the service 

system t the intake counselor will usually be responsible for case management 

-. 
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throughout the period of serv~ce del~very. S " d " 
4 4 ervLce ellvery Occurs in two 

phases: an intensive phase which lasts for three months, during which time 

maximum services are delivered, and a f 11 o ow-up phase which iasts for seven to 

nine months. In the intensive phase, ~t ;s d h 
4 4 expecte t at counselors will 

contact their clients at least twice a week and the;r . 
4 clLents' families at 

least once a week. Counselor and client usually meet at the child's home 

unless family problems prohibit this arrangement. I h f 11 n teo ow-up phase, 

contacts occur less frequently, t . h WLce a mont on the average. The length of 

time the counselor and client spend together varies with the purpose of the 

meeting (counseling, field trip, sports activity, job interview, etc.). 

Counselors formulate short-term and long-term goals f h" or t eLr clients that 

are recorded and placed in the client's case f;le. 
4 Day to day contacts with 

clients are also recorded and reviewed weekly by the counselor supervisor. 

Furthermore, counselors are expected to maintain contact with the child's 

teachers, employer, and probation officer in order to effectively monitor 

progress toward goals. 

Clients are automatically t . t d ermLna e at the end of one year. If the child 

still needs assistance at the end of that period and if there is no other 

agency to which an appropriate referral can be made, the child's counselor can 

petition for an extension. Any decision to terminate must be approved by the 

counselor supervisor and the dl"rector or th d " e eputy dLrector. 

Service Options 

In-house seIvices offered by Central Denver fall ;nto three 
4 categories: 

diagnostic testing, counseling and supervision, and employment. In addition, 

a school liaison, paid by the American Red Cross and supervised by the project 

director, works full-time t C tID a . en ra enver to advocate for project youths in 
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bl O S h 1 Working with all three system 
their dealings with the Denver Pu lC c 00 s. 

she l
"nsures that project youths receive credit from the public 

components, 

Pride or Morgan Center, she checks the 
schools for their work at Project New 

h 11 d lOn public school programs and reports to 
attendance of project yout s enro e 

° °th th schools to place project youths in counselors, and she negot1ates W1 e 

their special education programs. 
When youngsters complete one of the Central 

t with the public schools to Denver education programs she makes arrangemen s 

accept them back in regular classes. 

Diagnostic testing. As mentioned above, diagnostic team members test all 

youths referred to Central Denver. 
All tests are administered individually, 

° ° 11 conducted at JOuvenile hall, at the time of and although testing was or1g1na y 

the interviews it was being done only at the diversion project office or the 

Morgan Center. Four levels of testing are available: 

Level I: h are g~ven Level I testing as part of the All diverted yout s ~ 

diversion project intake procedure. 
It consists of measures of self-esteem 

with reading, spelling, and arithmetic and adjustment; an achievement test 

;ntell~gence test·, and a screening test for auditory, subscales; a short ~ ~ 

visual, and motor learning disabilities. The entire battery takes about two 

and one-half hours to administer. 

Level II: If Level I test results indicate that the child may have 

hours of more extensive testing is perceptual processing problems, two 

ordered. Level II testing consists of longer and more comprehensive 

and a test of visual-motor integration. intelligence and reading tests 

Level III: If remediation for learning disabilities is ordered, the child 

d t ted by one of their counselors. is assigned to the Morgan Center an con ac 

f 1 begin, two hours of diagnostic After an initial interview, but be ore c asses 
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testing for learning disabilities is administered by the learning disabilities 

specialist. She writes a prescription based on the test results and attends a 

staffing at the Morgan Center in order to assist in developing a treatment 

plan for the child. 

Level IV: Level IV testing consists of in-depth psychological tests 

(e.g., Rorschach, TAT) administered by the diagnostic team psychologist. It 

is ordered by staff members of any component or by agencies outside of Central 

Denver when it 1S suspected that a child has serious psychological problems. 

Only about 15% of Central Denver's client population is tested. Because the 

number of tests employed varies, the testing may last anywhere from two to 

four hours. 

In addition to the initial administration of each test battery, diagnostic 

team members are responsible for follow-up testing to chart the progress of 

clients in the educational components and provide data for research and 

evaluation. Allor part of Levels I, II, and III are re-administered at the 

end of three months at Morgan Center and at the end of the semester at Morgan 

Center and Project New Pride to assess changes in client performance. 

Counseling and Supervision. Counselors carry a case load of no more than 

twenty clients in the intensive phase, so that close and frequent contact with 

clients is possible (see Case Management above). No single approach is 

adhered to be project counselors, and the counselor supervisor suggested that 

counselors vary considerably in their personal styles. Sessions serve a wide 

range of purposes, for example, discussing personal and family problems, 

playing sports and games, or visiting a divorced parent. Most sessions have a 

task focus that 1S related to achieving one of the client's treatment goals. 

If a client has to appear in court, he or she 1S accompanied by the counselor 
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who serves as an advocate and may report on the youth's progress Ln the 

program. 

Employment services. At the time the BRI interviews were conducted, 

Central Denver was operating three employment-related programs: job 

preparatory training, on-the-job training, and direct job placement. !fa 

need for employment experience is identified in divertd youths assigned to 

Central Denver, they are assigned to the job preparatory training program 

conducted by the employment specialist with the assistance of counselors whose 

clients are enrolled in it. The first two weeks of training consists of four 

sessions lasting two hours each. In classes of no more than six youths, 

clients receive basic instruction in completing a job application, practicing 

the job interview, obtaining a social security car.d, and other issues related 

to preparing for a job. Concurrently, the employment specialist and 

counselors conduct an informal assessment of their clients' attitudes toward 

work, job interests and experience, and participation in the training in order 

to select appropriate placements and identify problems that may need to be 

addressed in regular counseling sessions. 

After about two weeks of training, the employment specialist begins trying 

to place his clients in jobs either directly or through on-the-job training 

"th I D;rect placements, which have been rare because arrangements W1 emp oyers. 4 

they are difficult to find, involve placing a youth on a job he or she has 

obtained from an employer without the project's promise of a payment. The 

employment specialist assists the youth in finding the job and may help in 

completing the job application, but diversion project involvement ends when 

the youth is hired. 

In contrast, the on-the-job training placement agreement requires the 

diversion project to pay the client's salary for his or her first month on the ! 
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job. After the youths complete the two week workshop, they are placed in the 

available job that best matches their interests and skills. Central Denver 

agrees to pay the employer $2.65 an hour for up to 25 hours a week in return 

for the employer's agreement to pay this money to the youth as a salary, 

provide on-the-job training, and treat the youth as a regular employee. 

Although there is no written contract, the employment specialist obtains a 

verbal agreement from the employer that he will hire the youth at the end of 

the one month period if the youth is performing satisfactorily. 

Because on-the-job placements, and to an even greater degree direct 

placements, were scarce at the time of the interviews, only a fraction of the 

project youths assigned to this option found jobs. When it became clear that 

the proposed construction program would be postponed, perhaps indefinitely, 

the diversion project staff began planning an alternative program, the Middle 

School. Supported by Manpower funds, the new program would offer 

pre-vocational training and instruction in basic skills taught in a vocational 

context. After three months in the program, project youths who met the age 

and unemployment criteria would be placed in jobs created with CETA funds. At 

the time of the BRI interviews, Central Denver and Morgan Center personnel 

were collaborating to develop the curriculum and procedures of the Middle 

School and they planned to implement the new project in the next few months. 

Occasionally, project staff members found it necessary to refer clients to 

coonnunity agencies for services not offered by the diversion project or the 

other system components. Among the resources that were mentioned were Right 

to Read, local employment agencies, and various hospitals and mental health 

centers. Referrals were made by counselors or by staff members who had 

established relationships with particular agencies; for example, the 
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psychologist usually handled referrals to obtain long-term psychotherapy for 

clients, yet none of the persons interviewed had made more than a few. 

Juvenile Justice System Structure and Function 

In Denver the juvenile justice system consists of the police department, 

the district attorney's office, and the juvenile court. Most important for 

this discussion is the Denver Juvenile Court. Jurisdiction of the court 

includes delinquency, children in need of supervision, child abuse and neglect 

dependency, reliquishments, adoptions, support and paternity, and judicial 

consent to marriage of minors. Its major divisions are the probation 

department, administrative agencies diversion, and clerk and trial court 

operations. 

Under a July, 1976 reorganization, the probation department was divided 

into three divisions: administrative services, admissions and special 

services, and community services. The last two provide direct services to 

youths. The admissions and special services division is responsible for 

preparing preliminary investigations upon request of the district attorney, 

processing juveniles who enter the system up to determination of guilt or 

innocence, a.nd monitoring child abuse and dependency cases. In contrast, the 

mandate of the community services division is to provide on-going formal case 

supervision to juveniles on probation, informal adjustment, or continued 

petition. 

A total of 4,012 new petitions were filed during fiscal year 1975-76 in 

the Denver Juvenile Court; 1,546 were for delinquency or children in need of 

supervision. 

Client Flow through fhe Juvenile Justice System 

When a police officer in the field observes a juvenile violating the law 

or receives a complaint about a juvenile, he usually has the option of 
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lecturing and releasing the youth or referring the case to the district 

attorney (i.e., making an arrest). In the case of some serious offenses, for 

example, burglary, the officer is required to make the arrest. All cases 

referred to the district attorney must be processed through the police 

department's delinquency control division, where officials have the author~ty 

to divert certain misdemeanants from further penetration into the juvenile 

justice system by referring them to selected social service agencies. 

If the case is referred to the district attorney, he too can exercise a 

number of options depending on the seriousness of the crime, the sufficiency 

of the evidence, and the youth's arrest record. First, he can dismiss the 

case if there is insufficient evidence or if the youth has committed a minor 

crime like violating curfew. Alternatively, when there is insufficient 

evidence but the district attorney feels that the youth would benefit from an 

official admonition, he may refer the case to the probation department with 

the recommendation that the youth be lectured and released. 

Second, if the evidence in a case is sufficient to go to court and if the 

offense is not serious or 1S a first offense, the district attorney may refer 

the youth to the District Attorney Diversion Effort, a diversion program that 

provides minimal counseling and referral to community service agencies for 200 

youths a year. 

Finally, the district attorney has the option of filing the charge. He 

can do this before referring the case to the probation department for 

investigation if the charge is serious enough, or he can do it at the 

probation department's recommendation. If the case is referred to the 

admissions division of the probation department for assistance in determining 

whether or not a charge should be filed, line probation officers investigate 

~\_---------------------------------~.--------------------------------~----------------~--------~~-----
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1 ' t through interviews with the youth and parents, the the delinquency camp a~n 

'ld' h school, and any other service victim of the offense, the ch~ s teac ers, 

agency with which the child has had contact. If the youth is already under 

h ' t' ation is performed by the community the jurisdiction of the court, t e ~nves ~g 

services division probation officer to which the cases had previously been 

assigned. On the basis of this additional information, the probation officer 

may recommend to the district attorney that he file the case in cou~t, 

( f t ' e'-hap s wi th an order for informally adjust the case i.e., de er prosecu ~on, p 4 

restitution or other stipulation), or divert the youth to an appropriate 

community program without further legal action. The intake probation officer 

follows cases filed in court until there is a court det~rmination of guilt or 

innocence. His preliminary investigation serves the additional purpose of 

b ' ff' with resource information providing the community services pro at~on 0 ~cer 

if the case is adjudicated and the youth is placed on formal probation. 

When a charge is filed, the youth must obtain (or be provided with) 

counsel and must attend a plea hearing or arraignment. If the child pleads 

guilty, the case is set for disposition three weeks later. The probation 

. d~spos~tl.·onal report in which he recommends a treatment offl.cer prepares a ~ ~ 

plan for the youth and presents the case to the court at the dispositional 

hearing. If the child pleads not guilty, a trial is held before a judge who 

must render a verdict; this process may take up to three months. A guilty 

.. verdict results in the preparation of a dispositional report as just 

described. At the dispositional hearing the treatment: plan is evaluated and 

one or more of the following dispositional alternative:s are ordered by the 

court: (1) formal probation for up to two years (this may include terms and 

, th youth to work, attend school, or participate in a conditions that requu'e e 
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community service program), (2) continued petition for up to s~x months, after 

which the judge can dismiss the case entirely or dismiss the case and return 

it to the probation department for informal adjustment if the youth had met 

the terms of the agreement, (3) out-of-home placement, (4) fine, (5) 

restitution to victim, (6) commitment to the Department of Institutions .. for up 

to two years, and (7) jail sentence if the juvenile is 18 years old at the 

time of the disposition. 

Eligibility Criteria and Referral to the Diversion Project 

Referral to Central Denver can occur when (1) the case ~s informally 

adjusted at the police level, (2) the case is informally adjusted by the 

district attorney, (3) the youth's petition is continued at the dispositional 

hearing, or (4) the youth is placed on formal probation at the dispositional 

hearing. The policy for diverting iuvenile offenders out of the justice 

system was set by representatives of each major party involved in diversion 

processing: the chief and the diversion coordinator of the police department 

delinquency control division, the senior deputy district attorney for the 

juvenile court, the presiding judge and the director of court serv~ces of the 

juvenile court, and the diversion project director. It was agreed that 

although the referral agency (police, district attorney, or court) has 

ultimate jurisdiction over the youth, the diversion project would assume 

supervisory responsibility for the duration of services. This agreement to 

assume responsiblity for youngsters under the jurisdiction of the court 

carries certain stipulations with it. For example, the project director was 

required to sign a "commitment of confidentiality of juvenile records." 

Shortly before the BRI interviews were conducted, the chief probation 

officer issued a memorandum to his staff describing the referral criteria 
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. proJ'ect and the court. agreed to by the divers~on The following list contains 

both the criteria common and the criteria used by to all program components 

. 1 component for a youth. ff 'n selecting a part~cu ar t he Central Denver sta • 

. 11 . . system personnel agreed, that ~n a Project staff emphasized, and Just~ce 

. 1 J'udge of the youth's eligibility. cases the diversion project is the f~na 

~mmon Program Elements: 

L 

2. 

3. 

4. 

( sic) is the requirement that 11 C tral Denver programs t 
Common to a en 1 and/ or misdemeanor arres . must have a multiple fe ony the m~nor 
record •••• 

The minor 
diversion 

1 d in another juvenile cannot be concurrently enrol e 
program. 

t be on informal adjustment, continued petition, or 
The minor mus . t the program. formal probation at the time of entry 1n 0 

, f rals for evaluation prior to . 
Central Denver w1ll accept :e er. th obation officer condit10nal 

1 h . and w111 g1 ve e pr . .. 
dispositiona ear1ng 'd d the court makes the d1spos1t10n acceptance into the program prov1 e 
being sought. 

Specific Program Requirements: 

L 

2. 

3. 

1 t 14 years of age and less ProJ'ect New Pride - Minor must be at
h 

eas am. only formal probation 
h t ring t e progr , 

than 18 years of age w en :n e t have an arrest for a felony cases will be accepted. M1nor, mus 
offense on the record. 

. . bilities - Accepts referrals of Morgan Center for Learn1ng D1s~ than one month into his/her . ('f' 1S not more 
informal adjustment 1 m1no: f' t ke) continued petition, and 
informal adjustment at the t1me 0 ~n at 14 years of age and less 
formal probation cases; must be,at eas 
than 18 years of age when enter1ng the program. 

ent ro ram - Youth must be at Central Denver counseling and emplo~ 1~ !ars of age when entering 
least 14 years of age and no~ more t ~nt' ~r informal adjustment; 

b cont1nued pet1 10n d f the program; must e on "ble for the court to e er ' I' have made 1t POSS1 , 
recent changes 1n po 1CY, , h outh is on formal probat10n. up to 72 cases annually 1n wh~ch t e y 

t o make the referral ,rocess In an attempt more efficient, a screening 

diversion coordinator of the polic~ department committee composed of the 

control division, the senior deputy de linquency district attorney for the 

\ 
\ 
i 
If 
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juvenile court, and a probation supervisor, was formed in December, 1976, to 

coordinate all referrals to the various diversion alternatives available to 

the court. Although all of the committee's decisions are negotiated by its 

members until a joint decision is reached, the district attorney has a greater 

influence in the decision since he has final authority for the disposition of 

the case. 

Usually the district attorney informs the investigating probation officer 

of the committee's decision and the officer tells the youth that he or she is 

being diverted. At the diversion project's request, probation officers give 

their clients only an overview of the Central Denver system since a final 

determination of the component to which a youth is assigned is not made until 

the diagnostic process is complete. The probation officer completes the 

standard juvenile court referral form, the informal adjustment petition (if 

the case has been informally adjusted), and a release of information form (the 

last two must be signed by parent and child), and mails these to Central 
Denver. 

Police referral proceeds somewhat differently. The diversion coordinator, 

who maintains files on all youths referred to Denver diversion projects, can 

divert youths arrested for petty crimes and first offenses to the four Youth 

Services Bureaus and youths arrested for more serious misdemeanors (that are 

not first offenses) to the Central Denver project. However, only a few cases 

(about five per month) are referred to Central Denver at the police level. 

The names of these youths are sent to the diversion project and a member of 

the research team is dispatched to the delinquency control division office to 

pick up their files. It is the diversion project counselor's responsibility 

to call the child, inform him or her that referral to the project has been 
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... 1 . t' In both police and court referral, made, and arrange an 1n~t1a 1n erV1ew. 

the diversion project is required to notify the referral source whether or not 

the youth has been accepted to services within 15 days of the referral. 

. h t ~~~.Lc·£-· 1'nd1'cated that those who actually make the Interviews w1th t e cour. _~_ 

referrals to the project, that is, the members of the screening committee, had 

the best knowledge of the project's eligbility criteria, while the probation 

d 1 11 . f rmed In fact, one probation department generally seeme ess we -1n 0 • 

officer said because Central Denver has a wide range of programs with varying 

eligibility criteria, she recommends the diversion project for many of her 

clients, and leaves determination of eligibility to the screening committee 

. lf All part1'es agreed that the criteria for admission and the project 1tse • 

are adhered to strictly. The pro~ect director gave special emphasis to this 

point, stating that any "bending of the rules" would bring protests of unequal 

treatment from officers whose clients had been refused services. 

At the time of the BRI interviews, most of the youths referred to the 

project had been on formal probation or had their petition continued, though 

the number of informal adjustments diverted to Central Denver was said to be 

increasing. Most probation officers try to present referral to the project as 

an offer of help rather than as a demand, but technically all referrals are 

under the jurisdiction of the court and, for many, enrollment in the project 

is a condition of deferred prosecution, so participation is voluntary only in 

a very limited sense. 

Admission of guilt is a requirement of the informal adjustment agreement 

(but cannot be used against the youth in subsequent legal proceedings) and 

b ' w1'th continued petitions either have admitted youths on formal pro at10n or 

guilt or have been found guilty by the court. None of those interviewed, 

I' 
it 
I~ 
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neither court nor diversion project personnel, felt that youths were coerced 

into admitting guilt in order to gain admission to the Central Denver program, 

yet the project director admitted to having some misgivings about these 

procedures at first. In fact, the original project proposal p~0vided for a 

lawyer to represent potential diversion project clients in 4:heir dealings with 

the justice system. Although he was still sensitive to the possibility of 

abuses, the project director stated that he had gained considerable confidence 

in the probation department staff and the members of the screening committee 

since the inception of the project and felt that sufficient safeguards had 

been established to guarantee the rights of juvenile offenders. Some court 

staff members pointed out that all youths have legal counsel at least from the 

time of the plea hearing. 

The legal status of diversion project clients is informal adjustment, 

continued petition, or formal probation, depending on the point in the system 

at which the youth is referred. If a child fails to perform satisfactorily in 

the Central Denver program, the child's probation officer is notified and a 

conference is set up to discuss a change in disposition or an assignment to a 

different social program. If the child continues to have problems, the 

probation officer can request the district attorney to return the child to the 

justice system at the point which he or she left it. According to the 

district attorney, most program failures are the result of rearrest rather 

than a failure to participate. 

One feature of these referral arrangements that deserves mention is that 

Central Denver's clients, strictly speaking, are not diverted. Though these 

youths are receiving services outside of the formal justice system, their 

involvement in the justice system continues. With the exception of the few 

__ r 
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Client at Central Denver ~s on the 
clients referred by the police, every 

official case load of a probation officer; most are on a form of informal 

b d " d" t d and are on formal probation and the remainder have een a JU ~ca e 

probation. While the services provided at Central Denver may be an 

"d d b the justice system, improvement over the service typically prov~ e Y 

"" t violates the logic of diversion. continued contact with the Just~ce sys em 

Juvenile Justice System Service Options 

"t services division provide on-going The probation officers of the commun~ Y 

supervision for juveniles on probation, continued petition, informal 

adjustment, and in out-of-home placement. To facilitate the supervision of 

and County O
f Denver has been divided into quadrants under the 

cases, the City 

" for each quadrant, and officers supervise direction of a probation superv~sor 

an average of 45 cases apiece. 

" . d When a youth is first referred Three levels of case superv~s~on are use • 

f f 1 probation or with a continued petition, 
to the probation department or orma 

for a per iod of about a month. Probation 
intensive supervision is necessary 

officers are expected to meet with clients weekly or more frequently for that 

period. 
" h th child and if no special If the officer can establish rapport w~t e 

hI client contacts will 
problems are evident, standard supervision, or mont Y 

follow. W;th the;r clients for individual counseling, Officers usually meet L L 

Some 
I " sess~ons are conducted when caseloads allow. though group counse ~ng L 

officers share outreach offices that offer drop-in activities, and athletics 

somet ;mes organized over the summer months. activities are L 

"" cons;st~ng of little more than a monthly telephone Minimal superv~s~on, L L 

call, is provided to youths whose cases have been informally adjusted. The 

an off~cer has with a client depends on whether or not the amount of contact L 
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client has been placed in a social program. In general, the more intensive 

the program is, the less contact the officer will have with the client. Cases 

referred to the Central Denver diversion project~ ~cr example, may not have 

direct contact with an officer for the duration of the supervisory period. 

Diagnostic services are available through the juvenile court's 

psychological services unit, though probation officers often try to refer 

clients to outside agencies (includi:ng Central Denver) for assessment because 

of the unit's workload. Other services are available on a limited basis from 

the court's JOIN program. JOIN attempts to relieve the probation staff of 

t 
r: 

~ 
Ii 

! 
" 
~ 

many non-counseling duties by matching the needs of juvenile offenders with 

community resources and, in some cases, by providing direct services. By 

using volunteer workers, JOIN can offer tutoring and job development, 

counseling, and placement. Existing community agencies provide recreation, 

i 
i 

transportation, clothing, emergency services and medical serv~ces through 

I referral. However, many of these resources are limited. For example, since 

I job placements are scarce, each of the court's seven probation units are 
i 

I 
I allowed only two placements per month. 
I 

I 
I 

The length of the supervisory period varies with the youth's legal 

I 
I status. Informal adjustments last six months, continued petitions last six 
I 
I 
I 

I months to one year, and formal probation may last up to two years. The 
I 

i 
I 

! 
I 

I 
! 

decision to terminate an informally adjusted case rests with the probation 

officer and the district attorney, but the termination of cases with the other 

two dispositions requires the intervention of a judge. 
I 

I In fiscal year 1975-76, the Denver Juvenile Court placed 584 youthS on 

I, 
I probation and an additional 247 youths were placed with continued petitions. 

I 
! 
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Intera~,ency Attitudes and Relations 

The Central Denver staff, and the project director in particular, enjoy 

relationships with court administrators and probation personnel that appear to 

be virtually unparalleled among diversion projects for their high levels of 

trust and confidence. However, the history of their relations has not been 

completely problem-free. As mentioned above, probation officers and 

supervisors did not refer clients to Central Denver during three months of 

operation because of disagreements over the proposed research design. It is 

interesting to note, however, that court personnel generally attribute these 

difficulties to deficiencies in the funding process, intergovernmental 

squabbling, and "bureaucratic red tape," rather than t th d" " o e ~vers~on project 

or the project director. The high praise accorded Central Denver by the 

juvenile court staff results im part from th "d" , e project ~rector s facility for 

public relations, and from his successful past efforts in d~veloping and 

operating programs that serve as alternat'ves to J"uven'le" " " • • Just~ce process~ng. 

On the other hand, the project director has accommodated the justice 

system in two specific ways that seem out of line with OJJDP project 

guidelines. The project's clients have not been fully removed from the 

es s yout s w 0 are not being justice system, and the diagnostic team t t h h 

considered for the project as a service t th " " o e Just~ce system. Tn these ways, 

the project serves more as a resource for the justice system than an 

independent diversion project. 

Court personnel reported that general meetings for the entire probation 

staff were held at the two probation department office locations. Many also 

said that diversion project staff members met individually with officers to 

further explain the program. Communication between the two groups appeared to 
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be good; counselors and probation officers meet frequently to discuss cases at 

staffings and over the phone. 

Services provided by Central Denver compare favorably with both those 

provided by the probation department and those provided by past Denver 

diversion projects. Probation officers felt that a lack of manpower and funds 

prevents them from providing either the range or depth of services available 

through referrals to Central Denver. Specifically, officers pointed to 

usefulness of the project's diagnostic services in aiding their 

decision-making, the permanence and stability of Central Denver in providing 

services, the project's past success in dealing with "serious" cases, and the 

accountability built into the project's procedures for referral and serv~ce 

delivery. 

Service quality was a recurrent theme in many of the interviews with both 

court and diversion project staff members. Some court officials, who 

decidedly prefer the use of probation services to diversion without services 

(i.e., release) or even voluntary participation in a service program, said 

that the Central Denver program is superior to probation because it combines 

needed services with the coercion necessary to insure that youths will 

participate. Virtually all parties agree that much of Central Denver's 

effectiveness could be traced to this combination of comprehensive serv~ces 

and authoritative intervention. 

Several court officials pointedly compared the Central Denver project with 

other diversion projects used by the court since 1973. According to these 

officials, other diversion projects failed because of their voluntary nature, 

the lack of supervision provided to their clients, their use of untrained 

personnel, or the distrust engendered in the justice community as the result 

__ r 
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of bogus research generated by the project. Evidently, Central Denver has not 

been criticized on any of these counts; it was termed by one court staff 

member as the "best" of the diversion projects to date. 

"" f Central Denver over past diversion projects Aside from the super1or1ty 0 

and the reputation of the project director as an effective administrator, 

and adm1'n1"strators appreciate the numerous ways 1n which probation officers 

". " b . In addition to reducing Central Denver has strived to make the1r JOs eaS1er. 

officers' caseloads, the diversion project has occasionally provided 

diagnostic testing to youths who did not fit project criteria. Furthermore, 

f 11 d Ot f having proJ"ect youths on their probation officers get u cre 1 or 

caseloads, because technically project youths are still under their 

supervision. 

The probation officers who were interviewed were satisfied with the rate 

and the kind of referrals being made to the project, though one officer 

Most expressed a wish to divert some~what younger youths than were allowed. 

court personnel seemed comfort~lble referring only fairly serious cases to 

Central Denver, perhaps because other diversion alternatives were available 

for less serious offenders and because they maintain their own jurisdiction 

over cases sent to Central Denver. 

In sum, the relationship between the court and the diversion project was a 

cooperative one, based on the ability of each to fulfill the other's needs. 

Central Denver depended on court referrals, and, on the other hand, the 

diversion project had gone to great lengths to accommodate the court and 

reduce its caseloads. 

Morgan Center 

The Morgan Center originated as an experimental unit within Project New 

Pride, but as the need for services grew, it sought funds from the State of 

/ 
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Colorado and the Denver Anti-Crime Council to expand its operations. The 

Center accepts referrals exclusively from the Central Denver diversion project 

and works closely with the Central Denver staff to provide services to 

clients. As an independently funded component of the youth-service system, 

Morgan Center makes use of Central Denver's diagnostic screening, employment 

services, and research and evaluative capabilities. In exchange, Morgan 

Center provided counseling and learning disabilities remediation to 40 to 60 

Central Denver youths per year. 

The Morgan Center's therapeutic approach is based on the premise that one 

important factor contributing to academic failure, and consequently 

delinquency, is the child's 

failure to develop an organized, efficient perceptual system. 
In many instances splinter skills have been developed which 
hamper the integration of stimuli perceived through the various 
sensory modalities (visual, auditory, tactile, kinesthetic). In 
order to achieve maximum benefit from the sensory system a 
highly individualized, multidisciplinary approach must b~ taken 
which considers both client learning strengths and weaknesses, 
and how they affect not only the youth's academic performance, 
but also his social performance in general. Thus, the Morgan 
Center strives to help its clients build a "personal" learning 
system, which will help him to achieve successes in academics 
employment, and in the community (Morgan Center Grant Proposai). 

The Center's staff consists of the project director, the assistant 

director (who also serves as a counselor), a full-time counselor, a learning 

disabilities specialist, a learning disabilities teacher, a visual therapist, 

a teacher who specializes in auditory therapy, a half-time developmental 

therapist, and a variable number of student interns. Also, the Center 

regularly uses three consultants for additional assistance and supervision in 

counseling, learning disabilities, and visual therapy. 

In general, counselors act as case managers and are responsible for 

providing individual and family counseling, attending clients' court hearings, 

!' ---
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and coordinating any services provided outside the Center. The remaining 

staff members (e~cept for interns) are state-certified teachers that plan 

lessons, informally assess clients, and give specialized help. The learning 

" d" b"l"t" t cher spend most of their disabilities specialist and learn1ng 1sa 1 1 1es ea 

time 1n the classroom coordinating the specific therapies designed by the 

other specialists. 

All youths accepted by the Morgan Center are enrolled in the program for a 

S1"X months 1"n an intensive phase during which youths attend one-year period, 

the Center daily and receive regularly scheduled treatment and six months in a 

follow-up phase during whic~ they are placed in appropriate programs outside 

the center (vocational, employment, public school, community/education) and 

contact is reduced to a weekly basis. Clients are taken into the program 

h "th in groups of five to ten in during two consecutive mon.t severy S1X mon s 

order to accommodate the extensive screening and diagnostic procedure 

d " t" t Un11'ke ProJ"ect New Pride, conducted by the Central Denver 1agnos 1C earn. 

which follows the Denver Public Schools' schedule, Morgan Center operates 

year.-round. At the time of the interviews, the Center had received 23 

referrals from Central Denver, 19 of which were active cases. Twenty-five 

referrals were expected in the next few weeks. 

Central Denver provides all initial screen1ng for Morgan Center clients as 

well as interim testing at the end of three months and post-testing at the end 

of the six-month intensive phase. Further formal assessment, optometric 

t are conducted by the in-house staff examination, medical, and motor assessmen 

and by project consultants following referral to Morgan Center. 

Within seven to ten days following referral, Morgan Center counselors to 

d t 1 " the program to thE~m, and obtain their contact youth an paren s, exp a1n 
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consent to participate. Informal assessment continues through the client's 

first month of participation in the program. Then a second in-depth staffing 

is conducted by the Center staff and the Central Denver diagnostic team to 

develop a prescriptive treatment plan that includes objectives for learning 

disability therapy, academic remediation, and counseling and social 

adjustment. Parents are invited to attend this staffing, but do not often 

come. Therefore a counselor usually visits the child's home shortly after the 

staffin~ to discuss the details of the treatment with them. 

The following services are provided to all Morgan Center clients: 

Counseling. Morgan Center's two counselors have much the same treatment 

philosophy as counselors in the other components of the sytem because nearly 

all of them worked previously for Project New Pride. When the program is 

operating at full capacity, each counselor will have a caseload of 15 to 20 

youths. The amount of client contact varies with need, but it was expected 

that during the intensive phase counselors would see their clients daily 

merely be being present at the Center before and during classes. At least 

once a week, counselors conduct problem-oriented sessions with their clients 

for an hour or more. All counseling occurs on a one-to-one basis and an 

effort is made to integrate this service with educational remediation and 

employment services. 

Counselors are also responsible for weaning their clients away from the 

program and facilitating adjustment to a public school or job program during 

the six-month follow-up phase. Morgan Center counselors act as advocates for 

their clients in the courts and schools; they are required to accompany 

clients to all court appearances with detailed case notes and reports. 

Learning disability and academic remediation. Level III testing by 

Central Denver's diagnostic team is designed to pinpoint the perceptual 
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processing strengths and weaknesses of each client. Therapy 1S designed to 

d d 1 t 1 (motor) skills to full raise each youth's visual, auditory, an eve opmen a 

potential. Standard exercises are used that match the weaker sensory 

modalities with the stronger modalities to integrate the youth's functioning 

skills. I 1 f sk ~ll ~s attained, regular academic work is After a minimum eve 0 • • 

included in the child's treatment program. 

In addition to classroom work, clients rotate among the various 

specialists for half hour sessions of individualized help. As the child 

there is less of a need to keep him or her isolated for progresses, 

specialized training. • At the t~me of the interviews, about ten clients were 

attending classes conducted by three teachers with the assistance of four or 

five student 1nterns. , Interns, who are usually student teachers or 

volunteers, provide tutor1ng • , and the ~ndividual attention deemed necessary for 

successful learning. 

Youths spend three hours per day (in the morning or in the afternoon) on 

four days each week in classes at Morgan Center. Teachers must meet the 

criteria set by the Denver Public Schools so that clients can receive public 

school credits for their participation in the Center's program. Similarly, 

curriculum 1S su Ject to _ 'b' the approval of the Denver Public Schools. 

Recreation and cu1tura • I educat~on are also part of the Center's school 

program. Weekly basketball games involving all the Center's clients and staff 

are considered part of the gross motor training offered to program youths. 

Field trips and guest speakers have been used to further expose clients to 

their community. 

Referral Services. Morgan Center uses many of the community resources 

available to Central Denver, especially referral for medical and mental health 
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services. In addition, to a limited extent, counselors have referred clients 

to Central Denver for pre-vocational training and on-the-job placement. 

Early termination from the Morgan Center program can occur for several 

reasons. Termination may occur because a client is committed to the 

Department of Institutions, since mandatory sentencing laws would apply to 

many of the Center's clients if they were rearrested. If a child fails to 

keep the commitment to attend class regularly (80% attendance is considered a 

minimum), a joint decision may be made by the child's probation officer and 

the Center staff to remove the child from the program. Only a few clients 

have left the program this way since its inception. Finally, the court may 

decide to place the child outside the home for reasons unrelated to program 

participation. This action, too, may result in early termination. 

Feedback to Central Denver is provided at frequent staff meetings and in 

the form of statistical information required by project agreements. Data 

collected for research purposes are coordinated by the Central Denver research 

team through the Morgan Center secretary. 

Project New Pride. Project New Pride is an alternative high school for 

serious juvenile offenders. The director of Central Denver initiated New 

Pride seven years ago, and by all accounts the program has been quite 

successful. The project is highly regarded by officials of all branches of 

the juvenile justice system and has been designated an exemplary project by 

LEAA. 

BRI did not interview personnel at New Pride because the director of 

Central Denver had stated that client cases sent to New Pride do not fit 

program guidelines for Central Denver. This is true, since all New Pride 

clients are on formal probation. On the other hand, agreements with the 
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1 probation to enter number of youths on forma . system allow a limited J'ust1ce Central 
Furthermore, d with Central Denver. all of the programs associate f 

to New Pride as part 0 .. . .. referred 
Denver's quarterly reports list the cl~en~s 

These clients only its case load. 
1 Denver through the have contact with Centra 

f 1 services offere diagnostic and re erra d by t!\e diversion project. 
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KANSAS CITY YOUTH DIVERSION PROJECT 

(December 12-16, 1977) 

Overview 

The Kansas City metropolitan area consists of seven counties centered on 

the Missouri-Kansas state line. Kansas City, Missouri, with a population of 

407,087 (1970 census) is situated in three of the five counties that compose 

the Missouri side of the metropolitan area. The target jurisdiction of the 

Kansas City Youth DhTersion Project is that portion of Kansas City which is l.n 

Jackson County, Missouri. The majority of Kansas City residents, 86.9% or 

440,524 people, live in this area. 
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The Jackson County Juvenile Court has the largest volume of referrals in 

the metropolitan area: 5,408 in 1975 compared with about 850 referrals in the 

next largest county (Clay) in the Missouri portion of the city. Furthermore, 

the City, Missouri Police Department (KCPD) refers the largest number of 

youths to the juvenile court, accounting for approximately 70%' of the court's 

intake. Until recently, it was believed that juvenile delinquency in Kansas 

City had peaked in 1969. However, an analysis in 1975 of the twelve-year 

delinquency returned to an ariest trend line that has been following an upward 

history of juvenile delinquency confiz~ed that, after a few years of decline, 

direction at a fairly steady rate since 1961. This increase in arrests is 

more serious when one considers that 40.1% of the juvenile arrests in 1975 

were for aggravated assault, robbery, burglary, and auto theft. (Demographic 
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information and crime statistics were obtained from the project grant 

proposal. ) 

The Kansas City Youth Diversion Project is the cooperative effort of the 

Urban Affairs Department of the city and the Kansas City, Missouri Police 

Department. When BRI interviewers visited Kansas City in December, 1977, the 

police department was diverting youths from further penetration into the 

juvenile justice system and operating one of the project's social service 

units. The Urban Affairs Department was responsible for the project's overall 

administration and the operation of a second social service unit, which placed 

clients at ten community agencies throughout the city. In order to gain a 

complete picture of program operations, interviews were conducted with 

personnel from the Jackson County Juvenile Court, the city's service unit, the 

police department's service unit, each of the ten community service agencies, 

and other community service agencies to which the service units sometimes 

refer clients. 

History 

The diversion project proposal funded by LEAA was a product of the 

political forces at work in Kansas City in 1976. According to interviews with 

police and diversion project personnel, the initial idea for the project was 

suggested to the KCPD by a private attorney who believed that an ef~ort should 

be made to replace the youth service bure!au because its funding would soon be 

terminated. His idea found support from the commander of the juvenile 

division (who has since been promoted to chief of detectives). Under the 

commander's direction, a local evaluator and the present police department 

diversion coordinator began work on an initial draft of the proposal. 

Anticipating that LEAA would not fund a project exclusively operated by the 
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police, they approached the mayor of Kansas City and invited the city to 

co llaborate. 

At that point, a number of community organizations expressed their 

dissatisfaction with the plan. They formed a neighborhood coalition to 

protest tho lack of community involvement in p1:'nject planning and to direct 

the focus of the plan to the problems of the inner-city. As one interviewee 

suggested, "the proposal sounded like a group of white people making a plan to 

serve black kids." In September, 1976, with the deadline for submitting the 

proposal approaching, members of the Urban Affairs Department consulted 

coalition representatives and the police department grant writers and drafted 

a proposal that was satisfactory to each of the three groups involved. The 

city would administer the grant through its Department of Urban Affairs and 

operate one of the project's social service units, Roles for Youth (RFY). 

Direct services offered by the city unit would be minimal, however, with case 

management handled by service managers under contract to the city but located 

in community based service agencies, such as those operated by the 

neighborhood coalition. Rather than contracting for services per se, the city 

chose to pay the salary (and some expenses) or one additional staff member for 

each of ten youth-serving community agencies, so that diverted youths could be 

assigned to service providers near their homes. The Kansas City Police 

Department, an agency of the State of Missouri, would have a major subcontract 

with the city to operate a second service unit emphasizing the provision of 

short-term (30 days) crisis intervention services to diverted youths. The 

Youth Service Unit (YSU) would be run independently of RFY, with the two 

comptonents sharing equally the cases referred by police intake. Both 

components would have the option of referring cases to other agencies for 
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additional services. With each of these major groups accomodated, the 

proposal was submitted. The city was notified of LEAA's intent to award the 

grant in December, 1976. 

Despite the early availability of project funds (January, 1977) diversion 

project administrators spent very little money until April. Delays in the 

approval of the police department contract, discussed below, resulted in a 

postponement of YSU spending until August 1, 1977. In the first quarter of 

project operations (January through March), an RFP was distributed to thirty 

neighborhood agencies that were thought to be potential service contractors 

and a notice soliciting proposals was placed in local newspapers. These 

efforts produced proposals from more than twenty agencies from which nine of 

the proposed ten were selected. The tenth agency was not chosen for several 

more months because of the difficulty in finding a suitable contractor in the 

southeast part of the city. According to the project director, eight of the 

ten agencies that had contracts with the diversion project at the time of the 

BRI interviews were members of the neighborhood coalition. Staff recruitment 

had to be performed directly by the Urban Affairs Department because of the 

backlog of work in the city personnel department. This slowed the hiring 

process somewhat; the project director was hired on April 18 and four 

non-clerical RFY positions were filled on June 13. 

The hiring of the Youth Service Urdt staff was more protracted. 

Preparation and negotiation of the police department contract took longer than 

expected, and approval by the Board of Police Commissioners was delayed by the 

election of a new state governor. Because a new board would soon be 

appointed, the tame-duck board was reluctant to take the initiative in a 

project that required a three-year commitment. Thus, funds for the YSU 
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component did not become available until August, 1977, and the YSU staff was 

not hired until September - some ten months after the project was funded. 

Project start-up was further postponed by delays in the delivery of both the 

city's and the police department's computer equipment and by the difficulty of 

locating a tenth community agency to serve southeast Kansas City. 

A pilot test of diversion project procedures began on September 19 and 

continued through the month of September. By the time the BRI interviews were 

conducted, over a hundred youths had been found eligible for diversion and 

assigned to one of four experimental groups: normal processing to juvenile 

court, the RFY service program, the YSU service program, and release without 

services. 

Goals 

According to the grant proposal, "the major goal of the program is to 

reduce by a significant number the adjudication of juveniles alleged to be 

delinquent." The primary strategy for accomplishing this goal was to be the 

diversion of juvenile offenders from two points in the justice system: 

immediately after booking at the police youth unit and at juvenile court 

intake. At the time the BRI interviews were conducted, this plan had been 

amended to allow for diversion at police intake only. (For a more complete 

description, see Intake and Referral below.) 

Virtually all YSU and RFY staff members who were interviewed acknowledged 

the pre-eminence of the goal of impact on the justice system and the 

importance of the research aspects of the project in assessing the effects of 

different dispositions. The police personnel, in particular, underscored the 

project's experimental nature and its potential impact on future policy-making 

and justice system practice. As might be expected, given the differing 
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treatment strategies adopted by the two components, personnel from the police - A-49 -

and city service units disagreed on the means of changing the behavior of by contract with community and public agencies, a wide variety of programs 1n 

diverted youth and preventing recidivism. YSU staff emphasized a cr1S1S the areas of employment and training, housing, economic development, early 

intervention strategy aimed at teaching problem-solving skills to youths and childhood education, services to the elderly, criminal justice, and social 

their parents so that they can deal more effectively with their environment. welfare. As stated previously, the Kansas City Youth Diversion project is 

Their clients are trained through role-playing techniques to consider all administered by the Department of Urban Affairs with a major sub-contract to 

available alternatives and to choose among them on the basis of their the Kansas City Police Department and additional contracts to ten 

consequences. On the other hand, the RFY component, as the name implies, youth-serving community agencies. Overall project management including 

attempts to "assist diverted youths (in developing) to their fullest planning and coordination of project activities, contract negotiation and 

capacities through placement in roles in which they may contribute their monitoring, operation of the information and tracking system and program 

talents, interests, and energy to the community through work or service" monitoring is the responsibility of the Roles for Youth staff. Housed in city 

(Diversion Project grant proposal). Such involvement in jobs, education, and hall and supervised by the director of the Department of Urban Affairs, the 

community service would enhance self-esteem and foster commitment to Roles for Youth staff also places diverted youths with service managers at the 

constructive alternatives. In addition, RFY staff members stressed the ten community agencies scattered throughout the city and coordinates services 

opportunity their program offers for educating the community about the needs for youths assigned to their component. 

and problems of young offenders. Couching their arguments in the terms of The police youth services unit, on the other hand, is located in the youth 

labeling theory, they described the potential effects of their public unit at the police building. Its staff, which operates independently of the 

relations effort for changing community attitudes through lectures, radio city component, consists of five service workers, paid by the diversion 

program discussions, and meetings with teachers and concerned citizenry. In project but supervised by the commander of the police department's youth unit, 

sum, the goals and strategies of the two components seem to be sufficiently and two police officers who coordinate and monitor service delivery in the 

similar to permit cooperation in achieving common objectives, yet sufficiently police component and referral to both components on a full-time basis. 

different to make a comparison of the two approaches of interest. Because the diversion project consists of two largely autonomous and 

Sturcture and Function physically separate entities, the function of personnel from each will be 

The Department of Urban Affairs is the social planning and administrative described separately. 

unit of the city government with responsibility for the development and The following administrative and service staff have responsibility for 

management of human service programs. The department administers, directly or project management and the operation of the Roles for Youth component (See 

Figure A-2): 

Project Director. The director represents the city in monitoring 

contractual arrangements with the police department and other agencies and 
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works in concert with YSU supervisory staff in coordinating the activities of 

the two components. She is also responsible for supervising RFY ,Staff, 

arranging training for them, setting RFY policies, writing project reports, 

and representing the diversion project in dealing with the community at large. 

Information Systems Manager. The chief exception to the segregation of 

staffs for the police and city components is the information systems manager. 

His primary task - managing the automated data system shared by the two 

components - requires that he has frequent contact with staff and managers of 

both units. In addition to assisting in the system's development and its 

integration with the city's computer system, the information systems manager 

coordinates the collection of client data, performs required analyses, and 

prepares reports for project managers. 

Education Development Specialist. One of four service specialists, the 

4 4 e uca ~ona test~ng and counseling, education development special;st prov;des d t· 1 . 

serves as an advocate for project clients in the school system, and refers 

them outside the project for further assessment or for supplemental services 

such as tutoring and alternative education. 

Role Development Special;st. The ·b·l·t· f hId _ _ 4 respons~ ~ ~ ~es 0 t e ro e evelopment 

specialist fall into two ~ajor areas: (1) public relations or community 

education, and (2) job development with private businesses. The latter 

involves developing an inventory of placement opportunities for project 

youths, supervising payment for work done by clients, and monitoring the 

progress of clients on the job. At the time of the BRI interviews the role 

development specialist was actively engaged in developing Roles for Youth 

clubs. His plan was to establish clubs composed of project and non-project 

youths at each of the ten community agencies for the purpose of fostering a 

sense of belonging and positive commitment. 
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Service Planning Specialist. In many ways, the serv~ce planning 

specialist is the key to service delivery through the RFY component. He is 

responsible for making the initial contact with a diverted youth, conducting 

an assessment of individual problems and interests, developing a service plan, 

and serving as a resource for service managers with advice on counseling 

techniques, service availability, and general problem resolution. 

Role Service Managers. The role service managers work at the ten 

community agencies. They are charged with finding new and constructive roles 

for diverted youngsters. Client progress is to be closely monitored by 

service managers throughout the length of their participation. Role serv~ce 

managers are also responsible for obtaining services for their clients through 

referrals to other agencies. 

Under the overall direction of the juvenile division commander, the 

following personnel operate the Youth Service Unit component of the diversion 

project: 

Diversion Coordinator. The police department's diversion coordinator (a 

police officer)is responsible for maintaining quality control over project 

procedures, trouble-shooting for the numerouS problems that arise between the 

service unit and regular police staffs, and sharing administrative 

responsibility for YSU with the counselor supervisor. Although the 

coordinator was devoting all of his time to YSU operation, he expected to 

receive a new assignment once the project was running smoothly. 

Administrative Aide (civilian). The YSU administrative aide is a 

thirty-year veteran of the police department who spent four years as 

supervisor of the youth unit. He is the liaison between YSU service staff and 

the police department. In addition to developing the filing system for the 
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, 'd has worked closely with the coordinator in youth unit, the administrat1ve a1 e 

monitoring project documentation and the randomization procedure. An 

h ' 'b' 1 s following up on youths who are increasingly important part of 1S JO 1nvo ve 

rearrested or somehow fail to make contact with a referral agency. 

Counselor Supervisor. The counselor supervisor directs the service 

activities of the Youth Service Unit and has primary responsibility for case 

7 I 

assignment, inservice training, and public relations. Although he devoted 

k h th program first began, at the time about half of his time to casewor w en e 

, was chiefly involved in conducting of the interviews, the counselor superv1sor 

" the casework of the four counselors. group counseling sessions and superv1s1ng 

Counselors. The four counselors work as a team to provide 24-hour crisis 

counseling and intensive short-term social services to diverted youths. They 

serve both intake and service delivery functions. Their tasks include needs 

assessment, intensive counseling, referral to community agencies, and youth 

advocacy in the schools. 

Administrative Concerns 

h d~vers~on proJ'ect's two service components operate As noted above, t e ~ ~ 

f the most part administratively separate as well. independently and are or 

The coordination of project activities, however, requires a number of 

regularly scheduled meetings in addition to the RFY information system 

with YSU staff and frequent consultation by component mSilager's daily contact 

managers via telephone. Mutual concerns are shared on the first Monday of 

every month in a meeting attended by community center directors, service 

I . The youth unit managers, RFY staff, and the YSU counse or superv1sor. 

commander, police diversion coordinator, director of. the juvenile justice 

center, diversion project director, and representatives from LEAA and the 
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board of education meet on the second Monday of every month to reVl,ew data 

summaries and discuss problems. According to the project directors, these 

meetings were to be combined into one monthly meeting. 

Additional meetings are held within the components. YSU counselors and 

supervisor meet every Friday for three or four hours. Administrative matters 

are often discussed, but the meeting's main purpose is case review and serV1ce 

plan development. Although YSU counselors have frequent contact with police 

department personnel in performing their daily tasks, the counselor supervisor 

usually represents all of the component's service providers in informal 

meetings with the diversion coordinator, administrative aide, and division 

commander. Because the project had been operational for only a few months 

when the BRI interviews were conducted, consultation among these program 

managers occurred almost daily. 

Among RFY staff at city hall, meetings are held more frequently. Some 

personnel attend a monthly Urban Affairs Department meeting and all attend a 

one hour meeting every other Friday for RFY staff alone. The latter meeting 

provides an opportunity to discuss project management, ventilate feelings, and 

offer feedback to the project director. Finally, on alternate Fridays, the 

program specialists and service managers attend a two-hour staffing to develop 

and revise service plans and to discuss the progress of individual clients. 

Orientation and In-Service Training 

The RFY project director and program specialists organized a two-week 

orientation covering communication skills, interview techniques, crisis 

intervention, youth development, and diversion project history, theory and 

goals.. They were assisted in presenting these materials by BRI staff, local 

cnnsultants, and representatives of the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
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Delinquency Prevention, state and local LEAA, and the National Office for 

Social Responsibility. Although all RFY service staff and service managers 

f h dL"rectors as well, only one member of the YSU attended, and many 0 t e agency 

f the others had been hired at the time. component participated because none 0 

" conducted by the police coordinator was held for One special two-hour seSSLon 

all youth unit detectives to discuss diversion project procedures and their 

"" t" Following the ten days of training, a responsibilities Ln project opera Lon. 

" held for RFY staff alone on effective team building. two-day seSSLon was 

Initial orientation for YSU staff consisted of four days of training 

conducted by the counselor supervisor and police coordinator. Social work 

techniques and skills development were presented through role-playing and 

lecture formats, but the chief emphasis was on component p.rocedures and the 

use of project forms. One YSU staff member suggested that each counselor came 

to the project with somewhat different skills and that the orientation 

. "t for them to share their knowledge in a systematic way. provl.ded an opportunL y 

Staffs of both components stated that supervisors periodically provide 

additional training at staff meetings and that personnel often attend 

workshops and conferences and report back to their colleagues. Just before 

the BRI interviews were conducted, a one-day meeting had been held with the 

staffs of both components and youth unit detectives to discuss problems with 

project documentation to consider means of resolving them. Furthermore, since 

the project began operating, local and NOSR consultants had been used on a 

1 t " " t meetL"ngs of RFY and YSU staff on topics of special monthly to ecture 0 JOlon 

interest, such as drug use and adolescent development. Future sessions were 

planned for training in career development, community relations, and team 

building. 
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Because client intake procedures, case management, and service options 

differ almost completely for the two service components, the operation of 

Roles for Youth and Youth Service Unit programs will be considered separately. 

YSU Intake 

Once a juvenile unit detective has determined that a youth is to be 

referred to YSU, he contacts the counselor on duty and arranges to introduce 

the family to the counselor in the YSU office, which is located Ln the 

juvenile unit at police headquarters. Immediate client intake and crisis 

intervention are the hallmarks of the YSU service philosophy. The length of 

time from apprehension to referral for services may be as little as a few 

hours, depending on how long it takes the detective to complet,;! the necessary 

paperwork and how long it takes the youth's parents to arrive. If the arrest 

has caused an unusual dislocation in family relations or if an immediate 

problem is present, the counselor attempts to intercede. Ttqo other purposes 

are served by this initial meeting: the counselor begins the assessment 

process by which the client's problems are identified and the counselor 

interviews the family to determine when and where future meetings can be 

held. The client's problems must be defined and treatment goals must be 

established within five days of referral. Problem identification may involve 

obtaining information from the client, family, school, peers, and any social 

service agencies with which the client has had contact. Whether or not 

problem areas can be addressed within the 30-day treatment period, they are 

documented and recorded. Service goals are chosen for those problems which 

can be resolved within the service period. With the agreement of child and 

family, problems, goals, and the sequence of services necessary to accomplish 

the goals are integrated in a service plan that must be approved by the 

counselor supervisor and placed in the client's case file. 
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YSU Case Management 

In order to assure continuity of serVLce delivery, the intake counselor 

maintains responsibility for a case throughout the service period. Counselors 

must insure that all planned services are delivered, including those offered 

to clients by outside agencies. A minimum of two contacts per week are 

required for each client in a counselor's caseload. These may include 

counseling sessions, home visits, advocacy at the child's school, and visits 

to other agencies providing services to a client. Service delivery lasts a 

maximum of thirty days from the date of referral, though this applies only to 

services provided by YSU; placement with a community service agency may 

continue after termination. Each service contract, whether it is provided 

through YSU or through a community agency, is documented on two sets of 

forms. Because the forms provided by the city require only coded information 

and offer no means of measuring progress toward a service goal, YSU 

supervisory staff developed their own set of forms that include space for 

narrative descriptions of client contacts and goal attainment. As a 

consequence, service plans and progress reports are extensively documented. 

Termination from YSU services will occur before the end of the 30-day 

period when a parent or child requests it (though this had not happened at the 

time of the interviews) or when planned goals have been attained. The 

counselor supervisor must approve all early terminations. According to the 

contractual agreement with the city, under no circumstances will a client 

receive services from YSU staff after the service period has expired. 

Recidivists who had originally been assigned to the YSU component are 

readmitted into the program and assigned to the same counselor. 

YSU Service Options 

In-house services provided by YSU counselors consist basically of group, 
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family, and individual counseling, referral to community service agencies, and 

some youth advocacy in the court and the schools. 
The relative amounts of 

group, family, and individual counseling clients receive depend in large part 

on the nature of their problems; most clients receive all three. 
Counselors 

share a problem-solving model that guides their work with clients. 
In group 

therapy youths are encouraged to present current problems to the group, so 

that the group as a whole can practice the applicat~on of 
... problem-solving 

principles. Group activities and role-playing are used to understand 

obstacles to problem re 01 to d 
s u Lon an to encourage participation. YSU 

counselors suggested that by teaching project youths to apply these skills 

themselves, the YSU program would contine to have an ° 
Lmpact beyond the 30-day 

limit. About two-thirds of the program's youths 
attend group counseling 

sessions on a weekly bas~s. Th 1 
... e counse or supervisor and one or two 

counselors lead ninety minute sessions for ° h 
eLg t to ten youths at a time. 

Occasionally, a project youth is accompanied by a curious friend or sibling, 

but most participants are from the diversion project. 

All clients are involved in individual counseling which is used to address 

personal problems and, again, often stresses decision-making skills. 

Counselors typically co t t h f ° 
n ac eac 0 theLr clients several times a week, 

either via telephone or in f 
person, or periods lasting from fifteen minutes to 

an hour. Special attention can be given to fam~ly bl b ... pro ems y arranging 

family counseling sessions with youth and parents. 
Most project youths 

require between one and four such sessions in the course of the treatment 

period. 
On occasion, counselors find it necessary to intercede on a client's 

behalf for some school-related bl f 
pro em, or example, assisting a youth in 

re-entering the school system. C 1 
ounse ors may appear in court when a client 
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is rearrested to report on the youth's progress ~n the progr<1ffi and appeal for 

reinstatement if that is appropriate. 

In contrast to the Roles for Youth component j YSU does not have funds for 

purchasing services from outside agencies. Thus, referrals can only be made 

to agencies that donate services or in situations in which the client is 

willing and able to purchase them. During the initial weeks of YSU operation, 

the counselor supervisor conducted a survey of youth serving agencies in 

metropolitan Kansas City to assess their reliability, accessibility, and 

effectiveness. Although some of the agencies were found to be unsuitable for 

referrals and others have since proven to be unreliable, a number of them are 

being used by YSU counselors. They include alternative schools, recreation 

programs, a community mental health center, a job placement program, and a 

community-supported outreach program. Despite these successes, project staff 

reported that adequate foster care, big brother programs with immediate 

enrollment, reliable drug abuse programs, and sufficiently extensive outreach 

programs are lacking in Kansas City. 

RFY Intake 

Client's initial contact with the Roles for Youth component occurs 

somewhat later than with YSU. Youth unit detectives initially notify staff 

members by telephone when a case is assigned to RFY. Each weekday morning, 

the information system manager crosses the street to police headquarters and 

picks up the intake forms of youths who have been assigned to RFY in the last 
.. 

24 hours. He relays this information to the service planning specialist who 

calls the family, briefly discusses the program, and arranges an appointment 

with child and family, usually at the child's home. Every effort is made to 

schedule the initial appointment within 48 hours of the apprehension. In the 

I 
i 

i 
I 
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initial assessment - which ~s conducted by the serv~ce planning specialist, a 

b h the ch1'ld and parents are interviewed to determine service manager, or ot -

the child's problems, needs, and interests. The interviewer also requests 

that consent-to-participate and release-of-information forms be completed so 

that educational and social services records can be acquired. 

Once the intake interview is completed, RFY staff construct a social 

h b d 1'nterv1'ews and records from the child's school, history for the yout ase on 

friends, and any agencies with which he or she has had contact. The serviceu 

planning specialist may be assisted in this task by the other specialists, fpr 

example, the education development. specialist may contact the school in his or 

her stead. Similarly, the education development specialist may condu~t 

educational testing or refer the child for psychological testing if these are 

deemed necessary for formulating a diagnosis. When the project first started, 

the service planning specialist had primary responsiblity for gathering the 

information used in developing the social history. However, as time passed, 

d of th1's responsibility to the service managers. In he delegated more an more 

, h ' t d1'rector stated that when a new service planning her interv1ew, t e proJec 

specialist is hired, social histories will be developed as they had been 

originally, since many of the service managers are unqualified to perform this 

task. 

The end product of the information gathering and staff consultation is a 

service plan formulated at the bi-weekly staffing. Once a service plan is 

completed, the assigned service manager meets with child and parents to 

discuss it in some detail. If all parties are in agreement, the service 

manager and the child sign a contract that is placed in the child's case file. 

RFY Case Management 

Each diverted youngster is assigned to the community service agency 
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closest to his or her:home. The role service manager at each agency is 

responsible for case management, that is, the manager must see that serv~ces 

are delivered properly to individual cHents, whether by RFY or by other youth 

serving agencies. In addition to meeting with clients for a minimum of three, 

20-minute sessions per week, service managers are expected to spend time in 

conference with parents, friends, employers, and school representatives. 

Service managers keep daily contact logs to record client activities; 

these must be submitted to supervisors weekly. Service managers also submit 

monthly narratives describing the types of services rendered, number of 

referrals, client progress, problems encountered and their probable solutions, 

and community reactions to ~FY efforts. At any time, service managers may 

file a special report with the service planning specialist requesting changes 

in service plans or assistance with difficult cases. In response, the service 

planning specialist must recommend a course of action that will be acceptable 

to both the project's central office and the petitioning service manager. 

Caseloads were small at the time of the BRI interviews, falling far short 

of the twenty client limit set by the project: caseloads ranged from seven 

clients to none. RFY personnel were optimistic, however, that the flow of 

clients would increase as the project moved out of its start-up phase. Firm 

guidelines for client termination had not been established since none of the 

project's clients had reached this stage, although it was expected that 

participants would be termi~ated (1) if they or their parents fail to respond 

to project efforts or (2) if they have achieved their goals. Service managers 

reco8~ized the service planning specialist's authority in making the final 

decision to terminate a client, but felt that they should have considerable 

input to the decision. 
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RFY Service Options 

The following are the major service options offered by the Roles for Youth 

Component: 

Tutoring. Upon the recommendations of the RFY education planning 

specialist, some project youngsters are placed in a tutoring program operated 

by the University of Missouri-Knnsas City Education Department. The serv~ce 

manager is responsible for getting the student to and from the place of 

tutoring. In addition, the service manager speaks with teachers, counselors, 

and principals in order to assess the effects of tutoring on client academic 

performance and behavior. Since participants had just started". their studies 

at the time of BRI's visit, it was impossible to evaluate the effectiveness of 

this service option. 

Employment Counseling. Employment counseling appears to be one of the 

major emphasis points. Participants are instructed in finding and applying 

for jobs; the youth's reasons for wanting a job and what the youth would like 

to get out of a particular job are discussed. Clients are asked to think 

about fringe benefits, mobility, and how readily their acquired skills can be 

transferred to different settings. Some service managers have formalized 

their counseling in weekly or bi-weekly "career exploration" sessions. 

Recognizing that other family members can often benefit from such discussions, 

some service managers have elected to open their employment counseling 

sessions to all interested parties. 

Job Placement. RFY has budgeted monies to be used as a "scholarship" fund 

to subsidize part-time employment for RFY clients. Each of the project's ten 

service managers is responsible for finding one job slot per month and 

registering these prosepcts with the role development specialist. Project 
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youths can submit job applications to the role development specialist, who 

interviews applicants in the presence of their service managers. Placement ~s 

dependent upon the needs of the youth (as assessed by the role development 

specialist) and availability of the desired job. Following placement, the 

service manager is expected to contact the youth's immediate supervisor once 

or twice a week for feedback on client attendance and performance and maintain 

close contact with the youngster - providing vocational guidance, collecting 

time sheets, distributing paychecks, and so on. 

Medical Services. Occasionally youngsters will be referred to community 

hospitals, clinics, or local physicians for testing or medical treatment. 

Learning disabilities can be identified through testing by the RFY educational 

development specialist; the most common disabilities are correctable 

deficiencies in vision and hearing. RFY has also made use of Planned 

Parenthood and local professionals offering dental instruction and care. 

Service managers follow-up each referral, checking to see that clients and 

parents show up for appointments and that services are indeed delivered. 

Alternative Education. The RFY staff had the option of enrolling clients 

in alternative education programs operated by public schools or in programs 

run by private agencies under contract to the diversion project (two such 

private agencies are described below). The educational dev~lopment specialist 

is primarily responsible for placement and monitoring of these services. 

Generally, efforts are made to solve a youngster!s problems within the public 

school setting before seeking solutions elsewhere. In response to the special 

needs of some of its students, the Board of Education sponsors three 

alternatives to traditional public school programming: (1) Project Hold, (2) 

Special Education, and (3) COE Work-Study Program. Project Hold is aimed at 

f 
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providing learning disabled youngsters with testing and compensatory skill 

training. Students enrolled in Project Hold are dismissed from regular 

classes for one hour a day to work closely with trained personnel. The 

Special Education program is a remedial program addressing the needs of the 

metally handicapped student; degree and length of involvement vary with the 

individual. Finally, students 16 years and older may enroll in the COE 

Work-Study Program. Here students attend regular classes for part of the day 

and then are released to employers. In add;t~ t . 1 ... ... on 0 nonll.na wages, youngsters 

receive class credit for their work. 

If school programs are unavailable or inappropriate, RFY can purchase 

services from a number of private agencies such as the Genesis and St. 

Vincent's schools. Genesis School is operated by the Westport cooperative 

Mission, Inc., a local, non-profit church and community organization that 

manages a variety of social progt'ams (daycare, nursing homes, counseling). In 

addressing the problems encountered by high school dropouts, Genesis School 

offers a program of academic, vocational, and personal growth. A maximum 

enrollment of 50 students allows for small classes and individualized 

instruction. The program has a core curriculum designed to improve student's 

math, reading and language arts skills. Teachers attempt to ra~se basic 

skills to a level at which students are successfully able to re-enter the 

public school system, if they so desire, but G.E.D. preparation courses are 

also available. In addition to academic development, Genesis students 

participate in a comprehensive job preparation program that emphasizes the 

development and pursuit of long-term career goals. 

St. Vincent's School provided an alternative for younger students having 

learning or adjustment problems in the traditional public school setting. St. 

--------------------------------------------------------~---------------,-. 



, 

I 
I " 

I 

/ 

" I 

- A-65 -

Vincent's is managed by a non-profit corporation, Operation Breakthrough, 

I d prov ides individualized instruction to students from preschool TIC., an 

f f The schoo l, which has an enrollment of 165, through ourteen years 0 age. 

subscribes to an "open-space" approach to education. Students contract for 

courses and move around freely, spending a minimum of 45 minutes in each 

class. Students are expected to organize their daily rounds to include the 

fundamentals of math, reading, and language arts. Social studies, art, 

physical education and a learning center make up the school's available 

electives. Once a week regular classes are suspended and time is spent in 

such "special events" as films, arts, crafts, etc. 

No homework is assigned at St. Vincent's; student performance is rated on 

a scale of poor to excellent. Class schedules recording classes attended, 

time spent in each, and instructors' comments are sent home weekly for parent 

signatures. In addition, there are three parent-teacher-student conferences 

per year. The diversion project receives feedback on client attendance and, 

upon request, information on client progress. St. Vincent's insists on close 

association with the diversion project once a youth has been placed. 

RFY Community Agencies 

The ten community agencies involved in RFY seem to play an important role 

in RFY's planning and policy-making, but the main obligation for which they 

have contracted is to provide a work place for a service manager. Though all 

of the agencies are involved to at least some degree in social services, not 

all specialize in services to youth. RFY administrators expect the service 

managers to make use of the services offered at their agency whenever called 

for by a client's service plan. Nevertheless, the agencies were not selected 

because their services were those most needed by project clients, for it was 
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always intended that service resources would be developed by the RFY staff and 

through contracts with specialized agencies. We shall not, therefore, 

describe these agencies in detail, but rather give a brief overview of their 

origins and activities. 

Della C. Lamb. A Methodist mission in the settlement-house tradition, 

Della C. Lamb Neighborhood House, Inc., was established in 1896. In addition 

to daycare, community outreach, and services for the elderly, Della C. Lamb 

sponsors a variety of activities for adolescents including cultural events, 

clubs, arts and crafts courses, and teams for competitive sports. Each year 

the agency leases two camps so that approximately 750 inner-city residents 

have the opportunity to enjoy a wilderness experience by enrolling in day 

camping, weekend camping, and family camping programs. 

guadalupe Center. The Guadalupe Center, Inc., is a multi-purpose center 

providing services to 1200 of Kansas city's westside residents monthly. 

Programs at the Guadalupe Center reflect the most pressing concerns of the 

community and are directed toward the problems of housing, youth, and the 

elderly. In addition to the diversion program, Guadalupe has its own youth 

program staff with a youth coordinator, athletic director, two recreation 

leaders, and an arts and crafts instructor. Energies are focused on providing 

youth recreation, cultural events, and emplo}~ent counseling and training. 

Northeast Owl Center. The Northeast Owl Center began in 1973 as a late ". 

night drop-in center; it later expanded its program to include counseling and 

educational opportunities. Roughly 350 youngsters participate in the center's 

activities during a six-month period. Aside frclil RFY youths (for which the 

service manager is responsible), the Northeast Owl Center accepts referrals 

from the probation department and social service agencies. 

-----,----------------:.----~--------,--,-
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Clymer Cent~. Operating out of a facility built ~n 1973, the Clymer 

Center provides comprehensive recreational, cultural, and educational services 

to the surrounding community. Although the center had not received any 

referrals from RFY at the time of the interviews, diversion clients would be 

, I 

eligible to participate in all of the 'center's city-funded programs including 

arts and crafts, dance, dramatics, sports, and field trips. 

Urban Services YMCA. The Urban Services YMCA is a special services office 

and does not provide the sports and recreation activities usually associated 

with the YMCA. Currently, the Urban Services YMCA has two programs - Rebound 

and Career Awareness - directed toward solving the problems of youth. 

Diversion clients' participation will be modeled after the Rebound program ~n 

which volunteers establish a positive relationship with youngsters referred by 

the court. In the case of diversion clients, the service manager would assume 

the role played by volunteers in the other programs, but on a full-time 

basis. At the time of the BRI interviews, three RFY clients had been referred. 

Minute Circle Friendly House. In 1923, Minute Circle Friendly House 

(MCFtI) was formed through the combination of two older Kansas City community 

centers. Current programs include informal education, recreation, and social 

group activities for all ages. MCFH sponsors an athletic program, a teen 

town, a program for the blind and handicapped, and also offers counseling and 

referral services. No diversion clients had been referred to the agency at 

the time of the interviews, but it was expected that clients would be 

integrated into MCFH's ongoing activities, do odd jobs around the agency to 

gain work experiences, and receive regular counseling from the resident 

service manager. 

Linwood YMCA. YMCA's were among the first social serV1ce agencies ~n the 

black neighborhoods of Kansas City. The Linwood YMCA offers counseling, 

------------------
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tutoring, values education, recreation, field trips, health education, 

cultural activities, and a career readiness program to high school students; a 

special summer program includes swimming and soft ball. Although five clients 

had been referred to the Linwood YMCA by the diversion project, it was unclear 

to what extent they were participating in the various Linwood YMCA programs. 

Blue Hills Homes Corpor~. Blue Hills Homes Corporation was organized 

by neighborhood residents in JulY1 1974. Its original purpose was to purchase 

and repair homes in the surrounding area, but more recently the agency has 

begun administering federally funded remedial reading and other special 

education programs at private schools. The resident service manager will 

provide counseling and referral services to diversion clients, but no other 

services are offered in-house since Blue Hills Homes does not provide direct 

services to youth. 

Boys' Clubs of Greater Kansas City. Two Boys' Clubs - 39th Street and 

John Thornberry - have contractual arrangements with RFY to provide services 

to diverted youths. The first Kansas City Boys' Club branch was founded in 

1935 to assist farm boys who came to the city. Since that time, the agency 

has grown to include three centers, opened its doors to girls, and most 

recently, directed an outreach program for first offenders referred by the 

court. Current services include physical education and personal hygiene, 

social recreation and cultural arts, group clubs and vocational training, 

social rehabilitation and adjustment 1 and supplementary education. The few 

diversion project clients who had been referred were eligible for all of the 

clubs' programs. 

Juvenile Justice System Structure and Function 

The judge of the Jackson County Juvenile Court is selected from among 
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circuit court judges of the 16th judicial circuit and appointed for a one year 

term. Within his jurisdiction are all cases of law violations involving 

juveniles: delinquency, status offenses, traffic violations, and referrals for 

child abuse, neglect and protective custody. The director of juvenile court 

services is responsible for the courts' budget and general administration, 

while the assistant director supervises the operation of the courts' major 

division: probation, institutions, and manager services. The probation 

department is divided into ten treatment units staffed by deputy juvenile 

officers, six for delinquency cases and one each for Family Attention (status 

offenders), Foster Homes, Crisis Intervention, and Aftercare. Most of these 

units are centrally located at the juvenile court building in Independence, 

Missouri. In addition, juvenil~ court services operates six residential 

treatment facilities and makes extensive use of foster home placement with the 

Division of Family Services and commitments to private institutions and the 

Divisions of Mental Health and Youth Services. 

Client Flow through the Juvenile Justice System 

Referrals to the Jackson County Juvenile Court can come from parents, 

schools, and social service agencies (primarily the county mental health 

centers), but the chief entrance point for the juvenile justice system is 

arrest by a field police officer. Under KCPD procedures, arresting officers 

are given the option of releasing a juvenile offender if the offense committed 

is not a felony and the child has no history of criminal behavior. Youths not 

released by the field officer are brought to the youth unit at police 

headquarters. Youth unit detectives, under the direction of the sergeant on 

duty, must determine whether there is sufficient probable cause to book the 
\ 

youth for the offense and send him or her to court or to further investigate 
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the offense. Without a determination of probable cause, youth unit staff must 

release the youth. 

The juvenile justice unit of the juvenile court (JJU) rev~ews the referral 

to determine if there is evidence to sustain a petition beyond a reasonable 

doubt. Without such evidence, the court will render no service and will 

release the youth or return the case to the referral source with a 

notification that more evidence is required. If there is sufficient evidence 

to sustain a petition, the unit will process the youth through one of three 

alternatives: release (settled out of court), consent docket, or judicial 

docket. If either of the last two options is chosen, a deputy juvenile 

officer of JJU is assigned to the case. This officer's job is to develop a 

social history for the child by talking to teachers, parents, and friends so 

that the court can have additional information on which to base a judgment. 

Placing a case on the consent docket results in an informal hearing before 

an administrative hearing officer of the court. This option is reserved for 

youths who are in need of court services, but who do not warrant an 

adjudicatory hearing because of the nature of the offense and the cooperative 

attitude of the youth and parents. To be placed on the consent docket, the 

child must admit to the charge and, with the parents, consent to court 

supervision not exceeding one year. If the case is placed on the judicial 

docket, the child must appear at an official hearing presided over by the 

juvenile court judge or commissioner. Prior to the formal hearing, the youth 

and parents are required to attend an arraignment hearing for the purpose of 

allowing the youth to make a statement about the charge and in.suring that 

provisions for legal counsel are made. 

r _ 
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Thirty to sixty days after the arraignment hearing, the case is heard at a 

formal judicial hearing in which both the deputy juvenile officer and the 

d b The J"udge decides whether or not to child are represente y attorneys. 

sustain the petition "after considering the evidence of the case. Then, 

assisted by the recommendations and social history prepared by the juvenile 

officer, the judge determines the case's final disposition based on his own 

interpretation of the facts. His options include formal probation under the 

supervision of a deputy juvenile officer, foster care placement, group home 

placement, and placement in a community-based residential treatment 

school/home. Aftercare is provided to youths released from the court's 

schools by deputy juvenile officers in order to faci.litate adjustment to a 

normal life style. 

Eligibility Criteria and Referral to the Diversion Project 

Because ultimate authority for the disposition of every. juvenile arrest 

case in Jackson County rests with the juvenile court, project planners 

consulted with the juvenile court judge and, to an even greater extent, his 

representative, the juvenile court director, in establishing diversion project 

procedures and eligibility criteria. Furthermore, a variety of other justice 

system personnel were interviewed by the police department's diversion 

coordinator in planning diversion procedures; these included the juvenile 

division commander, district juvenile officers, and youth unit detectives. 

Final authority for changes in police operations :\.s, of course, the 

responsibility of the chief of police. 

All referrals to both components of the diversion project come from the 

police department's youth unit located at police headquarters. When an 

arresting officer brings a juvenile to the youth unit for booking, he turns 
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the case over to a detective assigned by the youth unit sergeant on duty. 

After the booking is completed and the child's parents are called and asked to 

come to the youth unit, the detective prepares a contact form (which is 

completed for all alleged juvenile offenders, whether diversion-eligible or 

not) and makes an initial detennination of eligibility for the random 

assignment pool based on probable cause or the evidence surrounding the case, 

the seriousness of the offense, and the youth's prior police contact. 

Juvenile arrest records are maintained in a card file at the youth unit. 

The official criteria for eligibility, according to a police department 

descript~on of program operations, specifically include: (a) cases involving 

relatively serious offenses (minor aggravated assault, non-aggravated assault, 

burglary, larceny, auto theft, etc.) and (b) cases for which there is 

sufficient evidence for court presentation. The guidelines specifically 

exclude: (a) dangerous offenders (homicide, rape, robbery and serious 

aggravated assault), (b) first offenders charged with a minor offense, (c) 

cases lacking sufficient evidence to support a court petition, (d) offenders 

already under the juvenile court's jurisdiction, (e) status offenders, and (f) 

youth arrested in Clay or Platte counties (i.e., within Kansas City, but 

outside the jurisdiction of the Jackson County Juvenile Court). Finally, 

youth unit detectives are urged to disregard the attitude of parents and child 

in making the eligibility decision and reminded that probable cause is a 

critical determinant for inclusion in the target population. Despite their 

professed reluctance to participate in the diversion program, the youth unit 

detectives who were interviewed demonstrated a thorough knowledge of the 

eligibility criteria and, in fact, a number of them reported that they pride 

themselves on their strict adherence to the guidelines. YSU supervisors have 
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gone to great lengths to insure that every eligible case is included Ln the 

random assignment pool. 

Once an eligible youth has been identified and the youth's parents have 

arrived (or unit staff are reasonably certain that they are on their way), the 

on-duty youth unit sargeant reviews the detective's paperwork and eligibiltity 

decision. Then he enters the youth's hirthdate and initials into a computer 

terminal located at the youth unit ~a manual system is available if the 

automated procedure fails) to obtain a random assignment to one of four 

program alternatives: (1) the juvenile court, (2) the police department Youth 

Services Unit, (3) the Roles for Youth program, or (4) release without 

services. Arrangements for a number of special circumstances have been worked 

out among police, diversion project, and court staff. First, because youths 

are automatically referred to court if their parents do not respond to the 

detective's call, youth unit staff are required to hold a youth for an 

extended period of time (one detective said up to five hours) when parents 

cannot be located. Second, when siblings are apprehended together and both 

meet the eligibility criteria, they are both assigned to the same treatment 

alternative. Third, although diversion project youths who recidivate are 

returned to their origina1.ly assigned treatment alternative after two 

rearrests, a third rearrest necessitates a reV1ew by juvenile court 

personnel. They have the option of returning the youth to the same treatment 

alternative or referring the child to court. 

The youth unit detectives who were interviewed said that they tell the 

youth and parents about the four alternatives before the random assignment is 

performed, even though the manner in which each Cllse is disposed depends on 

the alternative selected. If the youth is assigned to the juvenile court, the 
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case LS processed in the usual manner. One police staff member stated that 

detectives are asked to keep their descriptions of the service programs to a 

minimum since the adversar} role that the police officer must necessarily play 

could negatively influence the youth or parent's decision to participate. 

Assignment to the Youth Service Unit program during normal working hours 

requires that the detective introduce the family to the YSU counselor on 

duty. Since the YSU offices are situated down the hall form the booking room, 

referral occurs immediately after randomization. If the youth is assigned to 

the YSU program at any other time, the youth unit detective or sergeant must 

call the counselor on standby and tell him to report for intake. In both 

cases, consent is obtained by the counselor. Participation is completely 

voluntary: should the youth or parents refuse to participate, the youth is 

released. 

If the youth is assigned to the Roles for Youth program, the family is 

told that RFY is a counseling program where they can obtan help and that they 

will be contacted by a counselor in a few days. Then, they are presented with 

a brochure describing the program and asked to listen to a brief cassette 

tape, prepared by the RFY staff, inviting the youth to join the program. 

Again, the voluntary nature of the program is stressed and no attempt is made 

to obtain the family's consent. A detective is required to notify RFY of a 

referral in two ways. He must call the RFY office and give them a basic 

description of the youth who has been referred (RFY uses a phone recorder to 

receive messages after regular office hours), and he must send them a copy of 

the intake form which is completed for each case regardless of disposition. 

Finally, if release without service is the selected alternative, the youth 

LS released to his or her parents. Detectives are cautioned not to counsel 

______________ .....o-.-. _____ ~ __ ~ ___ ~_~ __ r 
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I For each Of the four dispositions, detectives the youth prior to re ease. 

must ask parents and youth to sign consent forms jor the national evaluation. 

Refusal to sign in no way affects eligibility for diversion or random 

f 1 t o Intervl.°ews with police personnel assignment to the our a terna 1ves. 

revealed that there is some variation among detectives in what they tell the 

family about the alternatives, yet all detectives agreed that participation is 

voluntary and that guilt is not a prerequisite for eligibility. In fact, one 

detective reported that since these cases are developed in the usual manner, 

discussion of guilt may be construed as a violation of the youth's rights. 

Furthermore, supervisory staff reported that they monitor refusal rates 

°d f ° h dlo When a youth is randomly assigned closely to detect eV1 ence 0 m1S an 1ng. 

to release without services or one of the two service components, the court is 

b t t have no effect on how a notified of the disposition, but su sequen rearres s 

case is processed until the youth is arrested a third time. Because the 

service programs are voluntary and there is no penalty for nonparticipation, 

police staff felt that for most youths assignment to these alternatives is 

effectively the equivalent of release. Service component counsel?rs have most 

of the responsibility for persuading the family to participate, so justice 

system personnel are relieved of this task. 

Juvenile Justice System Service Options 

Most deputy juvenile officers (DJO) serve a dual function; they are both 

. ffo When the JOudge orders a social investigative and superv1sory 0 1cers. 

history for a youth, the case is assigned to a DJO according to the 

geographical location of the child's residence. If the child is placed on 

probation, the DJO who conducted the initial investigation becomes the child's 

supervisor. 
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Probation department services consist primarily of individual and family 

counseling and referral to community agencies. According to departmental 

policy, 50% fo a DJO's time must be spent with his clients; every effort is 

made to manage case loads in such a way that this remains possible. DJOs are 

required to see clients once a week and clients' parents every other week. 

Typically, an officer will meet with the child alone at the juvenile court one 

week and then meet with the child and parents at their home the next, although 

meetings are sometimes arranged at a community center, school, or other 

mutually convenient place. Contacts, which average thirty minutes to an hour 

in length, are usually problem-oriented, but may occasionally be 

recreational. More intensive family counseling is offered in addition to 

these regular meetings; selected families attend six weekly counseling 

sessions conducted by DJOs. 

A few subsidiary services are offered by the court. DJOs may organize 

volleyball or basketball games when a local gym is available, and the court 

runs a school staffed by the Kansas City Board of Education and located across 

the street from the court. About 5% of the youths on probation, usually 

chronic truants or those with other serious school problems, attend school as 

a stipulation of probation and receive instruction, tutoring, and job 

counse ling. 

Finally, DJOs make extensive use of community resources in obtaining 

services for clients. Most frequently used are medical services and 

psychological services offered by Western Missouri Mental Health Center, 

including inpatient and outpatient evaluation, group therapy, and individual 

counse ling. 

DJOs must submit weekly reports of client contacts, which are reviewed by 

probation supervisors. Every three months, DJOs must submit diagnostic 

" ---- ~---
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f h 1 · t These contain information on sunnnaries or progress reports or eac c ~en • 

(a) client status (the nature and disposition of any new referrals to the 

court), (b) contacts (frequency of meetings for the last three month period), 

(c) client adjustment (progress toward personal and social adjustment), and 

In the (d) goals and plan of treatment for the next three month period. 

Jackson County Juvenile Court, youths are placed on probation for an 

indefinite period with a six month minimum, but cases remain on probation for 

f 1 · th Although the J·udge has ultimate authority for an average 0 on y n~ne mon s. 

terminating probation, he usually follows the recommendation of the DJO and 

the probation supervisor. 

Interagency Attitudes and Relations 

In order to better understand the relationships among the major groups 

that affect diversion project operations, opinions were solicited from youth 

unit detectives and supervisors and the director of the juvenile court 

regarding their attitudes toward diversion and the diverison project, and from 

RFY and YSU staffs regarding their attitudes toward the justice and each 

other. Police department personnel directly connected to the project (viz., 

the youth unit commander, his administrative aide, and the diversion 

coordinator) expressed their respect for the dedication and professionalism of 

the YSU service staff, yet maintain some skepticism about the project's 

ultimate success. They agreed that services available through the court were 

lacking, largely because of a lack of manpower, but at the same time, they 

elected to reserve judgment on the effect of the project until the evaluation 

has been completed. Furthermore, these police officers described themselves 

as ideally suited to conducting a fair evaluation of the project because, 

first, they have no vested interest in the success of counseling as a 
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treatment strategy ("as a police officer, it doesn't affect the value of my 

occupation") and, second, they are members of a department that is comfortable 

with experimentation and eager to question the basic assumptions of law 

enforcement practice. In fact, one staff member contrasted his dedication to 

maintaining the integrity of the experimental design with that of the RFY 

staff members whose social work background may make them reluctant to "bring 

counseling out of its magic box." 

The fact that even these YSU project managers could describe the RFY 

component only in broad outline is testament to the separateness of the two 

components. Despite this lack of knowledge, their stake in the Youth Service 

Unit was evident in their comparison of the two components. One staff member 

commented on the propriety of directly comparing a program with fourteen 

service providers and no service time limit to one with five service providers 

and a thirty day limit. Another suggested that the police component was not 

getting the same media exposure as RFY, even though they serve the same number 

of youths. 

The youth unit detectives and sergeants who were interviewed knew very 

little about the RFY component and expressed a broad range of opinion 

regarding the impact of the diversion project as a whole. As might be 

expected, their opinions were based on experiences with YSU staff members, 

since contact with RFY personnel has been limited to telephone notification of 

referrals and a few general meetings. Attitudes toward the diversion project 

ranged from cautious optimism to blatant hostility. Some thought that project 

services would be more intensive than those offered by the court, but one 

detective astutely observed that one could not assess promised project 

services. One youth unit staff member suggested that the project would only 
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be successful if participation were mandatory. Many detectives were skeptical 

about the impact of a program that lasts only four weeks and does not deal 

with the environmental forces that contribute to delinquency. On the other 

hand, most seemed willing to wait for the results to pass judgment, and one 

detective touted the project's experimental nature and its capability for 

demonstrating its effectiveness. 

Youth Unit detectives had a number of complaints about the diversion 

project. Nearly everyone interviewed mentioned the extra paperwork that 

referral to the project requires and the hostility that this extra work has 

engendered among the youth unit staff. Also, most detectives objected to 

their loss of discretionary power in deciding the disposition of a case since 

the advent of the project. A third major complaint concerned the failure of 

city and police administrators to consult field officers and detectives in 

designing diversion project referral procedures. 
" , Not only has the project s 

establishment by fiat created ill-feeling among the detectives, but also, as 

one respondent suggested, it has led to defects in the project's planning and 

operation, for example, the police administrators' unrealistic estimate of the 

flow rate through the youth unit (see below">. Another detective suggested 

tha~ the diversion project may undermine the work of the youth unit staff, 

since detectives might not take the time to build a case and collect 

statements from witnesses when only one case in four is processed to court. 

Still others complained about the arbitrariness of random assignment and the 

project's disregard for the victims of juvenile crime. 

Most police personnel, line staff and managers approved of the kind of 

referrals being made to the diversion project, though a few thought that the 

criteria should be relaxed to permit the participation of less serious 
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offenders. In defense of this position, one sergeant pointed out that a youth 

has probably committed a number of undetected offenses before the first time 

he is picked up. Both youth unit and diversion project staff members 

expressed 'disappointment over the rate of referrals to the project. 

Evidently, estimates of the referral rate cited in the project proposal were 

grossly inaccurate. Planners failed to take into account a declining crime 

rate and the exclusion of large groups of youngsters who would not meet 

project guidelines, such as youths already under the jurisdiction of the 

court, youths whose parents would not be present to consent to diversion, and 

some youths who commit minor offenses and are lectured and released. Such 

discrepancies created unrealistic expectations on the part of service 

providers and, according to youth unit staff members, the slow rate led to 

accusations that detectives were "not doing their jobs." This conflict was 

resolved to some degree when youth unit detectives agreed to hold divertable 

youths l'~hose parents could not be located for a longer period before 

processing them to court. Finally, nearly everyone who was interviewed 

believed that the continued contact of police and YSU personnel has had a 

salutary effect on their working relationship. 

Although the juvenile court representative who was interviewed 

aCknowledged many of the diversion project's potential benefits, he also 

described some of its undesirable sf,fects. 0 th f" th h _ ver e 1rat ree mont s of 

project operation, referrals to the juvenile court dropped 25 percent. 

Whether this decline is totally the result of the diversion project's 

operation or a generally decreasing crime rate he would not speculate. 

However, he did suggest that a continuation of a low referral rate to the 

court would probably result in a reduction in the size of the court staff that 
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provided services to youth. His concern was that when the project stops 

diverting youths at the police level and referrals to the court agaLn 

increase, he will find it very difficult to replace his service staff. 

Another issue concerned the use of referral agencies by the RFY 

component. Appar~ntly, Roles for Youth staff m~mbers had been referring 

project youths to a court-operated alternative school. Thus, many of the 

youngsters referred there by the diversion project may well have received the 

same treatment had they been placed under the jurisdiction of the court. A 

more serious problem involves project referrals to an alternative school, 

Genesis, that probation officers have used as a resource free-of-charge in the 

past. Genesis recently notified the court that because the diversion project 

is able to pay for their services, their referrals would be given priority 

over those received from the court. Paradoxically, the court's support of the 

diversion project might result in the loss of a referral resource for 

probation officers. 

Diversion project personnel acknowledged the cooperation of. the Gourt and 

the police department in establishing the project and the assistance of the 

latter in reducing the number. of youths who were processed to court because 

their parents could not be located. The staff of RFY, the component with 

primary responsibility ~or the information system, also presented their side 

of the forms controversy. While they admitted that police officers were not 

~! / 

ordinarily required to obtain confidential information such as annual income 

from the families of juvenile offenders, project staff interpreted the 

detectives' reluctance to do so as a form of resistance to the uiversion 

project. All parties agreed that great strides had been made toward resolving 

this issue at a recent joint meeting, and the project director reported that 

i 
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she has encouraged her staff to continue to build rapport with police staff by 

such steps as riding with them on patrol. YSU service workers stated that 

although they were at first regarded as "bleeding hearts" by police staff, 

their relationship has steadily improved. 

While the YSU and RFY components share goals and funding sources, a number 

of service providers noted a degree of competitiveness and jealousy between 

the two. YSU staff, in particular, said that they often felt slighted by the 

diversion project administration. One staff member suggested that they are 

the "black sheep" of the project because project administrators have a greater 

investment in the success of Roles for Youth. Some of their concerns seemed 

relatively unimportant, for example, not being introduced as diversion project 

personnel at public meetings or not getting equal media exposure. However, 

other complaints were clearly of some consequence, for instance, YSU personnel 

were not consulted when project data collection forms were developed and, 

consequently, had to design some of thier own. It should be noted in RFY's 

defense, however, that the police department was much later in hiring their 

service workers than had been expected and the forms were developed during the 

period before they were hired. Staff members of both components agreed that 

some of these problems have been resolved and that increased communication can 

facilitate the resoultion of others. Some competitiveness is likely to remaLn 

since, as a number of interviewees noted, the two programs are being directly 

compared in the program evaluation. 



Overview 

MEMPHIS-METRO YOUTH DIVERSION PROJECT 

(July 18-21, 1977) 

Memphis is situated on the east bank of the Mississippi River halfway 

between St. Louis and New Orleans in the extreme southwest corner of 

Tennessee. Eighty-nine percent of the population of Shelby County resides 

within the Memph1s C1ty 1m1ts. " " 1"" Although Shelby County is the largest urban 

population center in Tennessee (total population exceeds 722,000), the 

counties surrounding Memp 1S are rura an am h " 1 dong the poorest in the nation. 

Over 40%' of the federally-designated "low income" population of the state 

lives in Memphis. 

The crime index for Memphis has steadily risen, with increases of 19% in 

1972, 15% in 1973, 17% in 1974, and 8% in 1975. Juvenile arrests numbered 

almost 16,000 in 1975, and the recidivist rate for juveniles rose from 52% in 

1974 to 61% in 1975. (Demographic information and crime statistics were 

obtained from the project grant proposal.) 

In 1976, the Community Day Care and Comprehensive Social Services 

A~sociation of Memphis (CDC/CSSA) created the Memphis-Metro Youth Diversion 

Project MMYDP 1n response 0 _ ( ) " t LEAA's request for proposals to divert youths 

from official juvenile justice system processing. CDC/CSSA is a chartered, 

non-profit organization designated by the state of Tennessee as an 

administering agency for public funds for social services. Rather than create 

new administrative mechanisms for dispersing funds and monitoring programs, 
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CDC/CSSA serves as prime contractor, grant monitor, and consultant for the 

diverison project and twenty-five other social service organizations. 

Although MMYDP is self-sustaining and fiscally autonomous, it receives 

technical support, fiscal services, and overall supervision from CDC/CSSA's 

Board of Directors and staff. 

The following description of the Memphis program is derived from 

interviews conducted by BRI staff in July, 1977. At that time, 11MYDP was 

accepting diverted youths referred fJj' the Juvenile Court of Memphis and Shelby 

County and placing them in service programs operated by social service 

agencies in the Memphis area. In order to gain a complete picture of program 

operation, interviews were conducted with representatives of CDC/CSSA, the 

Juvenile Court, brokered service agencies including Boys' Club, Family 

Service, Youth Service, and the YMCA, and four members of the MMYDP staff. 

History 

A chronology of the events leading to the inception of MMYDP must begin 

with the establishment of its parent organization, CDC/CSSA. With the passage 

of certain amendments to the Social Security Act of 1968, it became possible 

for the Tennessee State Departments of Human Services and Welfare to contract 

social services to private non-profit organizations. Shortly thereafter, a 

group of twelve United Way agencies with child-care-related functions saw the 

advan.tage of forming an umbrella agency to centralize their common activities 

and represent their collective interests. Approval of their proposal resulted 

in the establishment of CDC as a federal demonstration project in May, 1970. 

In June, 1976, the Board of CDC/CSSA responded to the LEAA Program 

Announcement with a proposal drafted with the assistance of the Memphis 

Housing Authority, local Juvenile Court officials, and a variety of human 
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serv~ce providers in the community. Although they had little exper~ence with 

juvenile diversion, CDC/CSSA staff felt that their expertise in 

administration, broad-based community support, and expe~ience with other 

youth-related programs recommended their involvement in this area. The 

proposal was accepted in December, 1976, yet official approval of the MMYDP 

Revised Work Plan did not come from the Office of Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention unitl April, 1977. The Project Director began work ~n 

January of that year, with the remainder of the staff being hired the 

following March and June. Also in March, a survey of exist~ng community 

youth-serving agencies was conducted to assess the availability of such 

services and to inform interested parties about the project. One important 

consequence of that survey is that several agencies expressed an interest ~n 

dealing with youths referred through the diversion project on a no-cost 

basis. Agreements with these agencies permitted earlier delivery of services 

without waiting for cOlnpletion of the purchase-of-service process. Thus, the 

diversion project began referring diverted youths on April 25, 1977, in 

accordance with the provisions of the Revised Work Plan. 

The program start-up was not without its difficulties, and at the time the 

BRI interviews were conducted MMYDP was not operating at its expected 

capacity. Program staff mentioned three problem areas in getting underway. 

First, a change in the CDC/CSSA board presidency in January, 1977, produced 

some ambiguity in the role that the diversion advisory committee would play in 

planning the new project. Second, because it took longer than had been 

anticipated to place diverted youths in no-cost services (placement in 

purchased services would not begin for some months), MMYDP staff found it 

necessary to provide some direct counseling services to clients. Direct 
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service delivery was instituted as a stop-gap measure only and had largely 

been phased out by the time the BRI interviews were conducted. Some confusion 

remained, however, among diverted youths and their parents as to which agency 

• - was the primary - the diversion project or the brokered service agenc~es 

service provider. To further complicate the s~tuat~on, ° • • some project staff 

appeared reluctant to abandon the direct service role. Another departure from 

the original plan for service placement was noted. ° ° In~t~ally, it was thought 

that referring a child to more than one ° agency at a t~me would be disruptive 

and confusing. owever, t at many youths had multiple It soon became evident, h h 

onsequent y, the original needs that could not easily be prioritized. C 1 

procedure has been changed to allow for multiple placements. 

A final start-up problem concerns the rate of flow of diverted youths from 

n ~ts ~n~t~al month of the juvenile court to the diversion proJoect. I ° 0 0 ° 

operation MMYDP did not receive the planned number of referrals, in part 

because original projections were based on 1975 court statistics. In 1976 

juvenile arrests d 12% were otm olfrom 1975, and juvenile arrests for the first 

four months of 1977 were down 16% from the same months in 1976. This 

unforeseen change led to a re-examinat~on of the ° • el~gibility criteria 

•• 0 s~mple assault as an offense established by the court and to the add~t~on f ° 

e cons~ ered for diversion (see Eligibility Criteria for which youths could b °d 

below) • 

Program Goals 

As stated in the CDC/CSSA proposal subm~tted t LEAA h • 0 , t e goa Iso f the 

Memphis-Metro Youth Diversion Project are: 

(1) 

(2) 

to reduce the adjudication of Memphis and Shelby County juveniles 
are alleged to be delinquent and unruly· 
to achieve, through redirection, expans~on and f ., provision of more 
cost-ef ective services, a more comprehensive and coordinated 
approach to the diversion process; and 

who 

---------------~----~---~'---
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(3) to provide services to diverted youths who are Ln need of services 
and thus reduce their delinquent behavior. 

Interviews with project staff indicated that these goals were shared, with 

some differences in emphasis, by staff members at all levels of the 

organization. For instance, Project Workers, while acknowledging the 

program's impact on the justice system, assigned greater importance to 

providing services to diverted youth. Similar consensus existed in 

identifying some form of labeling theory as the philosophical orientation of 

the project, though staff varied in the sophistication of their explanations. 

One Project Worker reported that the entire staff was skeptical about the 

usefulness of traditional counseling in dealing with this population and 

suggested that finding new, more meaningful experiences for youths was a 

project goal. 

The Project Director described in some detail additional goals which 

reflect his personal objectives for the program. Of primary importance is his 

commitment to empirically evaluating the program's success as an alternative 

to justice system processing and comparing the effectiveness of various 

service options for helping diverted youths. A related, but more long-term, 

goal concerns establishing an on-going unit within CDC to deal with juvenile 

justice services after the present grant has expired. One overriding strategy 

that the Project Director has used to assure the program's acceptance by the 

justice system and the community consists of making all involved parties feel 

that they have a stake in the success of the program. By enlisting broad 

support for decisions and program changes he has attempted to create an 

atmosphere of shared responsibility. In discussing the delivery of services, 

the Project Director gave special emphasis to working closely with youths, 
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first, to determine that a problem 11 
actua y exists and, second, to achieve a 

good match between youth needs and project services. 

Project Administration 

Staff meetings are attended by all 
SLX non-clerical project members (see 

Figure A-3) and are held on an ad hoc basis, roughly 
every two weeks. Lasting 

anywhere from twenty minutes t h o two ours, these meetings provide 

opportunities for discussing d .. . 
a mLn~strat~ve concerns, procedural problems, 

case management and, perhaps most importantly, from the viewpoint of the 

Project Workers, venting feelings about . 
~nterpersonal issues such as staff 

communication. All parties agreed that th e general staff meetings were 

extremely useful, and there 
was some feeling that it would be advantageous to 

hold them regularly. 

Despite the Project Director's attempts to 
conduct staff meetings 

democratically and to invol~e project staff in 
decision making, staff members 

agreed that for the most part 1· . d 
po ~cy ~s etermined by the Project Director 

with some help form th A . e ss~stant Director. Al h . tough Project Workers were 

generally satisfied with the amount of input they 
have into project operations 

and felt they get proper r .. f 
ecogn~t~on or their work, one expressed concern 

about a lack of supervision and 
a feeling of being "pretty much on your own." 

vfuether this situation resulted f 
rom ambiguity in supervisor relationships or 

the Director's emphasis on staff independence was not apparent. On the Whole, 
staff members were satisfied with h . t e~r jobs and were optim;st;c th .. .... at ex~st~ng 
difficulties could be resolved. 

Structure and Personnel 

The organizational chart depicted in F· 
~gure A-3 reflects supervisory 

relationships among service personnel as of July, 1977. Although the 
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secretary and the clerk shown in the chart are paid through the MMYDP grant, 

they are actually part of a general pool of CDC clerical and accounting 

staff. In return for sharing these workers with other CDC agenc1es, the 

project has access to the entire pool. Brief descriptions of each service or 

supervisory position and of current project personnel follow: 

MMYDP Director. The Director is charged with the overall administrative, 

budget, and staffing responsibilities for the project. He also represents 

MMYDP in its dealings with the CDC/CSSA Executive Director and Board of 

Directors, the Juvenile Court, and the brokered service agencies. 

Assistant Director. In contrast to the Director, whose activities often 

bring him contact with organizations outside the project, the Assistant 

Director is responsible for coordinating the day-to-day operation of the 

project, monitoring services provided to youth, and supervising the Project 

Workers and Case Aides. 

Project Workers. The two'Project Workers are responsible for handling the 

daily random assignment processes at the court, assessing the needs of 

diverted youth, selecting an appropriate service agency for placement, 

monitoring the youth's progress via communication with the agency, and 

recording the services the youth actually receives. 

Case Aides. Each Project Worker is assigned a Case Aide to assist in 

maintaining contact with the youth throughout service delivery. In contrast 

to the Project Worker, who monitors the child's progress through phone contact 

with the agencies, the Case Aide visits the various agencies and meets with 

the child at the agency site. The Case Aide is responsible for identifying 

any problems that arise during service delivery and bringing them to the 

attention of the Project Worker • 

t' __ _ 
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Or.ientation and Training 

A three-day general orientation was conducted by the Project Director for 

the Assistant Director and two Project Workers. Topics included the history 

of CDC/CSSA and previous attempts at juvenile diversion in Memphis, the 

process1ng of juveniles through the justice system, and the role of staff 

members in implementing the Memphis project. Additional background 

information was provided to project staff in a two-day training session 

conducted by a member of the National Office of Social Responsibility (NOSR) 

staff, a state-level juvenile justice planner, and the executive director of 

CDC/CSSA. The purpose of these meetings was to discuss the Memphis project in 

relation to the LEAA program guidelines; specific components included the 

history of juvenile justice, assessment and evaluation, and training 

resources. This initial training seems to have been successful in that 

project staff were conversant with the theoretical justification for diversion 

and all report that the sessions were "very helpful." 

In-service training was less well organized and for the most part 

consisted of administrative and technical training for the Director and the 

Assistant Director. Additional training for Project Workers was provided by 

NOSR and consisted of a one-day workshop on management information systems, a 

one-day training session on youth employment, and some training films on 

counseling styles. Although no regular in-service training had been planned, 

the Project Director anticipates instruction on a monthly basis. Project 

staff felt that they were adequately trained for their jobs, yet some 

expressed a need for additional training in family counseling, or, at a 

minimum, guidance in conducting the initial interviews with children and 

parents. 
i 
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Intake and Referral 

MMYDP receives all of its referrals from the Juvenile Court of Memphis and 

Shelby County. Diversion project involvement in a case begins with the 

Project Worker's daily trip to the Summons and Diversion Unit at the Juvenile 

Court. There, one of the Project Workers, assisted by a Case Aide, receives 

from the Supervisor of the Summons and Diversion Unit the files of those cases 

recommended for diversion. After a review of the relevant information, all 

cases that meet the project's criteria for eligibility (see Eligibility 

Criteria below) are randomly assigned to one of three experimental groups -

diversion with services, diversion without services and penetration into the 

court system. 

Random assignment is accomplished by, first, shuffling the eligible files 

and then consulting the list of dispositions in the random assignment log 

prepared by BRI. To avoid potential bias in assignment, Project Workers are 

required to go through the list in strict order and d~spositions are hidden by 

a tab that is torn off when the assignment is made. If two or more youths are 

apprehended in the same incident, their files are treated as one (i.e., they 

are banded together when the eligible files are shuffled) and a single 

disposition is made. Project Workers record identifying information (name, 

age, booking number, etc.) in the random assignment log; more detailed 

information, necessary for locating and identifying the youth at a later time, 

is entered on another form. 

Cases that do not meet the eltgibility criteria and cases that are 

assigned to the "penetration" group are returned to the supervisor of the 

Summons and Diversion Unit for processing through the juvenile justice 

system. Information from the files of cases diverted with or without services 

__ r' 
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~s used to complete the following documents: (1) a letter (written on juvenile 

court letterhead) advising the child's parents that MMYDP has been directed by 

the court to investigata the case and a separate form describing the time and 

place of the initial diversion project interviews, and (2) a letter informing 

the complainant of the disposition of the case. The materials sent to the 

child's parents say nothing about the diversion project or the legal status of 

the child's case, only that the court has received a complaint and that the 

diversion project has been asked to investigate it. Parents are advised to 

visit the project offices at the appointed date and time and are told that by 

doing so their child can avoid having an official court record. Youths from 

both the "diverted with services" and the "diverted without services" groups 

have their first contact with the project (and often their first contact with 

any agency after apprehension) when they arrive for the initial interview. 

(The ambiguity of this procedure has resulted in a number of pre-interview 

phone calls from confused parents, so phone contact with the child's family 

may occur earlier.) 

Approximately one week after the child's arrest, interviews are conducted 

by the Project Worker who has been assigned to the case by the Assistant 

Project Director. For youths in both the "diverted with services" and the 

"diverted without services" groups, the Project Worker must establish that the 

child was involved in the charges of which he or she is accused and obtain 

from the child an agreement to participate in the program. If, after a 

reasonable discussion of the matter, the youth or parents remain adament in 

asserting that the youth was not involved as charged or if the youth refuses 

to participate, the case is returned to the Summons and Diversion Unit for 

normal processing. Once participation is assured, the Project Worker must 
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notify the J'uvenile court of the dispos~t~on of th b I' L L e case y comp et~ng a form 

that lists the charge on which the youth was referred and the disposition 

"diverted," wl'th t ' ou comment concern~ng th~ group to which the youth was 

assigned or the extent to which he or she admitted involvement in the alleged 

offense. 

From this point on, youths in the two groups are treated differently. 

Youths in the "diverted without servl.' ces" 1 group are to d that their cases will 

not be processed because the youth and his family can solve the problems by 

themselves; no offer of immediate or future services is extended. One Proje&t 

Worker said that he cautions the child and parents that if the child is 

rearrested, a second referral to the diversion project is unlikely. The 

entire procedure for a youth in the no services group takes about fifteen 

minutes. 

Youths who have been "diverted 'th '" Wl serVl.ces are told about the purpose 

of the diversion project and about their option to terminate at any time. 

Then, the child and parents are interviewed both separately and together to 

identify problems and discuss various service options. There are apparently 

no formal guidelines for conducting the assessment, and no formal service plan 

is drawn up. After the Project Worker has decided on the appropriate service 

option and obtained the approval of the Assistant Director, the child and the 

service agency are informed of the deCl'Sl.'on. Th 't' 1 e ~n erVl.ew may ast up to an 

hour and a half; the child's first contact wl'th the d ' eSl.gnated service agency 

reportedly occurs within one week of the interview. 

Case Management 

The contracted service agencies have prl.'mary 'b'l' responsl. ~ lty for case 

management and service delivery, though project staff are expected to monitor 
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each youth's participation and progress. After placement in the prog:am, the 

child meets with a Case Aide approximately once a week for short periods of 

time (10-20 minutes) to discuss his or her participation in the program and 

any problems that may have developed. The Case Aide is also expected to 

monitor the child's attendance and progress and relay this information to the 

Project yJorker as a supplement to the service agency's progress reports. The 

amount of time that a diverted youth spends at the serV1ce agency and the 

duration of service varies greatly from agency to agency, though one staff 

member estimated that contacts average six to eight hours per week over a 

period of four to five months. 

Court and diversion project personnel agreed that onCe a youth completes 

i 

the initial diversion project interview, he is no longer under the 
I 

jurisdiction of the court and is free to terminate his participation without 

penalty. On the other hand, if the diverted youth fails to contact the 

\ diversion project, his file is sent back to the court for normal processing. 

In either case, a description of the child's participation (or lack of it) is 

included in the case file for use in future decision making. 

Although firm procedures have not yet been established, termination of 

services will occur if the youth (1) changes his legal residence from Shelby 

County, (2) successfully reaches the goals that have been set for him, (3) 

disobeys the program rules and 1S asked to leave, or (4) decides to leave the 

program himself. 

Service Options 

Although the project staff has occasionally found it necessary to counsel 

youths in crisis, they would not ordinarily provide direct services to 

clients. Instead, services would be brokered to a variety of existing 
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. rac ua agreements, with the diversion project community agencies through cont t 1 

functioning as a point of assessment and referral. In April, 1977, the 

contractual process began with a pre-bid conference attended by 

at t1me, project objectives representatives of 78 community agencies. At th " 

and goals were discussed, as well as the "t" b cr1 er1a to e used in selecting 

brokered service agencies and the process for requesting participation. In 

order to provide MMYDP staff with an idea of the community's capabilities, 

interested agencies were asked to b"t su m1 a pre-application describing the 

services they planned to offer. A s a result, 36 pre-applications were 

received. 

Since contracted services ld b" wou not eg1n for some months, the service 

options described below (see Brokered Service Agencies) represent those 

4 t the t1me the BRI interviews offered to the project on a no-cost bas;s. A " 

were conducted a total of eighteen community agenc;es had 4 accepted referrals 

from the diversion proJoect. Of th f h ose, our ad submitted proposals for 

subcontracting with the diversion project or were about to do so (Youth 

Services, Boy's Club, Family Services, d Y M C ) an •• .A. , and fourteen had agreed 

to continue providing services free of charge. The cooperation of the latter 

group had encouraged the diversion project to continue making referrals to 

agencies that provide no-cost " serV1ces whenever possible and appropriate. 

Although recreational and 1" counse 1ng services predominated, it was 

expected that the diversion project would have a broad range of service 

options when fully operative. I dd"" n a 1t10n to options that were available at 

that time, project staff expressed a need for " tutor1ng, drug and alcohol abuse 

counseling, vocational and employment counseling, training, and placement. 
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Justice System Structure and Function 

The juvenile justice system in Shelby County consists of several police 

Because the departments and the Juvenile Court of Memphis and Shelby County. 

geographical boundaries of Memphis and Shelby County overlap to a great 

extent, city and county police have pooled their resources to form the Memphis 

Metropolitan Juvenile Unit for handling juvenile cases. The police 

departments of smaller jurisdictions within the county make far fewer juvenile 

arrests and do not participate in this joint program. 

The juvenile court employs over 200 persons and has responsibility for 

adjudicating all cases that involve dependent, neglected, unruly, or 

delinquent children. Termination of parental rights, appointment of 

guardians, legitimation and support of illegitimate children, and all offenses 

committed against children also fall under the court's jurisdiction. In 1976, 

the court processed 13,609 cases; of these, 7,886 were juvenile complaints. 

The juvenile court judge, in addition to his judicial duties, is the director 

of a sizeable administrative organization and exerts considerable influence in 

all phases of juvenile justice policy making and operations. 

There are four critical decision points in processing youths through the 

.. at the tl.·me of apprehension, at court intake, at the juvenile Just1ce system: 

interview with a court counselor, and at a court adjudicatory hearing. When a 

youth is apprehended, the police officer has three options: he can warn and 

release the youth; he can issue a summons, which mayor may not require the 

youth to appear in court; or he can take the youth into custody, i.e., deliver 

him or her to court intake for detention. When a summons is issued, a copy is 

forwarded to the Summons and Diverison Unit staff. They must decide whether 

to send a letter to the child's parents informing them that their child has 
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been involved in an offense or to forward the case to the Intake Unit for 

further processing. The last option, taking the youth into custody, is chosen 

in serious cases only and requires that court officials in the Intake Unit 

decide whether to informally adjust the case, release the youth to the custody 

of his or her parents, or hold the youth. For most cases involving capital 

offenses or juveniles under the jurisdiction of the court (i.e., on probation 

or in after-care), youths must remain in detention until their cases can be 

heard (usually within seven days); the rest are regularly released to their 

parents and contacted for a conference with a court counselor within thirty 

days. 

The court counselor, after interviewing the youth and parents, makes a 

decision whether or not to proceed with adjudication. The counselor has the 

authority to release the youth with a warning, seek a consent degree, or 

proceed with a court hearing. The consent decree results in judicial 

probation and assignment of a volunteer Auxiliary Probation Officer who 

provides probationary supervision. If the counselor decides that a court 

hearing is warranted, an adjudicatory hearing is scheduled. The judge may 

release the youth, perhaps with a referral to a community agency, or if the 

alleged offense is sufficiently serious and supported by the evidence, he may 

take the case under advisement for an extended period of time. If the youth 

meets the terms of advisement of the prescribed period and is not brought 

before the court on a new complaint, the case is dismissed. Finally, if the 

judge decides to carry through the adjudication process and the youth is 

adjudicated delinquent, he or she can either be placed on formal probation or 

committed to a correctional facility of the State Department of Corrections 

for an indefinite period of time. In either case, law prescribes that the 

youth is on probation until the age of majority. 

r' ___ _ 
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Eligibility and Referral to the Diversion Program 

Although there are provisions that allow probation officers and the 

juvenile court judge to directly refer youths to MMYD~ for services, almost 

all referrals come as a result of random assignment through the Summons and 

Diversion Unit. Each weekday, the Supervisor of the Intake Unit and the 

Supervisor of the Summons and Diversion Unit screen the cases that come into 

their respective offices to identify youths who meet the criteria for 

diversion. Cases selected for diversion at the Intake Unit are then sent to 

the Summons and Diversion Unit for additional screening, combined with cases 

selected at Summons and Diversion, and referred in a group to the diversion 

project. Project staff make one fin.al eligibility check and then process the 

cases in the manner described above. 

The juvenile court judge, chief probation officer, the Supervisor of the 

Summons and Diversion Unit, and the Director of MMYDP were all involved in the 

initial formulation of eligibility criteria for diversion to the project. 

Although the criteria had undergone a number of changes in the early phases of 

the project, the aim throughout has been to divert those cases likely to 

result in adjudication without commitment. Such a prescription excludes 

youths who would normally be warned and released, screened and referred to 

community services, or released by the court prior to adjudication. 

Initially, it also excluded more serious crimes against property, all crimes 

against persons, and all offenses of notoriety (e.g. homicide, rape); though 

at the time the interviews were conducted, simple assault had been added to 

the list of crimes for which a youth could be diverted. Youths on probation, 

under commitment to the Tennessee Department of Corrections, or whose cases 

are under advisement to the court are generally excluded from consideration 
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for diversion. Youths previously diverted through the diversion project who 

are again referred to the court are not eligible for entry through the 

randomization process, but may be referred to the project for services at the 

discretion of the court staff. 

When the procedures were first established, a' fairly specific formula -

erra s 0 ue court and the seriousness of the based on the number of prior ref I t t~ 

current offense - was used to determine eligibl.·ll.·ty. F I or examp e 1 a youth 

referred for burglary could be diverted only if he or she had no prior 

referrals, while a youth referred for shoplifting could be diverted only if he 

or she had one prior referral. Th . e assumptl.on was that without diversion a 

first arrest for burglary or a second arrest for shoplifting would reach 

adjudication, while a second arrest for burglary or a third arrest for 

shoplifting would result in commitment. Upon closer examination of the court 

process (partly in response to the low diversion flow rate during the first 

few months of the project), it was decided that the formula did not accurately 

reflect actual court practice. In May, 1977, the stringent formula was 

replaced by more flexible guidelines which described eligible youths as those 

who have a "high probabl.·ll.· ty" of b"· I el.ng p aced on a consent decree or of being 

adjudicated. (Youths who commit the serious crimes listed above or who are 

under court jurisdiction were, of course, still excluded.) Interviews with 

court staff indicated that under the new guidelines the decision to divert 

depends less on the number of prior arrests and more on the circumstances of 

the offense and the intent of the youth in committing it. There was also some 

evidence that the reformulation has resulted l.·n l.·ncreased judicial discretion. 

Juvenile Justice System Service Options 

In Memphis, juveniles placed on probation by court counselors (via a 
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) or by the J'uvenile court judge (via adjudication) may be consent decree 

The referred to the Auxiliary Probation Service for probationary supervision. 

orientation of this volunteer organization is toward public service; its goal 

is to rehabilitate the child, while "upholding the dignity of the law." Last 

628 vo lunteer Auxiliary Probation Officers (APOs) provided services to yea·r, 

1,503 new juvenile referrals. 

drawn from all socioeconomic strata of the APOs are generally lay persons, 

Their training consists of a three-hour city, and predominantly middle-aged. 

superv1's1'on on their first case, and monthly division orientation, close 

1'nclude case discussion and lectures on relevant topics. meetings which may 

referred to the Auxiliary Probation Service, a District When a juvenile is 

h' or her on an in.itial Chief assigns the case to an APO and may accompany Lm 

home visit. At that time, the APO discusses the rules of probation with the 

d obta1'ns their signatures as an indication that they child and parents an 

1 Dur1'ng the probationary period, the APO supervises the understand the ru es. 

child's conduct and may provide informal counseling. No special programs or 

ff d In fact, Auxiliary Probation Service organized activities are 0 ere • 

personnel feel that it is important for APOs to maintain some emotional 

distance from the child in order to be e ec 1ve. ff t · Although the amount of 

ch1'ld var1'es depending on the case, the child's actual contact with the 

of t1'me he has been on probation, the APO is expected behavior, and the length 

to spend an average of two hours per week on a case. Probation lasts a 

but may, at the discretion of the APO and his district minimum of six months, 

chief, be extended until the youth's eighteenth birthday. 

Interagency Attitudes and Relations 

The juvenile justice system, largely through the juvenile court judge and 

I 
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chief probation officer, was actively involved 1n writing the original 

proposal and formulating the diversion procedures. Although the highest 

juvenile court officials had supported the project from the beginning, the 

court staff who are actually involved in diverting most youths to the project, 

namely, the supervisors of the Intake Unit and the Summons and Diversion Unit, 

were apprehensive at first about the effects diversion would have on the court 

and on the youths they serve. The diversion project held several sessions for 

the purpose of briefing the supervisory staff of the court on the details of 

diversion programming; it was their responsibility to pass this information 

along to the rest of the court staff. Although the briefings did not convey 

the theoretical aspects of diversion, they did serve the useful purpose of 

allaying the supervisor's fears about the project and convincing them of the 

diversion project staff's sincerity. At the time the BRI interviews were 

conducted court staff still expressed some trepidation about diverting youths 

without services; however, their initial opposition had changed to cautious 

support and most were optimistic about the project's chances for success. 

Despite their pride in the court's large, volunteer probation service, 

court staff felt that services offered by MMYDP are more professional and more 

intensive. The juvenile court judge and probation officers had been referring 

youths to community agencies for many years, yet court personnel seemed to 

welcome the comprehensiveness of the diversion project's approach and seemed 

to appreciate their assistance in relieving an overburdened court staff. As 

part of their agreement with the court, MMYDP had taken over some of the 

court's routine paperwork in processing diverted youth. 

Court staff and diversion project staff had little personal contact aside 

from the Project Workers' daily trip to pick up the files of youths referred 

, 
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for random assignment. Supervisors, however, might communicate by phone 

several times a day to discuss matters of mutual concern. Problems between 

the two organizations seemed limited to disagreements over the handling of 

particular cases, rather than any major issues. Neither group was satisified 

with the rate at which youths were being diverted; on the other hand, neither 

group felt the problem was insurmountable. While the court sta~f seemed 

pleased with the assistance offered by MMYDP, they were in no way dependent on 

them for their success. In contrast, the diversion project was entit'ely 

dependent on the court for referrals. Overall, the relationship seemed 

sufficiently cooperative to allow the diversion project to conduct its 

programs. 

Brokered Service Agencies 

Interviews were conducted with representatives for four community agencies 

that had informal agreements to provide services free of charge to diverted 

youth. Each of the four agencies planned to contract services to MMYDP when 

purchased service agreements were finalized. 

Youth Service in Memphis, Inc. Supported by the Episcopal church and 

Memphis United Way, Youth Service attempts to help young people with "personal 

problems, school planning, job planning and placement, and social adjustment" 

through a broad range of recreational, educational, and counseling programs. 

At the time of the interviews, Youth Service employed four full-time and two 

part-time counselors, each with a minimum of a bachelor's degree and one with 

a master's degree in social work. When a child is referred to Youth Services, 

the intake director assigns the youth to one of the counselors. Agency policy 

requires that the counselor visit the child at home and conduct a need 

assessment interview to determine which programs are appropriate. The 
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~ case an sees the child counselor continues to have respons~bl.·ll.·ty for the d 

informally on a weekly basis, though the frequency of this kind of contact 

~ counse or w~ ave more frequent contact generally decreases over t~me. A 1 ·11 h 

l.n ac ~v~t~es that the counselor is with clients if they participate· t··· 

supervising. As long as parents give permission, clients can continue to 

participate in Youth Service programs until they reach the age of eighteen. 

~ approxulI:.tely 70% In 1976, Youth Services assisted 3,286 boys and g~rls', . 

were mem ers of minority groups. were between the ages of 13 and 15, and 55% b 

Although referral sources include churches, the school system, other social 

service agencies, and walk-ins ;olicited through the~r ~ weekly radio program, 

staff are firmly committed to treating diverted youths no differently from 

others. Youth Service expected to make about twenty slots available t.o youths 

referred from MMYDP. Wh t f·· en con racts are ~nall.zed, income from these 

referrals should constitute less than 5% of their total budget. 

The following are the primary services in which diverted youths would be 

placed: 

(a) Counseling. Nearly all youths participate in individual, family, or 

gourp counseling; some are involved in more than one at a time. Individual 

counseling conducted by the child's case manager is the most flexible form and 

sma er percentage, pr1.mar1.ly those may last from a few weeks to a year. A 11 . . 

with problems in social adJ·ustment, partl.·c1.·pate . 1.n group counseling. Two 

counselors lead weekly groups that run for eight to ten weeks, each session 

lasting about ninety minutes. F ·1 1·· amI. y counse I.ng 1.S arranged on a more 

informal basis. If there is a need for more regular or extensive family 

counseling, cases are referred to Family Service of Memphis. 

(b) Saturday Program. Through cooperation with the local usa, each 

Saturday fifteen servicemen se "b· b h " rve as 1.g rot ers to thirty boys from Youth 

,----~~----------------------- '--
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Service. Activities such as hiking, sightseeing, sports and movies, vary 

1 11 d Boys ages thirteen and older are encouraged weekly and usually ast a aYe 

to participate; unfortunately, many cannot participate as often as they wish 

due to the size of the program. 

(c) Arts and Crafts. Volunteers and counselors provide instruction in 

cooking, gardening, macrame, leather work, and so on, on a weekly basis for 

h Classes last an hour and one-half and meet in church interested yout • 

° About half of Youth Service's clients participate basements or fire stat~ons. 

~n some kind of craft activity. 

(d) ° 1 A to °to Youth Service hires a Swimming and Other Recreat~ona c ~v~ ~es. 

lifeguard and provides swimming instruction four hours a week. On a regualr 

basis, youths are invited to participate in bowling, horseback riding, skating 

and other activities. Counselors provide transportation. 

, f hO S;nce 1962, Boys' Clubs has been serving boys ages Boys Club 0 Memp ~s. 4 

eight to eighteen years through prograIlis of "participatory recreation, social 

adjustment, and social development." Two thousand youngsters participate in 

fourteen different groups (athletic, crafts, and science clubs) and take part 

in counseling and other special programs. Boys' Clubs is divided into five 

( ;ncluding a summer camp) each of which is physically separate operating units 4 

staffed by a club director, project director, counselors, and college students 

° ff a;des', typ;cally a dozen or so staff work at each who work part-t~me as sta 4 4 

°bolO f management is shared by all staff members location. Respons~ ~ ~ty or case 

° h hOld They f;ll out guidance reports that are who come in contact w~th t e c ~ • • 

reviewed weekly by the club director and the program director. 

Youths are occasionally referred to Boys' Clubs by the Department of Human 

Services and local schools, but most new members join at the suggestion of 
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parents or friends who are members. When a youth joins he is assigned to a 

staff member for orientation and later recruited to join other ongoing 

activities. Participation lasts an average of one year, but may last much 

longer. Though it varies with the number and kind of activities in which they 

are engaged, youths spend an average of ten hours per week at the Boys' Club. 

Popular activities include: (a) sports teams - baseball, basketball, and 

soccer teams practice about four hours per week and require at least average 

grades in school for membership; (b) arts and crafts - classes meet for one 

hour a week and offer painting, photography, wood shop, general crafts, etc.; 

(c) science club - this club meets regularly to go on field trips, perform lab 

experiments, grow vegetables in their own garden, and engage in other 

activities that supplement the normal school science program. The agency also 

provides family services, health care, and counseling. 

Boys' Clubs expected about forty youths from the diversion project to be 

placed in their program at anyone time. It was estimated tha income from the 

MMYDP contract, when it is finalized, would amount to approximately 13% of the 

total budget. Boys' Club representatives said that it would be important for 

agency staff to know which youths had been diverted so that "special 

attention" could be given to them when needed. They emphasized, however, that 

diverted youths would not be identified as such and, in general, not be 

treated differently from others. At the time of the interviews, feedback on 

the progress of diverted youths had been informally provided to Case Aides, 

and attendance and counselor reports were available upon request. 

Family Service of Memphis. In 1976, Family Service's staff of twelve 

provided counseling services to 2,045 families referred to them by attorneys, 

ministers, schools, and private and public agencies including the Juvenile 
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Court. In addition, they operated a number of family life education programs 

for interested families and family therapy training programs for other 

professionals. 

Referrals from MMYDP would come directly to one of four social workers 

(all with master's degrees) assigned to working with families of diverted 

youths. The only other difference between the handling of diverted youths and 

the handling of other clients would be that most clients pay fees on a sliding 

scale, while MMYDP would pay for services provided to diverted youths. 

Counselors practice an eclectic form of family therapy that begins with 

entering into a verbal contract with clients that specifies goals for 

counseling and a period of time in which to accomplish them. Many families 

require ony short-term counseling (one to six interviews), while others may 

continue for as long as a year. Weekly sessions last one to one and one-half 

hours, though frequently a child will receive additional individual counseling 

on a weekly basis. Feedback on diverted youths has been communicated via 

phone contact; however Family Service staff suggested that more formal 

meetings may be necessary when the anticipated level of referrals (fifteen per 

month) is reached. 

YMCA of Memphis and Shelby County. The YMCA program for serving diverted 

youths was still in the planning stage at the time the interviews were 

conducted, although a few had been placed in ongoing recreat~on programs. 

Because the YMCA had only limited expereince in social action programs, an 

individual was hired for the specific task of developing such programs. His 

plan was to establish a comprehensive pxogram for disadvantaged youths before I 
i , 
I-

referrals from the diversion progject began, and then integrate diverted 

youths into the program as they arrived. Agency staff envisioned a program of I 

I 
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counseling, employment training, tutoring, cultural enrichment, camping, and 

recreation for fifteen hours a week (week days and weekends) over a period of 

six to nine months. Diverted youths and their families would be interviewed 

by a YMCA professional to ascertain the child's interest~ and needs. Although 

services would be mainly provided by other staff, the profe~sional would be 

responsible for monitoring the child'~ progress in the variOUS programs. 



ORANGE COUNTY, FLORIDA YOUTH DIVERSION PROJECT 

(August 1-4, 1977) 

Orange County, which is located in central Florida, had 344,311 

residents. Huch of the population is concentrated in the city of Orlando 

(population 99,006), but there are many smaller municipalities. In recent 

d d "dly becoming a major part of the years, the tourist industry has expan e rap~ , 

economy. One result of this economic development has been rapid population 

growth. 

of the Human Services Planning Council The diversion project is a program 

C Incorporated (HSPC). Though HSPC is an independent of Orange ounty, -

d b 0 C ~ty and the United Way. organization, it is jointly supporte y range OUb._ 

The major mission of HSPC is to coordinate and improve human services in 

Orange County. Since HSPC is not a service-providing agency, services for 

" hare obta1 ned by referral to other agencies. d~verted yout s ... 

d " " proJ"ects funded by the diversion initiative of the Unlike other ~vers~on 

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP), the Orange 

f "d Three separate diversion County project is part 0 a statew~ e program. 

projects compose the Florida program: one is the Orange County project, 

another is located in Broward County, and a third is administered by the 

" t;es Because Florida's Department University of Flor~da and serves seven coun... • 

of Health and Rehabilitation Services (RRS) is the agency directly funded by 

OJJDP, it is technically responsible for all three projects. Nevertheless, 
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the three projects are largely independent of each other and HRS. Because of 

the complexity of the statewide program, the national evaluation includes , 
with the approval of the National Institute of Juvenile Justice De_inquency 

Prevention, only one of the three Florida projects, the one serving Orange 

County. 

The present document describes the Orange County diversion project as of 

the first week in August, 1977, approximately one month after the project 

began accepting clients. Two main sources of information were used in 

compiling this report. Documents produced by HSPC included the prorosal and 

revised work-plan for the project as well as material intended to describe the 

project to local organizations. Additional information was obtained through 

interviews of individuals involved in the diversion program. The sample 

interviewed included representatives of the HSPC diversion project staff, 

youth serving agencies (Boys'Clubs of Central Florida; Citizens' Dispute 

Settlement of Orange County; the Green House; Orlando School of Black 

Performing Arts; Professional Evaluation, Diagnosis and Intervention; and YMCA 

of Central Florida), and juvenile justice agencies eHRS; Orange County 

Sheriff's Department; Orlando Police Department; and State Attorney's Office, 

Ninth District, Juvenile Division). 

THE DIVERSION PROJECT 

History 

Throughout the 1960's, the need for an agency to ~lan and coordinate 

social services was increasingly felt by the people inv'olved in these services 

in Orange County. As a response to that need, members of the board of the 

local United Way incorporated HSPC in 1968. HSPC operated on a small scale 

until 1971, when the United Way and Orange County agreed to jointly fund its 

r ____ _ 
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activities and hire a full-time director. HSPC is governed by a board of 
'I 

~ 

i 
I 

trustees, half of whom are appointed by Orange County and half by the United 

Way. The trustees represent a variety of professions; few of them are 

i , 
I 

I 

employed in social services. 

Aside from the diversion project, HSPC has three major programs. The 

first of these is an information and referral center, the purpose of which is 

I 
I 

I 
I, 
I 

to maintain an up-to-date and exhaustive directory of social services in 

Orange County. Any person in need of services can call the center for 

referral to an appropriate service provider. In addition, the center's 

\ . 
I 

directory is available to interested organizations as a referral resource. 

HSPC also operates a volunteer service bureau. This bureau attempts to 
I 
! 
I expand volunteerism in several ways. By working closely with organizations 
i 
f 

I , 
I 

\ 

I 

that use volunteers, the bureau is able to keep extensive listings of 

volunteer opportunities and place interested individuals in appropriate 

roles. The bureau also offers training in the operation of volunteer 

programs. In order to heighten public awareness about volunteerism, the 

bureau is developing curricula for use in high schools and colleges. 

As its name would imply, the planning council is also involved in planning 

human services in Orange County. HSPC's primary activity in this area is 

reviewing new applications for funds from the United Way and Orange County 

Government. The council's recommendation to the United Way and Orange County 

Government focuses on the extent to which the proposed programs would increase 

the range of human services in Orange County. In this way HSPC helps to avoid 

duplication of effort and directs available funds toward urgent needs. 

Though HSPC has not been primarily responsible for the operation of 

juvenile justice programs, it was involved in a capacity building effort for 
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e proJect, conducted in cooperation with the youth services ~n Orlando. Th 0 

Center for Action Research, had as ~ts ma~n f 0 L L ocus stud~es of youth needs and 

youth services. In comparing the available resources with youth needs, HSPC 

has had contact with all youth-serving agencies and juvenile justice agencies 

in the county. Because of their work in the capacity building project, the 

at the~r organization would be able to director and trustees of HSPC thought th 0 

successfully coordinate a diversion proJoect 0 0 ~n range County, and they decided 

to apply to become the sponsoring agency in Orange County for the statewide 

program being organized by HRS. 

Orange County's juvenile justice agencies and various organizations which 

serve youth worked together with HSPC and HRS ~n f ormu1ating the Orange County 

diversion proJoect. The 1 f h proposa or t e projl~ct was written by the HSPC staff 

member who had been responsible for the capacJ"oty b 01 0 u~ d~ng program and who was 

to become the diversion proJoect director. It 0 I d d 1 ~nc u e etters from justice 

agencies indicating their willingness to cooperate with the project. Several 

agencies were chosen to provide services dO to ~\Terted youths. It was decided 

that HSPC would receive youths from the justice system, and then refer them to 

the agencies which would best suit their needs. In addition, HSPC would be 

coor ~nat~ng t e activities responsible for monitoring clients' progress anc'l dO 0 h 

of the various organizations. 

rece~ve word that the diversion project In November, 1976, HSPC first 0 d 

would be funded. Though they were informed that they would be reimbursed for 

activities after January 1, 1977, expenditures were held to a minimum until 

cashflow to the project began. Although the contract between HSPC and HRS for 

regular funding of the proJoect I was not comp eted until June, work began in 

earnest when Orange County advanced HSPC financial support in April. The 



~ I 

-------- ---- -----------

- A-l13 -

project staff was selected during April and they began work on May 23. By 

that time the project director had laid much of the groundwork and the project 

was able to begin taking clients on a full scale basis on July 1. Contracts 

with the service providing agencies also began at this time. Since the same 

individuals who designed the project implemented it, no major changes Ln 

philosophy occurred during implementation. 

Goals 

The goals, strategies, objectives, and methods of the Orange County 

diversion project are listed in a document that was developed for the 

project's public information programs. 

Goals: 

1. To develop and strengthen community-based services which 
encourage youth employment and youth participation in 
decision making. 

2. To reduce delinquent behavior of diverted young people by 
providing them effective services where needed. 

3. To achieve a more comprehensive and coordinated approach to 
the diversion process through the expansion and redirection 
of existing community resources. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

To reduce by a significant number adjudication of youth 
alleged to be delinquent over a three year period. 

To enable the Juvenile Justice System to concentrate more 
of its resources on the juvenile offender whose offenses 
preclude consideration for diversion. This is to be 
accomplished by the diversion of the less serious offender 
from the system. 

To improve the quality and efficiency of Juvenile Justice 
decision making. 

Strategy: 

The specific functions of the Orange County Youth Diversion 
Project are as follows: 

1. To increase the probability that youth who commit offenses 
will be diverted without prejudice from the Juv'enile 
Justice System. 

2. 

3. 
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To provide diverted youth access, on a voluntary basis, to 
a variety of services provided by local (subcontractee) 
community service agencies in a non-stigmatizing 
environment. 

To provide a variety of opportunities supporting assumption 
or resumption of a divertee's course toward satisfactory 
development and growth in the community. 

Objectives: 

1. To reduce the rate at which youth who come Ln contact with 
the Justice System commit delinquent acts, and to reduce 
the rates of repeat arrests. 

2. To produce replicable, transferable findings about the 
methods and effects of diverson with sufficient detail, 
reliability and validity that they can be used to guide 
subsequent programming at the local, state and national 
level. 

Methods: 

1. Development of a training module and a public information 
component to instruct law enforcement personnel, HRS Youth 
Services Intake personnel, and court personnel in the 
concept, policies, and practices of diversion and to 
develop community understanding for contemporary youth 
behavior and the potential of diversion as a means to 

2. 

3. 

4. 

reduce delinquent acts. 

Provision of access to a network of alternative resources 
within the community to the processing of a youthful 
offender through the Juvenile Justice System. 

Evaluation of the effectiveness of the diversion project 
activities in providing youthful offenders an opportunity 
to resume satisfactory development. 

Evaluation of the effectiveness of the training module and 
community awareness component in effecting change in the 
Juvenile Justice System and in increasing community 
tolerance for juvenile delinquency. 

These goals are taken almost verbatim from the program announcement for 

OJJDP's diversion initiative. The strategy, objectives and method are 

intended to be compatible with these goals, and also are influenced strongly 
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by the national strategy for youth development of the Office of Youth 

Development (OYD) which sponsored HSPC during its capacity building work. 

HSPC adopted this strategy, which emphasizes avoiding negative labeling, 

increasing access to desirable roles, and providing services through a 

coordinated network of community-based agencies. 

The goals and strategy presented above appeared to be accepted by all of 

the project staff, though individuals differed in their ability to state them 

explicitly. The national strategy was also mentioned as guiding the project's 

<dO 0 In add;t;on, various staff members named philosophy about prov~ ~ng serv~ces. • • 

less formal goals such as making diversion so much a part of the local social 

service system that it would continue when the funding ceases and the central 

administration no longer exists. Several members of the project staff 

indicated that they hoped to bring about changes throughout the entire 

community in the treatment of juvenile offenders. They felt that juveniles 

are treated harshly by the justice system, and that such treatment is 

Staff supported by the prevalence of conservative attitudes among the public. 

members hoped that they might be able to bring about change in several ways. 

These included influencing public opinion through a public information 

program, bringing about new legislation concerning the processing of juvenile 

cases, and affecting the actions of key individuals in the juvenile justice 

system. 

Diversion Project Structure 

The Orange County diversion ploject is administered by a staff employed by 

HSPC. In its role of insuring the smooth operation of the total diversion 

effort, this staff has many responsibilities. Clients are referred to the 

project by the assistant state attorney in charge of the juvenile division for 
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Orange County. The diversion project staff must make Sure that as many cases 

as possible are diverted and that those cases diverted are, 1n fact, eligible 

for the program. Toward that end, they maintain close contact with the 

assistant state attorney and keep records of all cases placed in the program's 

eligible pool. 

The HSPC staff 1S responsible for placing youngsters who are diverted for 

services in appropriate service-providing agencies. Thus, staff members must 

interview clients and gather information about them in order to determine 

their needs. Monitoring the services that clients receive is another aspect of 

HSPC's role. Not only is this monitoring intended to insure that diverted 

youths obtain the help they need, but it is also used to determine the amount 

of reimbursement given to the service-providing agencies. In addition to its 

involvement with diversion clients, HSPC operates a public information 

program. The aim of this program is to aid the project by mustering public 

support for its goals. 

An organizational chart of HSPC's diversion project is presented in Figure 

A-4. Fifteen trustees form the board of trustees that is the governing body 

of HSPC. They are ultimately responsible for setting the policies and guiding 

the activities of HSPC. The youth advisory council is a volunteer group whose 

functions are limited to the diversion project. The 16 council members have 

all been involved in youth work and include the assistant state attorney, a 

former juvenile court judge, the county sheriff, and representatives of 

schools and social service agencies. Four youth members of the council 

represent the youth's point of view. 

The diversion project's first progress report describe the purpose of the 

council as follows: 
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Board of Trustees ____________________________ ~------------------------------Youth Advisory Council 
(15 volunteers) (13 volunteers) 

Planning Assistant 
(15%) --- (40% 

Executive Director 
(5%) ------

Project Director 
Associate Director, Planning) 

Administrative Assistant 
(5/0 

Secretary 
(5%) 

-----------~i ---------l-------------~i--------~, Training Case Manager Case Manager Case Manager Case Manager 
Coordinator (100%, Planner) (80% CETA, Planner) (100%, Assistant Planner) (70% CETA 

(100%) Assistant Planner) 
lJ ____________________ ~L_ ____________ r_------------L-------------,_---------L--------------------------~I 

Secretary 
(100%) 

Secretary 
(70% CETA) 

NOTE: Percentages in parentheses represent the amount of time assigned to the project. 

Figure A-4 
Organizational Chart of Orange County Youth Diversion Project 
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The purpose of the Youth Advisory Council shall be to provide to the Human 
Services Planning Council, units of government, community agencies, and 
the community-at-large advice regarding the implementation of the LEAA 
Diversion Project and to determine objectives and program components of 
the project for the last two years of operation. The accomplishment of 
this program will include: 

1. overseeing and advising about the negotiation and implementation of 
contracts with direct service providers. 

2. assisting in the arbitration and resolution of any gr1evances 
relative to this project; and 

3. advising community decision-makers about the allocation of financial 
and human resources in the Youth Service System. 

The organizational chart shows all positions assigned to the diversion 

project and the percentage of time which is assigned. Though most of these 

positions are funded by LEAA, some are funded through the Comprehensive 

Employment Training Act (CETA) (funding source is also indicated in the 

chart). The project director's job title in HSPC is assistant director, 

planning, and the case managers are designated as planners and assistant 

planners. As can be seen in the chart, several positions have only small time 

commitments to the project. As might be expected, these people have played 

minor roles in the project. Such is not the case for .the project director, 

however, since the diversion project has actually occupied almost 100% of her 

time, rather than 40%' as indicated in the organizational chart. The 

responsibilities of the more important, non-clerical positions are described 

below as are the backgrounds of the individuals filling those positions. 

Personnel 

Project Director. As the assistant director, planning, of HSPG, the 

project director must set annual goals and objectives for the planning 

department and then see that they are met. The work of the planning 



-~~~~~----- --- ~-

- A-1l9 -

department most frequently involves studies of social services 1.n Orange 

County. Though the operation of the diversion project is, by and large, 

neither planning nor research, it is a planning department program and is 

therefore within the project director's domain. The director supervises the 

diversion project staff and has served as the project's major representative 

1.n negotiations with both justice and service agencies. 

Case Managers. The case managers supervise the involvement of individual 

clients in the diversion project. After being referred from the state 

attorney's office, clients are first contacted by a case manager. At this 

initial interview, the program is explained to the family, parent and youth 

consent are obtained, and the client's needs are assessed. Together with the 

family, the case manager decides which of the service options is most 

appropriate for the client. The case manager calls the chosen agency to 

arrange the client's participation, and then monitors the client's progress 

through continued contact with both the client and the agency. Most of the 

record keeping for clients is done by the case managers as well. 

The case management duties are shared by all four case managers, but the 

duties of the two planners differ 1n some ways from the duties of the two 

assistant planners. The I db" p anners are expecte to e leaders 1n developing 

project procedures and they playa larger role 1"n d" " . "" coor 1nat1ng the act1.v1ties 

of the group. 

Training Coord1"nator. Th" " " h 1S person 1S 1n c arge of the project's p~blic 

information program. The job involves developing material about the program 

and presenting it to the pubI1"c. Se er I t f "" v a ypes 0 presentat10ns w111 be used, 

including pamphlets, papers, talks, slide presentations, and press releases. 

In addition to the public information program, the training coordinator 

prepares material for training the project staff. 
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Project Administration 

The staff enjoys a good deal of independence in its work. The var1.OUS 

tasks that arise are assigned to staff members by the project director. These 

individuals then work on their own, consulting the director or other staff 

members if additional input is needed. Rather than continuously supervising 

the staff's work, the project director asks for products that must meet her 

approval. On the whole, the staff seemed pleased with this arrangement. They 

indicated satisfaction with the amount of input they had about the project, 

with the recognition and feedback they receive for their efforts, and with the 

amount of supervision they receive. 

HSPC's board of trustees has ultimate responsibility for the policies of 

all HSPC activities, and the project's youth advisory council also exercises 

some authority over the project. The guidance of these bodies seems to be at a 

very general level. So actual operation of the project is largely determined 

by the project staff. While the project director has the greatest influence 

in policies and procedures, all staff members have input. Though he has not 

been directly involved in the specifics of the diversion project's work, the 

executive director must approve all HSPC activities. 

The non-clerical staff of the project meets frequently; at the time of the 

interviews they were meeting about twice a week for an average of an hour and 

one-half per. meeting. These meetings were usually work sessions concerning 

the operation of the project. The staff members inform each other of their 

activities and work together to solve project problems. 

The project's caseload at the time of the BRI interviews consisted of 42 

youths who had been assigned to diversion with services during the first month 

of project operation. The director offered no projections about the maximum 
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caseload that the project could carry. She felt that the project would be 

able to serve as many youths as were referred, but that new arrangements for 

services might be needed if the caseload became too large. 

Though she believed the project's budget provided adequately for services, 

the project director indicated that additional funds for HSPC activities would 

be useful. She felt that some administrative costs were underestimated in the 

original proposal and that there is a need for additional case mana~ers. 

Orientation an.d Training 

No specific time period was set aside for initial training of the staff. 

When first hired, the non-c1.ericel staff members were asked to read the 

project's proposal and revised work plan, and a paper concerning the OYD 

national strategy for youth development. Later, the gr.oup discussed the 

rationale for diversion in general and for the Orange County diversion project 

in particular. Most of the staff's training has come through their work; from 

the beginning they have been involved in developing the project's procedures. 

Though many of the projects funded through OJJDP's diversion initiative have 

received training from the technical assistance contractors, the National 

Office of Social Responsibility, the Orange County project has made no use of 

training from outside sources. Staff members felt that they were adequately 

trained for their jobs, and there were no plans for formal in-service training. 

CLIENT FLOW AND SERVICE OPTIONS AT THE DIVERSION PROJECT 

Client Intake and Choice of Service.Agency 

The only source of clients for the diversion project is the juvenHI~ 

division of the local state attorney's office; there are no referral sources 
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outside of the justice system. After a client is selected for the diversion 

project, he or she is· assigned a case manager. The client and family first 

learn of the diversion project from the case manager who telephones to arrange 

an interview with them. The project staff tries to conduct initial interviews 

within three days of receiving referrals. At the initial interview, the case 

manager must gain the family's consent to participate in the program. The 

family is given a form that enumerates their legal rights. This form, which 

must be signed by the client, both parents and the interviewer, explains that 

upon successful completion of the program all charges against the child will 

be dropped and that participation in the program is voluntary, It further 

indicates that a participant gives up the right to a trial and that 

prosecution may be deferred for up to a year. By signing the form, the client 

also agrees to be a cooperative particip~nt in the diversion project. 

Another purpose of the initial visit is to choose the service agency that 

the client will attend. In most cases the agency is chosen during the initial 

interview. Since all families have also been interviewed by a counselor from 

the "single intake" division of HR$ (the division that serves the function of 

court intake), the HRS counselor is available as an additional source of 

information. Nevertheless, the case managers feel that this source is usually 

unneeded. 

During the initial interview, the case manager completes a form titled 

"Family Information Sheet." This form provides some general background on the 

client and family, but it does not seem to be important in the choice of a 

service agency. Staff members indicated that the case manager describes the 

various service options to the family, and suggests which options seem most 

appropriate. Nevertheless, the family is allowed to make the final choice. 
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Factors that have the most bearing on this choice are the age of the child 

(some agencies are less appropriate for older youths), the sex of the child 

(several agencies serve only boys), location (transportation might be a 

problem), and felt needs or interests (for example, if the family feels it 

would benefit from family counseling or if the client is i.nterested in the 

arts). 

It can be seen that there is no formal diagnostic procedure. The case 

manager does not explicitly attempt to determine needs, choose treatment goals 

and devise an appropriate service plan. The entire assessment process is 

. ... h th f·l OtheT_ than the forms discussed completed in a s~ngle V1S1t W1t e am1 y. 

above, there is no record of an assessment unless the case manager chooses to 

enter a narrative in the client's file. 

Once an agency has been chosen, the parent, child, and case manager all 

sign an agreement indicating the agency to be attended and the nature and 

duration of the services. There are separate agreements for each agency 

because the conditions of participation vary among them. The specific 

services and their duration are outlined in the contracts with the agencies. 

After the initial interview, the case manager notifies the service agency 

of their new client. A representative of that agency then contacts the client 

and arranges for his or her first visit. Project staff reported that the 

client's first visit should occur within 10 days. 

~se Management 

Both case managers and the service agencies have responsibilities for case 

management. The case manager maintains contact with both the client and the 

service agency in order to be sure that the client is attending regularly, 

that the client is happy with the services, and that the agency is satisfied 
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with the client's progress. At the time of BRI's interviews, norms concerning 

the frequency with which case managers should contact their clients had yet to 

develop. Case managers deliver no direct services to clients; their 

interactions serve only to monitor progress with the services. Thus, contacts 

are typically brief and often occur at the service agencies or over the 

phone. If problems develop, the case manager's involvement 1ncreases. For 

example, if a client stops attending the program, the case manager discusses 

the matter thoroughly with all parties involved 1n order to determine whether 

the client should continue with that agency, go to another agency, or be 

dropped from the project. 

The service agencies are expected to monitor the diversion clients' 

participation and to report to HSPC in two ways. First, each agency is to 

send a narrative written report on their clients to the case managers twice a 

month. The second type of report, which is submitted monthly, lists the 

amount and types of services delivered to each client. These reports are used 

as a basis for both reimbursement to the agencies and statistics on services 

given to the project's clients. 

For clients whose involvement with the project proceeds satisfactorily, 

termination will occur when the number of 'visits specified in the service 

agreement has been reached. Diversion project funding will cease at that 

point, though the client and agency may arrange for continued services on some 

other basis if they wish. If a client were to refuse to cooperate with the 

project staff during the earliest stages of his or her participation (for 

example, if the client never appeared at the service agency). the case could 

be terminated and returned to the state attorney's office to be processed on 

to court. According to the agreements that clients and parents sign, clients 
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might be terminated and returned for court processing at any time. 

Nevertheless (for the reasons discussed below) there is almost no chance of 

cases being taken to ~ourt once a few weeks have passed. Any clients who feel 

that they have been unfairly terminated may appeal to the youth advisory 

council, which will rule on the appropriate course of action. 

Service Options 

The agencies that deliver services to the clients of the Orange County 

diversion project were selected while the program was still being designed. 

All youth-serving agencies in the county were invi~ed to meetings held to 

explain the diversion project. Representatives of interested agencies worked 

with representatives of the juvenile justice system and school board to 

develop a list of priorities for services to diversion clients. In order to 

arrange for services to fit these priorities, agencies were asked to submit 

applications describing the services they could provide. HSPC then selected 

those agencies that could best provide each needed service. After HSPC 

submitted their proposal for the diversion project, OJJDP asked that an 

employment program be added; this was done through the Orange County Schools. 

The final list of youth needs and designated service agencies is shown below. 

(The information below ~~as taken from the project's Revised Work Plan.) 

Need 

Recreational activities are 
frequently available only for a 
fee and transportation to them is 
difficult. 

Service Agency 

The YMCA will provide recreational 
programming for 100 clients. 

The Boy's Club will provide social and 
physical development for 150 clients. 

The Boy Scouts will provide troop 
membership for 50 clients. 
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Unemployment is high in Orange 
County, making it difficult for 
young people to get jobs. 

It is difficult for families to 
obtain crisis counseling at the 
time of arrest. 

There is no alternative to court 
processing to allow for solutions 
amenable to the victim. 

There is no alternative to deten,tion 
placement of emotionally disturbed 
and mentally retarded individuals 
who have not committed a capital 
offense and are in need of 
residential care and treatment. 

It is difficult to obtain 
professional diagnosis and evalua­
tion of a youth's mental, physical 
and/or emotional state. 

The Orlando School of Black Performing 
Arts will provide training in art and 
cultural enrichment for 60 clients. 

Work experience counselors from Orange 
County Schools will place 60 clients 
in jobs in the public and private 
sectors. 

The Green House Family Counseling 
Center will provide crisis counseling 
for 225 families. 

The Orange County Bar Association's 
Cititzen's Dispute Settlement Program 
will serve 300 clients. 

Seagrave House will care for 60 
emotionally disturbed or mentally 
retarded juvenile offenders. 

PEDI, Inc. will provide diagnosis and 
evaluation for 50 juvenile offenders. 

These agencies and their roles in the diversion project are discussed 

individually in a later section of this report. As of early August, 1977, 

agreements with the Boy Scouts, Orange County Schools, and Seagrave House had 

yet to be completed, and these agencies were not receiving clients from the 

diversion project. Project representatives indicated that they were unlikely 

to use the services of Seagrave House and that the contract would probably not 

be consummated. It had also been decided that Youth Programs Incorporated, 

would not receive funds from the Orange County diversion project, though it 

might receive referrals. This issue was still being negotiated at the time 

the BRI interviews were conducted. BRI did not interview representatives of 

the agencies that were still negotiating contracts. 



---------- - -

- A-l27 -

When asked if the contracted services met the needs of their clients, the 

staff of the diversion project responded that on the whole they did, though 

there was not sufficient flexibility for responding to the needs of certain 

groups. There are fewer recreation services for girls than for boys, and 

older clients would be out of place ~n many of the programs. It was expected 

that the employment program will be helpful to the older clients once it 

begins. Although placement sometimes required a degree of ingenuity, the case 

managers felt that they had been able to find suitable services for all of 

their clients. 

The service agencies signed contracts with Orange County agree~ng to 

provide services to the clients of the diversion project, with the exceptions 

mentioned above and the Citizen's Dispute Settlement Program. The county 

decided that a contract with the Citizen's Dispute Settlement Program was 

unnecessary, because their funds are administered by the county. It was 

specified in the contracts that the agencies would be reimbursed only for 

clients referred by HSPC, would maintain records of the services provided to 

clients, would safeguard information about diversion clients, and would 

receive technical assistance concerning program issues fr.om HSPC. The 

contracts also indicate the amount the agency would be reimbursed for each 

unit of the services it provides, as well as the maximum amount it would be 

eligible to receive for serving diversion clients. 

In addition to the requirements set forth in the contracts, HSPC has made 

two requests concerning the manner in which services will be delivered; it has 

asked that there be no separation of "good!' and "bad" young people (or their 

usual clients and their diversion clients) in the agencies' programs and that 

diversion clients be allowed to take an active role in the programs. 
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Representatives of the service agencies were particularly aware of the first 

requirement. Almost all service representa.tives seemed familiar with the 

concept of negative labeling and said that diversion clients would. '1Ct be 

singled out, though they might receive extra attention. 

JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM 

Structure and Function 

In Orange County, a child's contact with the juvenile justice system 

begins with apprehension by a law enforcement officer. There are thirteen law 

enforcement agencies in Orange County; the largest are the Orlando Police 

Department and the Orange County Sheriff's Department. The remainder are the 

police departments of smaller cities. Only the two largest agencies and City 

of Winter Park Police Department have separate juvenile divisions. 

The duties of juvenile division officers begin after an apprehended youth 

has been brought to the police station. A regular patrol officer makes the 

arrest unless it results from an investigation by the juvenile division. The 

arresting officer submits a written report of the incident, and the juvenile 

officer arranges for either the child's release to his or her parents or the 

child's admission to the county detention facility. Children will be released 

unless their parents cannot be located or they appear to be a danger to 

themselves or the community. 

Law enforcement officers in Orange County must arrest any juvenile 

apprehended for violating the law. They do not have the discretion to lecture 

and release or informally adjust cases. This policy ~s based on a strict 

interpretation of state law, one that is not subscribed to in some other 

jursidictions. 
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The arrest affidavit, which is completed by the law enforcement agency, is 

forwarded via the clerk of the court to the juvenile division of the district 

state attorney's office and to the single intake branch of the Division of 

Youth Services (DYS). Single intake serves the function of court intake 1n 

Florida. It is a statewide agency, part of the Department of Health and 

Rehabilitative Services (HRS), which also administers the diverson project for 

the states. Single intake is responsible for investigating all reports of 

juvenile delinquency and dependency. 

After receiving the arrest affidavit, DYS counselors send a letter to the 

child's parents notifying them that they must come to an interview at a 

specified date and time. The result of that interview is a recommendation to 

the state attorney's office whether or not the case should be taken to court. 

Single intake workers do not have the discretion to terminate processing 

of cases; they only have authority to make recommendations. Furthermore, all 

parties interviewed agreed that the assistant state attorney frequently makes 

decisions contrary to these recommendations, most typically prosecuting cases 

that intake workers recommend be dropped. Until about two years before, 

intake workers' recommendations had been routinely approved by ther assistant 

state attorney, giving the single intake division much more influence. 

There are three assistant state attorneys in the juvenile division of the 

ninth judicial circuit of Florida, of which Orange County is a part. The 

attorney who is chief of that division reviews all juvenile arrest affidavits 

and decides which of those cases will be prosecuted. The decision is based on 

two independent factors. The first is whether or not the evidence gathered is 

sufficient for prosecution. If not, the case is dropped. The second factor 

is ~hether or not the offense and the offender merit prosecution. Before the 
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case comes before the juvenile judge, the juvenile division chief of the state 

attorney's office is the only person who has the authority to drop charges 

when the case is a minor one. The current division chief and his staff 

describe themselves as having a reputation for "aggressive prosecution." 

During the current division chief's term, the number of cases brought to court 

had increased dramatically, and many cases which would be dropped in other 

counties are prosecuted in Orange County. 

If a case is to be prosecuted, the state attorney's office must file a 

petition with the court clerk within 30 days of the signing of the arrest 

affidavit, and the case must be tried within 90 days. The assistant state 

attorney allows 15 days for the single intake workers to submit a report, and 

then decides whether or not to file a petition. After a petition is filed, an 

investigator in the state attorney's office gathers evidence and prepares the 

state's case. The two assistant state attorneys other than the division chief 

represent the state 1n court. 

There are three types of hearings 1n juvenile court; the first is an 

arraignment hearing, at which a plea is entered. If the defendant pleads 

innocent, an adjudicatory hearing follows. Finally, a juvenile found guilty 

is issued a sentence at the dispositional hearing. Single intake of DYS 

enters the process once again if the judge orders a predispositional report to 

aid his choice of a disposition. Probation, institutionalization, and 

after-care are all managed by HRS. 

Referral to the Diversion Project 

It was not until after the diversion project was funded that juvenile 

justice agencies and HSPC were able to agree on arrangements for diverting 

youths to the project. The project's proposal includes letters of support 

____________ i __ _ 
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from the district's state attorney, the Division of Youth Services, and three 

of the county's law enforcement agencies. It did not, however, specify the 

point or points at which diversion would occur, or the eligibility criteria 

for the ,program. HSPC held meetings with representatives of the 

aforementioned juvenile justice agencies to solicit their views as to the most 

All appropriate point in case processing for diversion to the program. 

agencies agreed that the state attorney's office was the only possiblity. 

Because of recent court decisions and changes in state law, no other agency 

has legal authority to divert cases from formal processing prior to a court 

appearance. Though the chief of the juvenile division of the stat8 attorney's 

office is known for advocating increased prosecution of juvenile offenders, he 

agreed to select an eligible pool of cases and allow tho~e cases to be 

randomly assigned to diversion with services, to diversion without services, 

or to court processing. 

The assistant state attorney agreed that first-time offenders or repeat 

offenders for the following offenses would be eligible for referral to the 

project: 

First Degree Misdemeanors 

Larceny 
Unauthorized Use of Automobile 
Battery 
Trespass 
Criminal Mischief 

Second Degree Misdemeanors 

Larceny 
Assault 
Trespass 
Criminal Mischief 
Alcoholic Beverage Possession 
Shoplifting 
Drug Possession 
Prostitution 
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Third Degree Felonies 

Trespass 
Criminal Mischief 
Attempted Breaking and Entering (Automobile) 
Attempted Breaking and Entering (Structure) 
Trespass on Structure 
Drug Possession 

He also stipulated that certain classes of offenders would be ineligible. 

Juveniles would be excluded if a petition had been filed for any of their 

prior offenses unless the petition had been dismissed for lack of evidence. 

Those who had been on probation at any time in the last two years would also 

be ineligible. Charges involving the use of a weapon or the sale of drugs 

other than marijuana would prevent a youth from being diverted. Finally, a 

youth diverted to the project for one offense could not be diverted again if 

rearrested. 

Diversion to the project occurs at the point of review by the assistant 

state attorney. Selection typically occurs 14 to 21 days after a juvenile is 

arrested. The division chief has agreed to divert only cases that he would 

prosecute if the project did not exist. He has full authority for determining 

which of the eligible cases will be diverted. Among the factors he weighs in 

this decision are the presenting offense, any prior record, and the youth's 

age. The youth's age plays an important part in the assistant state 

attorney's determination of the seriousness of the case; he views most 

offenses as more serious when committed by older youths than when committed by 

younger youths. 

The cases that are chosen by the assistant state attorney constitute the 

random assignment pool for the project. The director of the diversion project 

visits the assistant state attorney's office approximately every other day to 
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receive new cases. The assistant state attorney gives her the files for the 

cases he has chosen. She enters names in alphabetical order in a random 

assignment log supplied by BRI. This log specifies whether the youth will be 

If diverted to the project, diverted without services, or processed to court. 

more than one youth is arrested in a single incident (i.e., a companion case), 

all receive the same disposition, the one assigned to the youth whose name 

comes first in an alphabetical listing. 

The project director copies information about the juvenile and the offense 

from the case files, and tells the assistant state attorney which cases are 

being diverted and which are to be sent on to court. Records at the court and 

the state attorney's office indicate which cases are diverted, but make no 

distinction between diversion to the project and diversion without services. 

When the presenting offense involves a victim, the consent of the victim 

is a prerequisite to participating in the diversion project. One of the HSPC 

case managers has the responsibility of obtaining this consent. If the victim 

is not willing to consent, the case is returned to the state attorney's office. 

After a juvenile has been assigned to diversion with services, he or she 

is contacted by the diversion project. All explanation of the project and the 

status of a youth's case is done by HSPC case managers rather than by 

representatives of justice agencies. If youths protest innocence of the 

alleged presenting offense, their cases will be returned to the state 

attorney's office so that they will have an opportunity to prove their 

innocence in court. 

The legal status of diverted cases is rather ambiguous. Juvenile justice 

system records will show that the youth was diverted and that no petition was 

filed. In agreeing to participate in the diversion program, youths sign a 
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form which explains their legal rights and the 
status of their cases. This 

form states that, if they decide to participate, prosecution will be deferred 

for up to twelve months, and charges will be dropped upon successful 

completion of the program. 
It also indicates that if the youth is involved ~n 

a new offense, he or she may be taken to court for both the new offense and 

the original offense. 
Contrary to the statements contained in that document, 

HSPC staff members and the assistant state attorney felt that there was little 

possiblitity of a diversion 1" b" 
c ~ent e~ng returned to court, regardless of the 

client's performance in the program. 0 h 
nce a mont has elapsed it becomes very 

difficult for the state attorney's office to 

for the state's case. 
gather the information necessary 

The assistant state att h" 
orney as l.nstructed HSPC case managers that the . y 

may tell youths assigned to the program that their cases will be taken to 

court if they do not wish to particl."pate. C 
ase managers therefore have the 

option of exerting a good deal of pressure in convincing juveniles to 

participate. 

In order to preserve confidentiality, the project provides the justice 

system with only very limited information about clients. 
The project notifies 

the state attorney's office of the agency" h" h 
l.n w l.C a client is placed and 

forwards them copies of forms recording victim and client consent and 

notification of legal rights. J t" 
us l.ce agencies will receive reports on the 

project's activities in aggregate form, but they will receive no other 

information about individual clients. 

Juvenile Justice System Service Options 

All juvenile justice system servl."cea d I" 
u are e l.vered through HRS Division of 

Youth Services. There are two maJ"or optl."ons. " 
A Juvenile judge may adjudicate 

~~....:...----------------------------'-----~~~~--.-. 
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youths delinquent and commit them to the State of Florida for an indeterminate 

period, not to extend beyond the youth's twenty-first birthday. These are the 

most serious cases, ones that will be placed in institutions and later 

supervised by DYS after-care. The other option is for a juvenile judge to 

place youths on probation and either adjudicate them delinquent or withhold 

adjudication. Probation is typically ordered for one year, but some other 

length of time or an indeterminate period may be specified. After-care 

usually lasts nine months. 

DYS youth counselors serve the role of probation officers for juveniles 

ages 12 through 18. Youths are assigned to the counselor who is responsible 

for the area in which they live; that counselor will act as case manager 

throughout the term of probation. The counselors who supervise probationers 

also supervise juveniles placed on after-care. The two types of cases receive 

similar treatment. Youth counselors carried heavy case10ads, an average of 76 

clients per counselor at the time of the BRI interviews. 

Counselors must see that the youths in their charge follow the rules of 

probation. This responsibi1ty involves checking on school attendance and 

behavior at home (e.g. whether or not the youth violates curfew). According 

to DYS policy there are three levels of supervision: maximum, medium, and 

minimum. Counselors are supposed to contact clients under maximum supervision 

twice a week, those under medium supervision once a week, and those under 

minimum supervision once a month. However, DYS personnel stated that the size 

of existing case loads makes it impossible to meet those standards. They said 

that counselors typically see clients once a week in the earlier stages of 

probation, and contacts taper off to once or twice a mon'ch (by telephone) 

toward the end of the period. Counselors spend the most time with youths who 
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present the greatest problems (getting ;nto f h 
~ urt er trouble with the law or 

breaking the rules of probation). 

While DYS counselors are clearly interested in providing services to 

youths, their responsibilities emphasize supervision as much as service. 

dominant service for most youths is counseling, which usually Occurs in a 

group setting, allowing counselors to see 1" severa cl~ents at one time. 

The 

Sessions generally last one to one and one-half hours. 
Counselors are also 

responsible for helping youths in job or school 
placement, but their resources 

for finding employment are quite limited. 
More extensive services come by 

referral to other agencies. Th 
e programs most often used are mental health 

centers, community based drug t t rea ment programs, and special school 

programs. Nevertheless, most clients d t " o no rece~ve any outside services. 

In response to a youth's behavior while on 
probation, the counselor may 

lengthen or shorten the probationary per;od by 
~ petitioning the court. Such a 

petition is necessary for terminating probat;on 
• when the youth's disposition 

was probation for an indeterminate period. 

INTERAGENCY RELATIONS 

As a result of their involvement in plann;ng the • Orange County Youth 

Diversion project, directors of all " 
major juvenile jpstice agencies in the 

county were well informed about the " , " project s d~version procedures. These 

agencies had input during b th h d o t e evelopment of the proposal and the 

negotiations for its implementation. 
At the time .of the BRI interviews, HSPC 

was soon to begin briefing sessions for the staffs of these agencies, most of 

whom know little about the proJ"ect. D" " 
~vers~on PJ~oject staff members felt that 

keeping the justice community well informed about h " 
t e project was important to 

its success, even if many of those people are not " 
d~rectly involved in the 

diversion process. 
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d · t h all agreed that diversion at the state Justice agency ~rec ors ave 

the appropr~ate strategy for Orange County, but t~iy vary attorney's office is • 

in their views about d~vers~on. • . . D~rectors of two agencies indicated that they 

h d ~vers~on at all four stages of processing in the justice would prefer to ave. • 

system, but felt it was not possible given community pressure for harsher 

. '1 d the str~ctures of current state law. These treat 'cnt of Juven~ es an • 

directors were in favor of reducing penetration of the justice system for many 

Another d~rector believed that recent research has classes of offenders. • 

shown that diversion is ineffective for reducing recidivism, and he stated 

b 1 d d supervision of J'ustice agencies in order to more youths must e p ace un er 

solve the crime problem. On the other hand, this same director is very 

supportive of the project and believes that it is a good one. 

. . , 
Just~ce representat~ves opinions about the services offered by the 

. 1 . fred Among those who were awa1e project also varied; some were s1mp y un1n 0 m • 

of the service arrangements, some thought highly of the service agencies while 

others expressed strong reservations about cr.'lrt.,ain agencies. There was 

h that proJ'ect services would be more intensive unanimous agreement, owever, 

and individualized than those offered by the justice system. 

A diversion project's relationship with its referral source is critical to 

its success, for a project cannot operate without referrals. The referral 
, 

source for the Orange County diversion project is a single person, the 

juvenile division chief of the district's state attorney's office. At the 

time of the BRI interviews, this relationship appeared to be quite 

satisfactory. Project staff f~lt that the division chief had beeLl very 

cooperative; they were satisfied with both the rate at which cases were 

referred and the kinds of caBes being referred. 
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The only justice agency with which the diversion project has regular 

contact is the state attorney's office. The project director visits this 

office about every other day to rece~ve referrals, and she frequently 

discusses issues of mutual concern with the division chief. There is no 

overlap in manpower between justice agencies and the project. The project 

uses justice agency resources only when the project director uses office space 

to copy information about the cases in the eligible pool. The division chief 

stated his involvement in the diversion project occupies a great deal of time 

out of his busy schedule. On the other hand, the project reduces the number 

of cases prosecuted and consequently lightens the load of his investigators 

and prosecutors. 

As with the justice agencies, the service agencies were involved in 

planning the diverson project. Thus, their representatives at the planning 

sessions are familiar with the rationale for the project and with many of its 

procedures. Most service workers are less well informed about the project, 

but HSPC ~s planning sessions for many of them. All service workers were 

aware of one important aspect of the program, the importance of avoiding 

negative labeling. 

BROKERED SERVICE AGENCIES 

Boy's Clubs of Central Florida 

Boys' Clubs of Central Florida, Inc., operates three branches in Orange 

County; each of them will receive clients from the diversion project. Any boy 

between six and eighteen years of age is eligible to join a Boys' Club. 

Branch directors said that the purpose of the Boys' Club is to aid in the 

development of a boy's character, interests, personal skills, and physical 

abilities. Almost all of the Boys' Clubs' membership comes from the community 
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at large rather than from referral by agencies. At the time of the BRI 

interviews, four diversion clients had been placed at the Boys' Clubs. 

The Orange County Youth. Diversion Project will reimburse the Boys' Clubs 

at a flat rate for each day of attendance by diversion clients. The agreement 

to participate in the diversion project signed by clients going to a Boys' 

Club specified that the duration of participation will be 60 days of 

attendance. The diversion project will pay for up to 60 days of participation 

and the client must attend 60 times in order to satisfy the requirements of 

the project. On the other hand, staff members expected that most clients 

would continue to participate long after the specified period. It was unclear 

~,hether or not HSPC case managers would continue to monitor clients after the 

60 day period. Their contract with the diversion project specifies that the 

Boys' Clubs will be paid for a maximum of 150 clients per year. According to 

Boys Club staff members, this amount would represent a small fraction of their 

total budget. 

The Boys' Clubs offer a wide variety of activities, most of which can be 

categorized as athletics or games, arts or crafts, and cultural enrichment. 

Many of the activities operate on a drop-in basis; leaders supervise a variety 

of athletic and table games and conduct classes in arts and crafts. Members 

can come on any day and join in any of these acti'llities that interest them. 

Other programs such as organized sports and leadership clubs meet on a regular 

basis. Most programs are limited to certain age groups, and boys may join any 

activity appropriate to their age. The Boys' Clubs also organize field trips 

for various outdoor activities and cultural events. Though there is no formal 

counseling at the Boys' Clubs, staff members conduct informal counseling by 

engaging members in discussions about personal problems. Staff members also 

'. I 
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try to act as advocates for their members with h 1 sc 00 s and the justice system 

whenever the need arises. 

Boy Scouts of America, Central l:~!.,orida Council 

At the time of BRI I S intervi''''''ws, ' arrangements for referring clients to the 

Boy Scouts had yet to be completed. Th h oug representatives of the Boy Scouts 

were not interviewed, documents supplied by the diversion project, including 

the Boy Scouts' application for fund;ng, • gave information about the Boy Scouts 

and the services they w;ll g;ve t dO ° • • 0 ~vers~on clients. 

There had been no diversion clients referred to the Boy Scouts at the time 

of the BRI interviews. Staff members of the diverion project expected that 

participation would consist of a year's membership in the Boy Scouts. 

Reimbursement would be at a set rate for the cost of a year's participation. 

A maximum of 50 diversion clients will be sent to the Boy Scouts each year. 

The Boy Scouts operate three age-graded programs, 'cub scouting, boy 

scouting, and exploring. C b to ° f' u scou ~ng ~s a am~ly oriented program for boys 

eight to ten years of age. B oys meet weekly in small groups for recreation 

and arts and crafts, and there are monthly meetings which include parents as 

well. Boy scouting offers outdoor activities for boys of ages 11 to 17. 

are organized into troups, which are supervised by adult leaders and meet 

regularly. While cub scouting and boy scouting are limited to boys, 

exploring, a program for those over 14 years of age, 1.·s open to girls as 
well. Explorer posts are typically or1.·ented d . aroun a spec1.fic vocational 

interest of members. 

Citizen Dispute Settlement Program 

Boys 

The Citizen Dispute Settlement Program is operated by the Orange County 

Bar Association. The program, which began in 1975, was limited to adults 
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until the implementation of the youth diversion program, though at the time of were selected by clients and their families, but this procedure would seem 

the BRI interviews it had yet to receive its first juvenile case. Because inappropriate to dispute settlement. 

funds for both the diversion project and the Citizen Dispute Settlement The Green House, Inc. 

Program are administered by the county, there is no contract be,ween the The Green House, Inc., began operation in 1971,providing counseling for 

agencies. To .be sure that all parties clearly understood the drrangements people with drug abuse problems. The Green House now operates two programs, a 

which l-lOuld be followed, a letter of agreement had been signed. family counseling program, which will accept diversion project clients, and an 

The purpose of the Citizen Dispute Settlement Program is to settle alternative school, which will not. The contract between the diversion 

disputes outside of the formal court system through mediation hearings. The project and the Green House allows for up to 225 clients per year; four 

program will be reimbursed by the diversion project at a flat rate for each diversion clients had been referred by the time of BRI's interviews. Full 

mediation session. These hearings are conducted by a three member panel of reimbursement for the maximum number of cases would constitute approximately 

mediators. Orange County lawyers had been serving as mediators for adult one-third of the Green House's budget. 

cases, but it was planned that the other volunteers would serve this role for Counseling, which is strictly family oriented, is provided by four 

juveniles. Each panel was to include two adult volunteers and one juvenile counselors; there is no individual or group counseling. Every member of the 

volunteer, all of whom would receive training about mediation from the bar family who lives at home is asked to come to the sessions. Counselors attempt 

association. It appeared that at the time of the BRI interviews volunteers to treat the family as a unit rather than treat any particular individuals 

were yet to be recruited and trained. within the family. The approach of the Green House staff is influenced by the 

The goals of the mediation session are to allow the arrested juvenile and tenets of reality therapy and client-centered therapy. 

the victim of the offense to air their grievances, come to an understanding of The counseling provided to diversion clients will be crisis oriented, that 

each other's point of view, and arrive at a settlement that is signed by all is, short term and intensive. A total of five sessions for each family is 

parties involved. Settlement might include a client's commitment to avoid planned, the maximum number that will be paid for by the diversion project. 

creating problems in the future or pay some form of reparation to the victim. Counseling will last three weeks, one session taking place the first week, two 

Mediation sessions require not only the consent and cooperation of the the second, and two the third. Staff members of the Green House believ'ed that 

diverted youth, but also that of the victim of the offense. The progrs.m starting counseling soon after the client's arrest, while the family is still 

would not apply to youths arrested for victimless crimes. At the time of the in the throes of the crisis, is very important. They were concerned that 

BRI interviews, the diversion project staff had yet to determine when clients under current referral arrangements the impact of their service would be 

would be referred to the dispute settlement program. Other service options blunted by passage of time before the onset of treatment. 

----------------------------------------'------~----- ------------
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The Orange County Public School System 

HSPC plans to provide employment for diversion project clients through 

programs operated by the Orange County Public School System. Arrangements for 

the program were incomplete at the time of the BRI interviews and available 

information is sketchy. Plans were for the school system's work-experience 

coordinators to place diversion clients in part-time jobs in the community. 

The diversion project would supply funds for 90% of the client's salary and 

the employer would supply the remaining 10%. 

Orlando School of Black Performing Arts 

The Orlando School of Black Performing Arts, Inc. (OSBPA), which was first 

funded in 1973, offers youths classes in music, dance, drama, creative 

writing, and the visual arts. The classes are taught by specialists in these 

fields, some of whom are paid and some of whom are volunteers. Most classes 

meet twice a week, and diversion clients are expected to enroll in two 

classes. OSBPA will be reimbursed at an hourly rate for up to 120 hours of 

classes per client. Diversion project support for the clients they refer 

would last about three months; clients may continue on their own after that 

time. 

OSBPA has instituted counseling specifically for the diversion project 

clients. Counseling had not been among their activities before their 

association with the diversion project. The diversion project will pay for up 

to 48 hours of twice weekly counseling sessons per client. 

Approximately 125 students were enrolled at OSBPA at the time of the BRI 

inter'views, three of whom had been referred by the diversion project. Though 

a few youths had been referred by social services, most came from the 

community at large. OSBPA's enrollemnt is not limited to blacks; 20% of their 
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enrollment is white. HSPC case managers expected that most diversion clients 

coming to OSBPA would be black. The diversion project has contracted to pay 

for service to a maximum of 80 clients per year. The total possible amount of 

funds would equal approximately 20% of the OSBPA budget. 

Professional Evaluation, Diagnosis and Intervention, Inc. 

Professional Evaluation, Diagnosis and Intervention, Inc. (PEDI), will 

provide diagnostic services to the clients of the diversion project. PEDI ~s 

a team of specialists from several fields who work together to give a thorough 

diagnosis by administering a battery of tests that includes an optometric 

exam, an audiological exam, a neurological exam, a general physical exam, a 

social history, a psychological evaluation, an educational evaluation, an 

electroencephalogram, and a variety of laboratory tests. Several sessions are 

required for testing by the various team members. The diagnosis is expected 

to take about a month to complete, from the first testing session to the 

report of the results. 

Rates of reimbursement to be paid by the diversion project have been set 

for each test, but PEDI and diversion project staff members expect most 

clients who are referred to receive the entire battery. Payments for a 

maximum of 50 clients is specified by the contract between the agencies, but 

no referrals to PEDI had been made when BRI conducted interviews. 

Case managers indicated that only those clients who seemed to have special 

problems would be referred to PED!, and that the elaborate testing offerend by 

PEDI was not needed for selecting services in the vast majority of these 

cases. There was a long waiting list for the services of PED!, but it was not 

clear whether clients of the diversion project would be placed on the list or 

given priority. 
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Young Men's Christian Association of Central Florida 

The Young Men's Christian Association of Central Florida (YMCA) conducts a 

wide variety of programs for all segments of the population, including men and 

women, young and old, and members of all religious groups. Staff members 

believe that the purpose of the YMCA is to meet the mental, spiritual, and 

physical needs of the community. The YMCA of Central Florida operates three 

branches in Orange County that will receive clients from the diversion 

project. There had been six clients referred by the time of the BRI 

interviews. 

Diversion clients will choose among the activities that the YMCA offers 

for adolescents. These activities include physical fitness, athletics, 

aquatics, games, classes, day camp, and clubs. All of these activities are 

structured; they meet regularly under adult supervision. There are also 

limited drop-in activities, such as table games and open use of the swimming 

pool at certain hours. 

The diversion project's procedure for reimbursing the YMCA is more 

complicated than or ot er agenc4e • f h ; s The proJ"ect will pay for one-year 

memberships for the clients referred, but it is expected that clients will 

participate for a muc sorter per10 • h h "d Memberships paid for by the project 

may be used for a new client after the original client has ceased 

In add1"t1"on to the membership fee, there are charges for most participation. 

of the specific activities on a per lesson or per week basis. The contract 

specifies a maximum amount to be spent on activities for each client, and this 

amount effectively determines the engt 0 par 1C1P • I h f t "" at1"on A maximum of 100 

clients per year is indicated 1n t e contrac • "h t A YMCA representative stated 

that the funds supplied by the diversion project would be a very small 

fraction of the organization's budget. 

JOHN JAY COLLEGE - NEW YORK CITY 

TRANSIT POLICE DIVERSION PROJECT 

(November 11-15, 1977) 

Overview 

New York City is the densely populated socioeconomically diverse center of 

a tri-state metropolitan region of over twenty million people. Of the 7.8 

million people who live in the city's five boroughs, approximately 60% are 

white, 21% are black, and 16.3% are Hispanic. The unemployment rate in New 

York City is high, 11.9% in March, 1976; and more than two million New Yorkers 

25% of the total population - live in low-income areas. 

The 1970 census indicates that 1,121,419 children and adolescents, aged 

seven through fifteen, reside in New York City. These juven.iles represent 16% 

of the city's population, yet they constitute approximately 20% of those 

apprehended by police for major cr~me. This percentage, disproportionately 

high as it is, probably understates the involvement of older juveniles in 

criminal activity, since they have been included ~n the same category with 

very young children, many of whom do not possess the physical ability 

necessary for the commission of major crimes. Furthermore, the number of 

juvenile8 apprehended by police in New York City has increased more than 10% 

in the three-year period, 1973-75. (These demographic and crime data were 

obtained from the project grant proposal.) 

The John Jay College of Criminal Justice Juvenile Offender Diversion 

Program is one of three LEAA funded juvenile diversion projects in New York 
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City. In cooperation with the New York City Transit Police Department, the 

John Jay program was developed to divert youth from the justice system at the 

police level, counsel them, and place them in various community agency service 

programs. In November, 1977, BRI staff visited New York City and conducted 

interviews with diversion project staff, members of the City Police and 

Transit Police departments, and representatives of the Manhattan Family 

Court. Interviews were not conducted with community agency service program 

personnel as the project had not made use of such agencies for services at 

that time. 

History 

The diversion project is jointly operated by the John Jay College Criminal 

Justice Center and the New York City Transit Police Department; its history 

must be described in the context of the developing relationship between these 

two agencies> 

Founded in 1964, John Jay College is a four-year college in the City 

University of New York system that awards baccalaureate and graduate degrees 

in criminal justice, public administration, forensic science, and forensic 

psychology. The Criminal Justice Center, an independently funded unit of John 

Jay College, began operation in the summer of 1975 in response to the need for 

institutions to evaluate criminal justice systems and to facilitate 

constructive changes in the administration of justice. Although the Criminal 

Justice Center is the grantee for LEAA funds, the New York City Transit Police 

Department (NYCTPD) has been a major partner in both the development of the 

diversion project and its operation. 

One of three relatively autonomous police agencies in the city (the New 

York City Police Department and the New York City Housing Authority Police are 
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the other two), NYCTPD has sought the advice of or collaborated with John Jay 

College on a number of projects of mutual interest, particularly in the area 

of police processing of juvenile offenders. Transit Police interest in 

juvenile justice is not surprising. Even though transit police constitute 

only about 10% of the total of New York City's police personnel, they were 

responsible for 35% of all discretionary juvenile detentions in New York City 

in 1975 (according to the project grant proposal). Collaboration on 

developing a diversion program for youth apprehended in the transit system 

appeared to have come at an opportune time. Just prior to the submission of 

the John Jay College diversion proposal to LEAA, NYCTPD changed their 

operational procedures for handling youthful offenders. A management 

consultant was hired to assist the chief of the Transit Police Department in 

strengthening the managerial functions of the department and in revising a 

variety of policies and procedures. In the past, NYCTPD had referred all 

arrested youth to the New York City Police Department precinct nearest the 

point of arrest and transferred jurisdiction to the city police for subsequent 

justice processing. In 1976, the procedures were changed and NYCTPD assumed 

full responsibility for youths arrested on the transit system from point of 

arrest through disposition. This change and the associated decentralization 

of authority for such cases to district commands was critical to the Transit 

Authority Police Department's participation in diversion programming. The 

establishment of the Juvenile Crime Prevention Unit (JCPU) to coordinate 

youth-related programs, resulted, at least initially, from the need to house 

and operate the juvenile diversion project" 

The initial diversion project director, who was also a faculty member at 

John Jay College, wrote the application for LEAA funds with the assistance of 
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NYCTPD planners and supervisory personnel. As originally proposed, the 

diversion project was to be staffed by current employees of the Transit Police 

and John Jay College as well as by newly hired personnel. Thus, when the 

grant was funded in December, 1976, much of the staff was available to begin 

work. The project director devoted 50% of his time beginning January, 1977. 

Also in January, John Jay College sought the assistance of the management 

consultant (who later assumed the directorship of the project), to function as 

a resource person in the development of the diverison project as the attempt 

was made to tie the transit authority police processing practices into the 

service component of the John Jay College diversion project. There was 

unanimous agreement among those knowledgeable about t~e project that the 

consultant's efforts were instrumental in prepar1ng the way for the 

establishment of the diverison program as a workable appendage to the Transit 

Police Department. His credibility with the chief of the NYCTPD and his 

expertise in police management practices brought the project the resources 

needed to prepare the Transit Authority and the diversion project for a 

mutually beneficial working relationship. 

The project's first social services director was hired in January, 1977, 

one counselor began work in March and another was added in August. In 

October, one month before: the BRI interviews were conducted, the social 

services director returned to her job at John Jay College, and another 

director was hired. 

In spite of the auspicious timing of the NYCTPD reorganization, three 

problems delayed the full implementation of the diverson program. First 

project staff could not be hired because money for salari.es· d'id not become 

available for some months after project approval. Second, five Transit Police 
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officers who had undergone training in juvenile diverson theory and procedures 

could not be uSed in the John Jay program as originally planned. As NYCTPD 

interest in juvenile offender work grew, they found it expedient to transfer 

their trained personnel to other new juvenile offender programs. 

Consequently, staff not originally involved in the design of the project had 

to be assigned and trained. The slow pace at which project money became 

available alleviated this problem somewhat, because it provided valuable time 

, for program development and staff retraining. Finally, because motor vehicles 
I 
I, 

j 
F 
i 

essential to the program's efficient operation could not be obtained, the 

procedures developed to divert youth had to be altered, resulting in a number 

of unexpected operational problems. The acquisition of motor vehicles was 

/. 
& 

still a problem at the time the interviews were conducted, primarily because 

I 
i 

of the difficulty of getting state approval for their purchase. Despite these 

I 
i 

setbacks, the diversion project began accepting referrals on May 18, 1977, for 
I 

! 
I 

the purpose of pilot testing project procedure, and on August 9, a trial run 
I , 
! 
I 

of the randomization procedures associated with the national evaluation design 
I 

f 
began. By the time data collection for the national evaluation research began 

on October 4, 139 pilot cases had been diverted with services. 

! 
Goals 

I 
I The John Jay diversion project has two main components: offender 
ff 
I 
I 

! 
I 
! 
! 

diversion and police training. Although the focus of the present report is on 

the former, the two components, as described in the original proposal, were 
, 
I 
l 

given equal importance. The Juvenile Justice Police Training Program is 
, 
i 
! 

designed to upgrade the knowledge and skills of police officers in diverting 

I 
I 

youths who might otherwise become involved in the criminal justice system. It 

I is planned that over a three-year period between 2,500 and 3,000 police 
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officers will each receive thirty hours of training. At the time the BRI 

interviews were conducted, however, this program was still in the planning 

stage and only about twenty officers had received any special training. Yet, 

the project director emphasized the interrelatedness of the components, 

suggesting that the diversion program offers a "laboratory " in which to 

educate and inform participants in the training program, while the training 

program might prove to be essential to the success of the diversion program by 

enlisting the officers' support. 

Goals and objectives for the offender diversion-community serv~ces 

component are presented in some detail in the program proposal. In summary, 

they are: (a) to effectively divert 750 juvenile offenders over a three year 

period from further penetration in the justice system and interrupt the 

offender's pattern of delinquency by providing immediate diagnosis, referral 

for services, and short-term crisis intervention counseling; (b) to reduce 

recidivism measured by decreases in the number and severity of contacts with 

the juvenile justice system; (c) to measure the project's effectiveness by 

comparing juveniles served by the project with a randomly selected control 

population; (d) to provide trained, supervised student volunteer counselors to 

monitor clients' response to services and to provide para-professional crisis 

intervention counseling until additional resources can be brought to bear in 

emergencies involving juveniles and their families; (e) to provide paid 

after-school, out-of-school, and summer employment opportunities to all 

juveniles referred to the program; (f) to provide a complete medical 

examination for all juveniles on a voluntary basis through a medical service 

agency, public hospital, or neighborhood health care center. 

Interviews with project service staff indicated that all recognize the 

primacy of diversion from juvenile justice system processing and the immediate 

I 
l! 
~ . a 
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prov~s~on of services to youth as project goals. Only one staff member gave 

responses indicative of a broader view by nam~ng the reduction of recidivism 

in the transit system and the development of community resources as 

objectives. No one mentioned the evaluative aspects of the project or any of 

the other stated goals and, in fact, knowledge of the employment and and 

medical services available for project youths seemed quite limited. Staff 

members agreed that the crisis intervention model was the rationale for the 

service program. 

In contrast to the rather limited, treatment-oriented v~ews of the 

counseling staff, the project director emphasized the impact the project would 

have on the Transit Police as a whole. He emphasized the relationship that 

John Jay College and NYCTPD had established and he was pleased with what they 

had accomplished together. In touting the strategy of training a corps of 

specialists to disseminate the diverson philosophy to the rest of the police 

force, he spoke of the present project as one of a variety of Transit Police 

alternatives to traditional police processing of juveniles. In a larger 

sense, the project director hoped that the diversion program would provide a 

model for implementing future policy in the Transit Police Department. He 

described in detail the crisis intervention strategy that guides the treatment 

aspects of the project and spoke at length of "the enormous potential of the 

criminal justice system to finalize, organize, and increase the impact of all 

other negative forces in society (by labeling the child) a composite called 

the bad kid." 

Structure and Function 

Personnel can be categorized according to which of two functions they 

serve: the service capacity of the program (i.e., counseling, crisis 

_ ____ I _____________________________ ~-----~-------~~ " -
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intervention, referral) is the responsibility of newly recruited staff who are 

paid through the LEAA grant or who volunteer through the John Jay College 

student intern program; the response capacity of the program (i.e., initial 

contact with youth in the districts in which they were apprehended) is the 

responsibility of NYCTPD officers whose services are donated to the diversion 

project. (This responsibility was later shared by the civilian social 

services director.) The organizational chart depicted in Figure A-5 makes 

this distinction by indicating which agency employs each staff member and what 

proportion of time each spends on the diversion project. Note that the 

project director does not supervise any JCPU staff members and supervises the 

diversion project service staff only indirectly. 

Personnel 

Listed below are descriptions of the tasks performed by personnel paid by 

the diversion project, followed by similar descriptions for NYCTPD officers 

who playa role in project operations. 

The project director, in addition to having overall administrative and 

staffing responsibilities for the project, works with NYCTPD and other outside 

agen,cies in all matters concerning the project; supervises the service staff 

through his representative, the social services director; and serves as 

training coordinator for the Police Training component of the project. 

The social services dir~ctor's chief task is administering the day-to-day 

operation of the project's service component. Basically, this consists of 

conducting a needs assessment and developing a treatment plan for every 

diverted youth, supervising the activities of the two counselors and the 

student interns, and monitoring all documentation of client contacts and 

service delivery. When a youth is apprehended, he is responsible for "taking 
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the case out of the hands of police" by meeting with the youth and parents at 

a district station as soon as possible after apprehension. 

Counselors are charged with executing the treatment plan developed by the 

social services director. This involves monitoring the delivery of services 

by outside agencies, providing additional counseling as needed, and 

supervising student interns assigned to the counselor's cases. 

Student interns assist the counselors by providing specific services to 

clients, such as tutoring and "big brother/sister" counseling; by accompanying 

clients to referral agencies, especially on the initial visit; and by 

monitoring the services each youth receives from a referral source via contact 

with both the agency and the child throughout service delivery. At the time 

of the BRI interviews, approximately ten undergraduates from John Jay College 

were receiving course credit for their participation in the program. 

JCPU supervisor, a sergeant and twelve-year veteran of NYCTPD, devotes 

about 15% of his time to diversion project management and administration. As 

a member of the department's planning unit, he was heavily involved in the 

development of JCPU procedures. In addition to supervising response and 

service personnel, he is responsible for directing five other JCPU programs 

and their associated staffs. 

Project coordin~ is assigned to the diversion project for 50% of his 

time, but actually spends much more. He is an eleven-year veteran of the 

department and, with the JCPU supervisor, was one of the original group 

trained by John Jay College. His diversion project related tasks include 

assessing the eligibility of incoming cases, performing the random assignment, 

dispatching response teams to district stationhouses, and occasionally 

traveling to district offices to conduct the initial project interview with 

diverted youths and their parents. 
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Response teams are regular two-man patrol teams composed of plainclothes 

NYCTPD officers. Because they are thg first diversion project representatives 

to contact the apprehended youth, the five teams have received special 

training in diversion programming and crisis intervention. When a response 

team is called to a district stationhouse, they are expected to serve as 

advocates for the apprehended youth and describe the project to the youth and 

Project-related tasks occupied about 25% of the team members' time 

BRI interviews were conducted (the rest was spent on regular patrol 

duty), but it was expected that this proportion would grow larger as the 

parents. 

when the 

project got underway. 

Project Administration 

Although general staff meetings were held weekly before the project began 

accepting diverted youth in October, 1977, there have been no general meetings 

for service personnel since that time. The project director reportedly 

communicates with his staff indirectly, through the social services director. 

The project director, social services director, and JCPU supervisory personnel 

meet informally for several hours a week to formulate policy and discuss 

problems. Whenever it is necessary (reportedly two to four times per week), 

the social services director holds case conferences with the two counselors, 

either separately or together, and uses the meetings to transmit management 

decisions and changes in procedure. 

Project staff expressed dissatisfaction with the amount of input they have 

to the operation of the project and the amount of recognition they receive 

from supervisors. All three paid service workers cited problems ~n 

communication as an important contributor to their difficulties; each in his 

own way expressed a desire to be heard by policy makers, to be treated as a 
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professional t""ember of the team. It was interesting, given his seemingly 

" . the ~nformat~on flow of the project, that the social pivotal pos~t~on ~n • • 

services director felt he had not been given sufficient responsibility for the 

, In the~r interviews, paid project staff made it management of the proJect. • 

h proJ'ect direc.tor for leadership and direction; clear that they looked to t e 

at the same time, the project director had delegated much of this 

, 'd' t The relatively short period responsibility to the soc~al serv~ces ~rec or. 

of time that the social services director had been on the job and the 

ambiguity inherent in being supervised by both police personnel and, the 

project director, may also have contributed to difficulties experienced by the 

service workers. 

Orientation and Training 

, . cons~st~ng of three-hour weekly sessions for Intensi ve, formatl or~entat~on •• 

fifteen weeks was prtOvided for five Transit Police officers, including the 

JCPU supervisor and coordinator. These training-program development 

'l - t d by th~_ Fordham University Graduate School conferences were jo~nt y conduc e 

of Social Service and the John Jay College project staff and served the added 

f d ., h . t' procedures and intervention strategies. purpose 0 es~gn~ng t e proJec s 

Diversion project response staff subsequently received an intensive three-day 

course conducted by faculty from Fordham and John Jay College and NOSR 

consultants, but diversion project service staff had not at that time been 

hired. According to the project director, initial training of paid qp;vice 

staff consisted of meetings with the project director, and attending the 

project's police and administrative staff conference which totaled 

approximately four days of training. In addition to a common orientation to 

diversion theory and project procedures, NYCTPD and paid service staff 

i ' 
1 
! 
i 
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received training related to the specific roles they would serve within the 

project. Student interns were given one full day of orientation to the 

diverson project and crisis intervention training at the Transit Police 

Academy by members of the project staff. 

Aside from the case conferences described above, no inservice training had 

been made available to serv~ce workers since project operations began in 

October. Some staff expressed a desire for additional training, particularly-

in the areas of program administration and case management. 

Client Intake 

When a youth is apprehended and brought to a district station, the 

district desk officer makes a preliminary decision about the youth's 

eligibility for diversion (see Referral to Diversion Project below) and then 

notifies the youth's parents and the JCPU coordinator at the Transit Police 

Academy. (A parent must be present for diversion to occur.) The coordinator 

dispatches one of five two-man response teams to the district station to 

interview the youth and parents, to assist the arresting officer with his 

paperwork, and to further determine the youth's eligibility. If the youth ~s 

eligible, the response team calls the JCPU coordinator and requests a randomly 

assigned disposition. (When the coordinator has been absent, the supervisor 

of JCPU Field Operations has made the assignment.) 

Random assignment is accomplished by recording the youth's name, date of 

birth, and booking number on the next vacant line in the random assignment log 

prepared in advance by BRI and then noting the disposition category for that 

line - either (a) divert with services, (b) divert without services, or (c) 

penetration to the court system. If two or more youths are apprehended for a 

single offense, they are all given the same disposition and their names are 
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entered on a single line in the random assignment log. After learning the 

disposition, the response team approaches youth and parents, informs them of 

the disposition, and requests their consent to participate in the BRI 

evaluation. If the case is assigned to Category A (diverted with services), 

the response team describes the diversion project and the options available to 

the youth and obtains his or her consent to participate in project services. 

All response team members that were interviewed said that they attempt to 

portray the diversion project as a "helpful" alternative to penetration into 

the justice system and that they emphasize the voluntary nature of the 

program. At the same time, they acknowledge the implicit threat of 

penetration and the reluctance of most families to become involved in legal 

proceedings. If the case is assigned to Category B (diverted without 

services), then the youth is released. If the case is assigned to Category C 

(penetration), the youth is processed in the usual manner, with one 

exception. Response team members, after informing parents and youth that they 

will be referred to the Family Court, explain the court process in an attempt 

to relieve anxiety that the family may have concerning a court referral. 

When a case is assigned to the diversion project, an assessment interview 

is arranged in one of two ways. The social services director (or the JCPU 

coordinator) typically travels from the JCPU Office to the district station, 

takes charge of the case from the response team, and interviews the youth and 

parents there. Alternatively, the response team may make arrangement for an 

initial interview with the social services director at a later time, either in 

the youth's home, or, less frequently, at the JCPU Office. Thus, initial 

contact with a JCPU officer wearing plain-clothes and having some training in 

diversion procedures most frequently occurs within a few hours of arrest 

------
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(depending on the length of time that passes before a parent arrives to take 

custody of their child). Contact with a diversion project service worker most 

frequently occurs within that same time period or, occasionally, a day or two 

after the arrest. 

The social services director is responsible for evaluating the youth's 

needs and preferences for services by gathering information about the youth's 

family, friends, school, and health. The interview lasts about an hour and 

results in a contract containing a general statement of the problem, the 

youth's view of it, and the areas that are agreed upon as needing attention. 

After the assessment is completed, the social services director enters his 

recommendations in the youth's case file and assigns the case to a counselor; 

he usually will not have personal contact with the youth again. 

Case Management 

On the basis of the social services director's recommendations, a 

counselor, assisted by the student interns assigned to him, places the youth 

in the appropriate service and then checks to see if the services are actually 

taking place and if the client is benefiting from them. Placement in a 

service is expected to take approximately one week. Diversion project contact 

with the youth is maintained via telephone and through visits to the service 

agency or the youth's home. This may continue over a period as long as four 

months or as short as one visit - an effort is made to avoid placing a youth 

in services when services are not warranted. Project service staff agreed 

that few expectations exist regarding the amount or frequency of contact with 

a client, due to the variance in the needs of individual youth. It appeared, 

however, on the basis of responses to our interviews, that meetings average 

about once a week during the early phases of referral to a service agency. 
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Counselors are expected to document their client and agency contacts in 

case summaries and to meet with the social service director for case 

kl Moreover, the social services director has 
supervision at least wee y. 

assumed the responsibility of maintaining a record of client services and all 

changes in a client's treatment plan must be approved by him. Similarly, 

student interns are supposed to submit written descriptions of their 

activities to counselors weekly. Project personnel indicated that they 

expected services to last about four months and that termination could be 

h or by the counselor, with the social services 
initiated either by the yout 

, 1 No fl.'rm gul.'dell.'nes exist for youths who fail to director s approva • 

, ' ProJ'ect staff said that efforts would be made to participate l.n serVl.ces. 

persuade the youth to return for services; but, failing that, the case would 

be closed. 

Service Options 

In addition to the evaluation and monitoring described above, project 

workers provided short-term counseling and tutoring to a few clients. 
The 

bulk of services, however, were designed to be obtained through referral to 

community service agencies. Counselors mentioned a variety of service 

agencies in the interviews, including Phoenix House, Boys' Clubs, community 

mental health centers, Boy Scouts, and Youth Employment, though it was clear 

that these options were used infrequently. Data, provided by the project 

director, about the first 139 pilot cases diverted with services (before 

October 11, 1977) indicated that 54%' either were never contacted or there was 

no record of any service delivery; 21% were contacted, but services were 

d 7% actl.'ve cases, that is, neither referred for unnecessary or refuse; 0 were 

services nor closed; and 7% had been referred to social service agencies for 

- A-162 -

services. Although the diverson project had received an additional 110 cases 

between the time these pilot data were collected and the time the BRI 

interviews were conducted, it seemed, on the basis of our disucssions with 

project personnel, that referral service options were not being used as 

originally planned. 

Juvenile Justice System Structure and Function 

In New York City, the juvenile justice system consists of three autonomous 

police departments, the New York City Police Department, New York Transit 

Police Department, and New York Housing Authority Police Department, and the 

various components of the five Family Courts (one for each borough) including 

the probation department, Legal Aid, Corporation Counsel, and the judiciary. 

The probation departments are divided into four functional units: (1) intake, 

which is responsible for making the initial decision to either dismiss a case, 

refer for services, or process to court; (2) investigation, which constructs 

social histories for juvenile offenders which are used by the judges in 

determining the disposition of cases; (3) supervision, which supervises youths 

placed on formal probation by the court; and (4) liaison, which reports on the 

work of officers on the other three units during court proceedings. 

The Legal Aid Society is a private, nonprofit agency that represents 

juveniles in the Family Court. Their staff members serve as public defenders 

for nearly all PINS (person in need of supervision) cases and the majority of 

juvenile delinquency cases. In addition to attorneys who argue cases in 

court, the organization's social services division employs social wor.kers and 

counselors who refer youths to community agencies for services. The social 

service emphasis, which is relatively new to legal aid, serves the dual 

purpose of obtaining services for clients in need and helping their cases when 

,----
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they come before a judge at the dispositional hearing. If a youth is making 

progress ~n a social program, the judge is more likely to be lenient in 

disposing the case. About half of the cases in the juvenile services unit of 

legal aid are referred for placement in service programs. The Legal Aid 

attorneys' adversaries in Family Court proceedings are the Corporation 

Counsels. These attorneys prosecute all juveniie cases except those involving 
I 

designated felonies (i.e., most serious offenses such as murder, arson, first 
, 
: 
I 
I 
! , 
i , degree assault, and kidnapping) which are handled by the district attorney's 

I 
office. I 

In order to obtain a complete description of the functioning of the John I 
I 
I , 
i 
f, 

f: 

Jay project it is necessary to describe the structure and function of the New 
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York City Transit Police Department and its Juvenile Crime Prevention Unit in 

somewhat greater detail. While the other two New York City diversion projects 

focus their efforts on case diverted by the New York City Police Department 

and Manhattan Family Court, all referrals made to the John Jay-Transit Police 

project result from apprehensions made by Transit Police officers and come 

through the JCPU. (Agreements had been made for juveniles diverted by the 

Transit Police to obtain services from Mobilization for Youth and Convent 

Avenue Baptist Church if the juveniles reside in neighborhoods serviced by 

these agenc ies • ) 

The New York City Transit Police Department is a law enforcement agency of 

3,000 officers charged with protecting the passengers, employees, and property 
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of the New York City Transit Authority. They have full police powers and are 

paid at the same salary scale as City Police. The department is organized 

into eleven districts with district stations located at subway terminals in 

four of the city's five boroughs. (There is no Transit Authority on Staten 
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Island.) Under the direction of the department's h' f f c ~e 0 police, the JCPU 

was recently formed to deal with all" d" con ~t~ons, crimes, and other problems 

occurring on the Transit System (and)' l' , ~nvo v~ng juveniles." In addition to 

the diversion project, their programs include the following: (1) the School 

Absentee Program, established in collaboration with the Board of Education and 

John Jay College to minimize time lost from I' po ~ce involvement in the 

investigation of school-age youths found on the transit system during school 

hours; (4) the Home Vis,it Proj'ect, t bl' h d es a ~s e to provide special follow-up 

attention on juvenile recidivists whose previous pol~ce ~ contact indicated the 

need for parental contact; (3) the Court Visit Proj'ect, established to provide 

special follow-up attention to major j'uvenile offenders by informing Family 

Court personnel of the problem; (4) Operation Identification, established to 

provide adequate controls over the issuance and use of reduced fare 

eligibility cards (subway p ) f d asses or stu ents and to provide special 

replacement services to students reportl.'ng the~r ~ cards lost or stolen; and (5) 

the Juvenile Information Section, establl.'shed to receive immediate details on 

police contacts from officers in the fl.'eld and to provide this information to 

district desk officers so that appropriate action can be taken. This last 

program is important to the operatl.'on of h ' t e dl.version rroject because it 

permits desk officers to use formerly unavailable information about previous 

arrests in determining an apprehended youth's eligibility for diversion. 

Client Flow through the Juvenile Justice System 

Offenses committed in New York City are I c assified into three categories, 

according to their seriousness: violations, . ml.sdemeanors, and felonies. The 

action taken by the apprehending police officer depends, in large part, on 

which kind of offense has occurred. Juveniles who are apprehended for alleged 

----------------------~--~--------, 
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, . The officer can informally violations of law are dealt wLth Ln two ways. 

admonish and release the youth or he can initiate an informal juvenile record 

by preparing a juvenile report form (YD-l). If an officer Ln the field issues 

. d' t 1 The J'uvenile report is a juvenile report, the youth is released Lmme La e y. 

processed at the JCPU and then forwarded to the Youth Aide Division of the New 

York City Police Department where officials either notify the youth's parent 

via letter or conduct an investigation and refer the youth to social service 

agencies (see Juvenile Justice System Service Options for a more detailed 

description of juvenile report processing). 

He can If the offense is a misdemeanor, the officer has three choices. 

lecture and release the youth, he can prepare a juvenile report, or he can 

arrest the youth. If the offense is a felony or one of certain classes of 

more serious misdemeanors, called "photographable" misdemeanors, the officer 

h Arrest ,oequires the officer to (a) call the Prisoner must arrest the yout • 4 

, U' to arrange transportation to a district Transportation and DetentLon nLt 

office, b take t e you 1 0 e ( ) h th t th neare st district office, (c) notify the JCPU 

() 11 the Central Warrants Unit to determine and the child's parents, d ca 

h h outstand ;ng '.,7arrants, and (e) call the NYCPD Youth whether the yout . as any •. 

, hi t r cord If parents respond, the Records Section to obtaLn the yout s arres e • 

youth is released to them on personal recognizance, and a court date is set 

for two or three weeks later. If the parents do not appear, the youth is 

taken to the Family Court or to a shelter if the court is closed. 

At Family Court intake, a probation officer interviews the complainant, 

the juvenile, and the parents to determine if the case can be adjusted without 

further court action. The intake probation officer has considerable 

discretionary power. He may counsel and release the youth or dismiss the case 
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outright. If the offense is not a designated felony and if the complainant 

agrees to the adjustment, the probation officer can decide to leave the case 

open for sixty days to six months. He may refer the youth to a social service 

agency outside the court or he may merely monitor the youth's behavior. If 

the youth does not become involved in any delinquent activity during that 

period, the case can be closed. However, if no adjustment is made or if the 

child recidivates during the probationary period, the case must be sent on to 

the petition clerk of the Family Court for filing. 

After the police officer or the complainant signs the petition, Legal Aid 

appoints an attorney for the case (or a private attorney is retained) and a 

hearing is held before a judge of the court. If the child pleads guilty, the 

judge orders a dispositional hearing to be held seven to fourteen days later; 

if a plea of not guilty is entered, the case is referred to trial. In the 

formal trial, another judge hears the cases and renders a verdict. If he 

decides that the juvenile is not guilty, the case is closed; otherwise, the 

judge schedules a dispositional hearing seven to fourteen days later. 

Before the dispositional hearing is held, the judge orders an 

investigation of the juvenile's background by a probation officer and uses 

this information in selecting one of the following actions: (a) place the 

youth on formal probation for a period of not more than two years; (b) place 

the youth in a residential facility; (c) set conditions for a one-year 

suspension of judgment (if the youth becomes involved in delinquent activities 

during that period, the case can be re-opened); or (d) dismiss the case 

because of some overriding circumstance. Finally, if the youth is found 

guilty of a designated felony and is over fifteen but not yet sixteen, the 

judge can commit him or her to a juvenile correctional facility for a period 

not exceeding three years. 
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The criteria for diversion eligibility were developed by the project 

director and the transit police staff who were assigned to the project. With 

the approval of the Chief of the Transit Police and Executive Deputy Director 

of the New York City Probation Department, which has legal authority for 

diversion eligible cases, those guidelines became NYCTPD policy. According to 

the project director, the following conditions make a youth ineligible for 

diversion (or for the purpose of the national evaluation, ineligible for 

placement in the target pool for random assignment): 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

The youth is over fifteen or under seven years of age. 

the youth was taken into custody for a felony or a 
photographable misdemeanor. 

The apprehending officer or the complainant insists that 
the case be presented to the Family Court. 

The youth or the youth and his parents, having been made 
aware of their right to present the case to the Family 
Court, wish to do so. 

The record of police contacts or the presenting offense 
indicates that the youth (a) might be a violent offender or 
one who in some other way is a danger to self or others; 
(b) is active with Family Court because of a recent 
offense; or (c) is the subject of an outstanding warrant. 
that requires court referral. 

The youth appears to be in need of immediate medical or 
psychiatric care. 

All of the police personnel interviewed agreed that the District Desk 

Officers have the ultimate authority in deciding whether or not a given youth 

~s eligible for diversion. The desk officers themselves admitted that there 

is probably considerable variation among desk officers in determining 

eligibility based on the youth's attitude, prior record, and the nature of the 

offense. In actual practice, the desk officer makes his decision after 

conferring with the response team. This consultation is critically important, 
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since many of the desk officers interviewed by BRI did not know or could not 

correctly identify the eligibility criteria. Although response team members 

did have a good working knowledge of the guidelines, it was unclear to what 

extent they attempt to influence the desk officer's decision. It should also 

be noted that just prior to the BRI interviews, the project director had sent 

a memorandum to the JCPU supervisor presenting a formal checklist of criteria 

and reminding the response teams to be vigilant in monitoring the desk 

officer's decision. It was impossible, of course, to assess its effect at the 

time the interviews were conducted. 

Finally, although it was not included ~n the project director's list of 

criteria, all of the police personnel said that admission of guilt was a 

prerequisite for diversion. It should be noted that while offenses that 

warrant the issuance of a juvenile report are not eligible for diversion, once 

a youth is assigned to the eligibliity pool and diverted under categories A 

and B, he is issued a YD-l to facilitate legal jurisdictional requirements. 

Juvenile Justice System Service Options 

The following are juvenile justice service options that would have been 

available to project youths if they had not been diverted out of the system. 

Strictly speaking, cases that would formerly have been referred to the NYCPD 

Youth Aid Division by the Transit Police are not eligible for referral to the 

diversion project. Because of the overlap in criteria for referral to the two 

service options and because of the pervasive use of the juvenile report as a 

screening method in New York City, a description of the Youth Aid Division is 

included. 

Youth Aid Division. Under the direction of the New York City Police 

Department's Deputy Commissioner for Community Affairs, the Youth Aid Division 

,----------------~----""-----------"-----
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conducts NYCPD's delinquency prevention efforts through the use of the 

juvenile report process and a variety of outreach and prevention programs. 

Most Youth Aid Division personnel are assigned to fifteen field units 

scattered among 73 NYCPD precinct station houses throughout the city. Staff 

is composed of male and female police officers with special background and 

training; nearly all have college-level educational experience and some have 

master's degrees in social work or related fields. In-service training is 

periodically provided by the department and by outside agencies. 

Youth Aid Division personnel subscribe to a philosophy for dealing with 

youth crime that "combines law enforcement, cr;me t' ... preven ~on, • • • and 

increased community involvement." Current programs include (a) a Runaway 

Program to service, shelter, and return home unsupervised young people; (b) a 

Gang Intelligence Program to collect information on the activities f h o you.!: 

street gangs; (c) a Detached Worker Program to provide on-the-spot youth 

services at precinct station houses; (d) a Court Diverson Assistance Program 

to supplement the Juvenile Report system and provide assistance to court 

diverson programs in the 41st Precinct and at Queens County Central Booking; 

(e) Police-School and Police-Youth Programs to create opportunities for 

increased contact and communication betweeen police and predelinquent youth; 

and (f) the Police Athletic League Liaison Unit to coordinate the activities 

of the department and a private, incorporated community relations program that 

sponsors year-round recreational, social, cultural and educational programs. 

The primary function of the Youth Aid Division is, however, the processing 

and investigation of juvenile reports that come from each of the city's three 

police departments. The juvenile report concept has been used by the New York 

City Police Department since the 1930's to "divert juveniles from the court 
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process, locate potential delinquents, initiate follow-up investigations, and 

secure necessary treatment or services from community resources." Guidelines 

for the preparation of the Juvenile Report are quite specific: they can be 

issued to children in need of supervision, runaways, neglected children, 

victims of sex crimes, and all th h d' h . you s c arge w~t Juvenile delinquency or 

vioulation of law except felonies, unlawful assembly, and serious 

(photographable) misdemeanors. As mentioned previously, taking the child into 

custody for court processing ~s mandatory for crimes in these last three 

categories. Upon receipt of a juvenile report, the Youth Aid Divisjor 

notifies the child's parents and, to the extent possible with limited 

personnel resources, refers cases to social service and other community 

agencies. Of the 57,875 juvenile reports received by the Youth Aid Division 

in 1975, precaut.ionary letters were sent to the parents of 23,002 less serious 

offenders; 18,234 more serious cases were investigated and referred to social 

service agencies', and 2,612 most ser;ous . d F '1 ... cases requ~re am~ y Court 

intervention and were sent there. 

Completed juvenile reports are forwarded to the Youth Aid Unit in the 

precinct nearest the child's residence, and, h 'bl w enever poss~ e, a follow-up 

investigation is conducted with parents and child by a member of the Youth Aid 

Division. Interviews, conducted in the unit office or at the child's home, 

are used to collect information about the child's personal, family, and school 

adjustment and the willingness of the parents to cooperate in seeking services 

for the child or family. Usuall th fl' y ree re err a agenc~es are suggested from 

which the parents may choose. Programs include a wide variety of public and 

private community agencies throughout the city. To avoid duplication of 

services, a child or family already act;ve w;th h b' ... ... an agency, t e pro at~on 
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department, or a professional person, will generally be referred to that 

person or agency. 

Probation Department Service Unit. Youths placed on formal probation by 

the court are assigned to an officer in the service unit of the probation 

department. The mini.1.aum qualifications for a probation officer in the 

Manhattan Family Cuurt are an M.S.W. or a B.A. with two years of relevant work 

experience. 

Services provided by the probation department consist of psychological 

evaluation, referral to community social service agencies, and monitoring the 

youth's behavior during the probation period. The probation department's 

mental health clinic serves approximately two-thirds of the youths on formal 

probation by offering psychological diagnostic sevices. A smaller number 

receive on-going psychothe'xapy, both individually and in groups. Referral to 

agencies outside the probation department is used extensively; however, one 

respondent indicated that many community agencies are reluctant to take 

probationers as clients, so placement is often difficult. In general, 

probation officers do not have regular contact with the youth assigned to 

them. Instead, they follow up on client's progress by contacting referral 

agencies and meet with clients only when problems arise. Probation officers 

are required to report on the progress of their clients in bi-weekly meetings 

with probation supervisors. The probationary period usually lasts one year 

for PINS cases and two years for delinquency cases, though officers can 

recommend that supervison be terminated earlier if a child is making good 

progress. 

Interagency Attitudes and Relations 

According to JCPU personnel and diverson project staff, the Transit Police 

= 
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Department has fundamentally changed its philosophy of dealing with juvenile 

offenders in recent years. Although the present LEAA grant was written 

largely by a John Jay College faculty member (the project director) the 

diversion project is considered to be one manifestation of the department's 

efforts to reassess their juvenile processing procedures and redirect their 

resources toward alternative processing. Police personnel reported that they 

perceive the new fare evasion and truancy programs (mentioned above) to be, in 

part, the result of the department's collaboration with John Jay College. 

Not surprisingly, commitment to the project's success and familiarity with 

project guidelines among police personnel varied with the amount of training 

they had received in diversion programming. JCPU supervisory personnel were 

very enthusiastic about the project's potential for reducing recidivism; they 

pointed to the small number of project youth (two or three by one estimate) 

who had been rearrested. Response team members were more skeptical, generally 

knew less about project services (especially those members who had spent 

little time at the JCPU office), and claimed that little had been done to 

inform them about the progress of the project or the disposition of individual 

cases. Desk officers, many of whom had no instruction in diversion 

programming other than through reading directives and memoranda, worried about 

the effect diversion would have on youths attitudes toward the law and about 

the arbitrariness of the random assignment; a few were openly resistant to the 

idea of diverson. 

The full range of opinions regarding expectations for services and quality 

of project services compared with those provided by Family Court were 

expressed by police personnel. Advocates of the superiority of project 

services emphasized the immediacy of contact and the relatively large number 
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of workers available for service delivery, while defenders of Fa~ily Court by the regulations associated with gaining permission to acqu1re such 

services underscored the professionalism and experience of the court staff and apparatus.) Another concern of the response teams was that it was difficult 

the court's legal responsibility to provide such services. Many of those to contact the JCPU by phone to notify them of a juvenile apprehension, to 

interviewed did not express an opinion or said they wanted to reserve judgment summon the Social Services Director, to perform the recidivist check or to 

relative to the effectiveness of the diversion project until the project carry out tasks associated with other JCPU programs. A related problem 

evaluation was completed. One prevalent opinion, particularly among JCPU involved the length of time that juveniles had to be held in stationhouses 

personnel, was that diversion with services would be successful, but would (sometimes up to five hours) while parents and response teams were alerted and 

have an impact no different from diversion wi~~ services. As expressed by warrants and recidivist checks were made. Many felt that district offices, 

one staff member, the idea is that diversion represents a kind of "divine which generally lack the space to provide separate facilities for holding 

intervention" in the child's life by police: merely having a positive juveniles, were an "unwholesome" environment and defeat the purpose of 

experience with a non-threatening police officer should produce the desired immediate diverison. Other complaints centered on the role conflict 

effect on the child I s future behavior. Being released with "no strings experienced by response team members who must occasionally act as both 

attached," alternatively, was seen as being more beneficial than being placed arresting officer and diverison project representative, and on the reduction 

in a program that youths feel obligated to attend. Such opinions, even when in the arresting officer's bargaining power caused by the elimination of 

unexpressed, are likely to have some effect on the service providers with whom certain arrests as a police alternative. 

they work closely. Since diversion project service staff were housed by and worked closely 

Police personnel expressed a number of complaints about the diverison with police staff, there were numerous opportunities for contact. Response 

project and the diversion process. Among the most frequently mentioned were teams seemed to respect the professionalism of the service staff, though they 

the following: response team members felt that John Jay College had reneged on reported that most of their conversations were limited to the mechanics of 

their promise to provide cars for transportation to and from the district diversion rather than the details of specific cases. Members were either 

offices an.d radio pagers ("beepers ") for field communications. All parties, uninterested in the counseling process or respectful of the privacy of the 

including project staff, recognized the need for response team mobility, yet counselor-client relationship. Police supervisory staff, on the other hand, 

response team members viewed the attack on transportation and radio pagers as took a greater interest in all aspects of service delivery. In general, a 

an example of the one-sidedness of NYCTPD's relationship with John Jay cooperative relationship existed between service staff and the police 

College. (In fairness, it should be noted that the John Jay staff appears to personnel ~dth whom they worked most closely. 

have made every possible effort to obtain this equipment and has been stymied 
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Overview 

ROSEBUD YOUTH DIVERSION PROJECT 

(July 25-27, 1977) 

The Rosebud Sioux Reservation, which covers about 3,329,500 acres 1n 

south-central South Dakota, encompasses Todd, Mellette, and Tripp Counties, a 

It lies large segment of Gregory County, and a small portion of Lyman County. 

immediately east of the Pine Ridge Indian Reservation, is bounded by the White 

River on the north and the Nebraska state line on the south. A recent census 

I " f 8 410 (Stat;stics concerning the Rosebud Sioux reports a total popu atl.on 0 ,. • 

Reservation are taken from the diversion project proposal.) 

Two-thirds of the reservation's population receive and live on commodity 

foods and welfare allowances or have incomes below the federally established 

poverty level. The mean annual income of reservation families falls 

drastically short of the average for the state ($2,500_vs. $8,000). 

Thirty-eight percent (about 1,026 persons) of the labor force is unemployed. 

Although the Rosebud probation department has practiced a form of 

diversion programming, there has never been a program on the reservation 

exclusively devoted to providing services to the target population of the 

Though there l."s a program delivering services to diversion project. 

h there are few other youth services on the reservation. The adjudicated yout , 

" recel."ve gUl."dance for its programs from the Rosebud diversion project was to 

Youth Council. Unfortunately, the council ceased to exist before the 

diversion project began, and with its demise the reservation lost most of its 

youth services. 
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BRI staff visited the Rosebud Sioux Reservation 1n late July, 1977, when 

the Rosebud Youth Diversion Project had been receiving clients for three to 

four weeks. Key personnel in the diversion project and the juvenile justice 

system (i.e., diversion project personnel, police and probation officers, 

juvenile court personnel, and members of the Criminal Justice Commisson 1) 

were interviewed in order to gather information about the many components of 

the diversion project and the setting in which it operates. 

ROSEBUD YOUTH DIVERSION PROGRAM 

History 

The Rosebud Sioux Tribe applied to LEAA for funding of a juvenile 

diversion program under the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention (OJJDP) initiative. The tribe's diversion project proposal is 

based on the belief that youths are a prime resource for the future of the 

tribe. The grant award was made to the tribe in December, 1976, though funds 

were not available until March, 1977. 

A project director was appointed in December, 1976, but resigned in 

January, 1977, and left the reservation. Although another project director 

and deputy director were appointed in February, the lack of continuity between 

the terms of two directors left the new staff with little information about 

the original plans for the project. The majority of project staff were hired 

during March, when funds became available. Project staff planned to begin 

serving clients in early May, 1977. However, OJJDP decided that the project 

1The Criminal Justice Commission l.S resposible for the coordination of 
all tribal criminal justice agencies. 

- , 
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was not yet ready to begin operation. After negotiating eligibility criteria 

with the J·uvenile J·ustice system d d 1 . an eve opLng more explicit procedures for 

case management, the project was allowed to begin serving clients on June 29, 

1977 • The second director of the project resigned in mid-June. The deputy 

director, who had played a major role in setting up the project, was then 

named director. Staff orientation and training took place from April through 

June and included visits from National Office of Social Responsibility (NOSR) 

per sonne , and representatives Who provided technical assistance, from LEAA I 

from BRI staff conducting the national evaluation. 

The only initial problems mentioned by respondents were delays in 

receiving technical assistance and difficulty finding adequate facilities for 

the project. Suitable offices for the project administratioH were finally 

located in Mission, South Dakota, and facilities for the project's crisis 

center were located in Rosebud, South Dakota. 

Fifteen clients had been referred to the project at the time of the BRI 

interviews. The project was clearly in a developmental stage; many details of 

procedure were unclear and important staff positions were vacant. 

Goals 

The Rosebud Juvenile Diversion Project proposal listed the following goals: 

1. To involve all juveniles who come to the attention of the Rosebud 
Sioux Tribe Law Enforcement agencies. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

To coordinate all tribal, state, and private efforts em the 
reservation Where youths are involved. 

To inv~lve affected juveniles in responsible decision-making, 
educatLonal, and cultural activities. 

To create a more informed and efficient referral service for 
reservation youths. 

. 
To deve lop in affected juveniles a strong self-awarlmess in relation 
to their communities, tribe, and beliefs. 
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Most staff members see the goals in simpler terms; "to help kids," or "to keep 

kids from getting into further trouble and mischief." Finding constructive 

activities for clients was the main st~ategy by which the staff hoped to reach 

these goals. 

Structure and Function 

The Rosebud Youth Diversion Project has three main programs - crisis 

counseling, needs counseling, and recreation. Crisis counseling occurs at the 

project's crisis center immediately upon referral to the project. Ongoing 

services, delivered throughout a client's involvement with the project, are 

managed by the needs counselors, who work out of the project offices in 

Mission. The recreation program, which operates in each of the reservation's 

20 communities, serves all reservation youths, whether or not they are 

diversion clients. 

Personnel 

As outlined Ln the project proposal, the tribal planning council believes 

that the tribe is best equipped to solve its own problems. Consequently, the 

diversion program was staffed only by enrolled members of the Rosebud Sioux 

Tribe. Brief descriptions of personnel, tasks, and responsibilities are 

provided below, and an organizational chart appears in Figure A-6. 

Director. The director is responsible for the general administration of 

the diversion project, including project policy, fiscal management, and long 

range planning. Because there was no assistant director at the time of the 

BRI interviews, the director also assumed the responsibilities assigned to 

that position • 

Deputy Director. The deputy director is responsible for ·the day-to-day 

affairs of the project. Moreover, this individual assists the director with 
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Figure A-6 
Organizational Chart and Personnel Allocation for Rosebud Youth Diversion Project, July, 1977 
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" d f" 1 t f th rogram The deputy director is the polLcy an Lsca managemen 0 e p • 

immediate~y accountable to the project director and oversees the work of the 

supervisory counselor/trainer and the bookkeeper/secretary. 

Bookkeeper/Secretary. The bookkeeper/s,ecretary performs general 

secretarial and clerical tasks, elementary bookkeeping, and, at the time of 

the interviews, was doubling as a part-time needs counselor. This situation 

was to be corrected as soon as a full-time bookkeeper/secretary could be 

hired. At that time the current bookkeeper/secretary was expected to assume a 

full-time counseling position. 

Supervisory Counselor/Trainer. The position of supervisory 

counselor/trainer was unoccupied at the time of the BRI interviews. The 

responsibilities of this position include (1) writing quarterly reports, (2) 

organizing in-service training programs, (3) scheduling crisis counselors for 

"24-hour on-call" duty, and (4) managing the counselors caseloads. This last 

responsibility included assigning and overseeing all cases handled by the 

crisis and needs counselors, assisting in the development of service plans, 

and approving recommendations for client termination. 

Crisis Counselor. On 24-hour call, the crisis counselor is responsible 

for client intake and meeting the immediate needs of youths at the time of 

referral. These responsibilities may include getting youths out of jail, 

locating temporary food and shelter (usually available at the project's youth 

crisis intervention center), taking youths home and explaining what has 

O C rred to parents and soll."c~t~ng parental cooperat~on for placing youths in c u , ~ 4 4 

the diversion program. The responsibilities of thle crisis counselor were 

expected to expand to include case follow-up. 

Needs Counselor. The needs counselor makes an in-depth determination of 

the needs of each youth entering the program and makes arrangements for 
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meeting these needs. Arrangements, at the time of the BRI interviews, had 

largely involved referral to th\~ project's recreation program which operates 

under the direction of the needs counselor. Once youths are enrolled, the 

needs counselor monitors client progress throughout the length of the 

treatment plan, and eventually recommends termination. 

Recreational Supervis~r and Youth Worker. The major service thrust of the 

diversion project heY!, been its recreation program. Two recreational 

supervLsors direct and aid the efforts of four part-time youth workers 

statio: d in districts covering the Rosebud Reservation. The four youth 

workers are essentially "recreational managers" - they supervise the community 

recreation leaders and assist in the delivery of serVLces. 

As of July, 1977, the project was not fully staffed. The position of 

deputy director had been recently vacated with no mention of replacing the 

individual. However, a search for a full-time bookkeeper/secretary and an 

individual to fill the supervisory counselor/trainer position was in progress. 

All needs assessments were being handled by project personnel and all 

services were being delivered within the project itself. Project personnel 

attributed these arrangements to serveral factors. First, they indicated that 

it is important that a juvenile be counted as being "in the project," so that 

successes will be attributed to the diversion project and not to an outside 

referral group. Second, while a CETA employment project and the diversion 

project are housed in the same building and while the two agencies may, over 

time, develop a good working relationship, there had been few, if any, jobs 

available for reservation youths. Similarly, there had been no need among the 

youths referred to the project for services provided by the Human Services 

Department or the Friendship Boys Home. (The House of Friendship, located Ln 



- A-182 -

St. Francis, is a home for juveniles who voluntarily decide to reside there.) 

Mar ~e Home was operating at maximum capacity and could take 
Third, the Delta ~ 

no more clients. 
"" " h reservation detention center as well (This fac~l~ty ~s t e 

h Though the recipient of some court placement, 
as a home for needy yout • 

Delta Marie is not officially part of the juvenile justice system.) The 

fourth reason for this self-containment is that the project had yet to fully 

work out its relationships with other outside referral sources (e.g. Rosebud 

Medicine Men). Consequently, it was difficult to predict how the referral 

aspects of the diverson project would operate at a later date. 

f asked to describe the nature of their Members of the project staf were 

h t f t Ome they devote to various work and, in particular, t e amoun 0 ~ 

activities. A general feeling of confusion was evident from these 

convereations. Though the project was seeking as many referrals as possible, 

there had been only 15. The staff felt that their jobs were still evolving, 

" "f 11 swing." many were unsure how the project would operate once ~n u 

h small number of referrals, it appeared 
Because of this uncertainty and t e -

d t,"vely Of the youth 
that much of the staff's time was being spent unpro uc. • 

workers, only the recreational staff spent a significant portion of their time 

in direct contact with youths. The needs counselors were in contact with 

clients only about two hours a day and the crisis counselors were seeing 

_ perhaps one to one and one-half hours a week. 
clients even less frequently 

The needs counselors felt that the required recording and refining of notes 

and reports left them little time for case follow-up. Staff members said that 

there had been little contact with parents, and most of that contact was by 

telephone. School contact was also limited, because the project had only been 

" Interaction with the J"ustice system, however, in operation dUrl.ng the summer. 

was on-going for the counselors, and involved about one hour per day • 
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Community Recreation Leaders - (CETA). Each of the reservation's twenty 

communities is served by a Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) 

community recreation leader. Operating under the direction of the diversion 

project, these CETA employees deliver recreational services to their 

individual communities (e.g., coach teams or referee games). Because some 

community recreation centers serve as few as 30 youths while others serve as 

many as 300, the recreation leaders' responsibilities are considerable. 

The position of community recreation leader was created to help relieve 

the reservation's problem of underemployment. Most of the recreation leaders 

are high school students and the position gives them summer employment. 

Unless funding was extended, the position of community recreation leader was 

to be dissolved when CETA funds expired, August 27, 1977. The termination of 

this position would drastically reduce the project's field personnel. 

Administrative Concerns 

General staff meetings (excluding CETA employees) are held once a week and 

last from ten minutes to one hour depending on the material to be covered. 

Typically, these meetings serve to reiterate policies and review activities 

scheduled for the coming weeks, emphasizing deadlines for reports, workloads, 

etc. In addition to these general meetings, the director or supervisor 

schedules individual conferences with staff members to review work or assist 

with problems. When the supervisory counselor/trainer was with the project, 

additional weekly meetings were held for counselors. At these meetings 

counselors were briefed on emergency procedures, and proper completion of 

forms, and problem cases were discussed. 

The absence of a supervisory counselor/trainer appeared to be causing 

major difficulties for the counseling component of the project. Counselors 

. w. __________________________________________________________ .......... __ ..... __________ • __________________________ ----.------~-------------------------,-----
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noted the importance of having both supervision and recognition, and were 

disturbed that there was no supervisor who could assist them with difficult 

cases and provide informed opinions. The recreational staff, on the other 

hand, expressed flatisfaction with the amount of supervision, community 

support, and recognition they were receiving. 

Although the· majority of the staff believed that they had a voice in the 

operations of the project, some members were dissatisfied with their input. 

These individuals felt that they had been allowed to state their opinions 

about project problems, but they saw nothing being done to rectify those 

problems. A major factor in this situation, they believed, was that the 

project authority structure was poorly defined. 

Orientation and In-Service Training 

Staff orientation consisted of two days of presentations by the National 

Office of Social Responsibility (NOSR). Staff members heard lectures on the 

theory behind diversion, on the goals of their program, and on thei'r 

individual roles and responsibilities. During the period" before the project 

was fully implemented, the staff was also trained in office procedures and 

recordkeeping. Although NOSR staff had apparently briefed them, the project 

staff did not appear to be well versed in the rationale behind diversion. 

Project staff attended in-service conferences and seminars (e.g., South 

Dakota State Counselors Convention at pierre) on a variety of topics. Guest 

speakers, from both in and out of state, held workshops on counseling 

techniques, self-awareness, suicide prevention, alcoholism, and drug abuse. 

Participants have found their in-service training to be helpful. It was 

generally felt, however, that training regarding the five to thirteen age 

group had been seriously neglected. Some staff members complained of 
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unnecessary repetition of information and contradictory instructions. 

Moreover, there seemed to be a slight distaste among project people for 

outsiders telling them how to handle their affairs. 

In general, staff members felt that they had been adequately prepared for 

their posts in the program. This preparation, however, was not generally 

attributed to the training program. Rather, some members felt that their 

off-reservation schooling had equipped them with necessary job skills; others 

pointed to their lifelong experience with the reservation and its people. 

Eligibility and Referral to the Diversion Project 

The criteria that determine a youngster's eligibility for referral to the 

Rosebud Youth Diversion Project are simple: the youth must be five through 

seventeen years of age and must have been involved in an offense that brings 

him or her to the attention of tribal law enforcement officials. These 

criteria do not exclude status offenses or less serious delinquent acts. 

There are three referral sources for the project~ the Bureau of Indian 

Affairs police, the Rosebud juvenile probation office, and the Rosebud 

juvenile court judge. When personnel at one of these sources decide that a 

case is appropriate for the diversion project, the project's crisis center is 

called. Located in the town of Rosebud, the crisis center is close to all 

three referral sources. The crisis center was to be staffed during the 

work-week and crisis counselors were to be on call 24 hours a day. 

Upon receiving a referral, the crisis counselor arranges the release of 

the youth from jailor the probation department and returns with the youth to 

the crisis center. At this time the juvenile reads a brief statement 

explaining the diversion program and its purposes. It would seem that the 

terminology used in this statement may not be readily understood by some of 
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the younger clients. Youngsters are also told that their participation is 

voluntary (though voluntary only to a point, as will be discussed) and that 

the diversion program is "here to help youth." 

The crisis counselor then completes a three-part intake form on each 

referral designed to collect identification, contact, offense, and disposition 

data. After conversing with the youth, the crisis counselor determines 

whether or not the juvenile needs further counseling. In cases of first-time 

or minor offenders, the crisis counselor may decide that no further counseling 

is necessary - in which case the interview is terminated and the youth is 

escorted home. In most instances, however, the juvenile is referred t.o a 

needs counselor at the project offices in Mission for problem assessmel1~. 

In a one to two hour interview with the needs counselor, problem ar,=as are 

identified (e.g., housing, family trouble, employment, remedial education), 

and an individually tailored service plan is drawn up reflecting these 

problem-causing areas. If the client agrees with the goals and the strategies 

by which these goals will be met, he signs a contract agreeing to participate 

in from three to six months of services. If the stated goals are reached 

prior to the three month date and the youth has no further difficulties, the 

contract will be considered satisfied. Conversely, this time can be extended 

in cases showing little or no improvement. It is important to note that the 

diversion project ~aintains the right to return any youth to the probation 

department. This option may be used to return youngsters not suited to the 

project or youths who refuse to participate in the project's programs. Thus, 

the project could potentially coerce juvenile offenders to participate in its 

programs. At least one client had been returned to the probation department. 

All client participation and progress is monitored by the needs 

counselors. They are expected to meet with clients periodically, and also to 
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meet with parents, school and justice officials, recreation leaders, and 

anyone else who can provide information about the client's attitudes and 

behaviors. 

Service Options 

The major service orientation of the diverion project is its recreation 

program. The recreation component of the project is designed to serve all 

reservation youths and not just those youngsters referred to the project by 

the police, probation department, or juvenile court. 

Conversations with project staff suggest that, among their clients, curfew 

violators and juveniles arrested for intoxication are the most likely 

candidates for placement in the recreation program. Similarly, those 

juveniles who need or want jobs may be assigned to recreational activities 

until employment can be found. To this point the project had been 

unsuccessful in finding employment for its clients. 

During the summer, recreation activities usually begin about 9:00 to 10:00 

a.m. The program operates five days a week until 5:00 p.m. or, as one youth 

worker put it, "until the kids get tired and go home." Community recreation 

leaders, assisted by youth workers and recreational supervisors, are 

responsible for the supervision of youths during all recreational activities. 

In September, however, funding fQr community recreation leaders was to be 

terminated, resulting in a lack of supervisory manpower. 

Staff members indicated that when the recreation program began it was 

successful; youths turned out in large numbers. The project had limited funds 

to purchase recreational equipment, which limited the variety of activities 

available. Hiking, swimming, and fishing had been the major summer 

alternatives because they require little equipment. Interest in the program 

waned after the first three weeks and attendance dropped drastically. 

~ ____________ r' ___ _ 
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The diversion project had recently sponsored a canoe race Ln a successful 

attempt to raise funds for sports equipment. With the purchase of new 

equipment, summer activities are to be expanded to include volleyball and 

softball games between neighboring communities, horseshoe tournaments, and one 

or two weekend "wilderness experience" camping trips. Flag football wi 11 be 

added for the fall, basketball and arts and crafts (e.g. beading and 

leatherwork) are planned for the winter (facilities allowing), and track and 

field activities are scheduled for the spring. Recreation workers were 

optimistic that the new equipment would rekindle interest in the program. 

At the time of the BRI interviews, individual and family counseling were 

being provided on a very limited basis. Aside from the one to two hours of 

"crisis lO counseling available upon referral to the project, the needs 

coum;elors had yet to conduct more intensive sessions. The needs counselors 

planned to provide family counseling to youths with family difficulties, but 

they had not yet done so. 

Employment counseling and tutoring were also limited. The needs 

counselors were anxious for the arrival of the fall school term, because jobs 

for youths are nearly non-existent on the reservation and school provides an 

opportunity for involvement. Tutoring would continue to be provided for the 

underachievers for as long as the needs counselor and the client felt it was 

necessary. 

Some staff members believed that the diversion project was operating 

successfully at the time of the interviews. This success was indicated, they 

believed, by fewer juveniles sitting in jail and by popular support for the 

recreation program. Other staff members chose to reserve judgment until a 

later date. At the time of the BRI interviews, the project needed additional 
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staffing, additional funds for recreational equipment, and more importantly, 

more clients. Though the total project case load was only 15, project 

personnel believed that 100 to 150 youths could be served. 

JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM AND REFERRAL TO THE DIVERSION PROGRAM 

The juvenile justice system on the Rosebud Reservation is composed of the 

Tribal/Bureau of Indian Affairs police, the Juvenile Probation Department, and 

the Juvenile Court. Because seri~uB offenses (felonies) are most frequently 

violations of federal law, youths arrested for serious offenses fall under the 

jurisdiction of the Bureau of Indian Affairs and commonly are processed by the 

federal court in Pierre, South Dakota. For this reason, the tribal juvenile 

justice system usually handles only youths arrested for misdemeanors or le3s 

serLous violations of tribal law. 

The police department, probation department, and juvenile court are all 

located on the reservation in the town of Rosebud; the police department and 

the court are housed in the same building and the probation department is only 

a block away. Because of this proximity, there is frequent personal contact 

among juvenile justice system personnel. 

Flow through the Juvenile Justice System 

A flow pattern of youth through the juvenile justice system, including the 

diverson project, is pictured in Figure A-7. An understanding of the flow 

diagram requires knowledge of the juvenile justice system prior to the advent 

of the diversion project. Before the diversion project began operation, the 

system functioned as Figure A-7 suggests, but without the diversion option. 

Under this system, police either lectured and released youths or youths were 

arrested and placed in a holding cell at the police department. The probation 

department was called or, if late at night, the youth 'Nas left in the holding 
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cell until morning. d by each morning to see if any A probation officer stoppe 

youths were being held. If so, the probation officer would usually take 

custody of these youths. 

as sesses each youth's needs and decides whether The probation department 

or not to refer a youth to court. Youths are referred to the probation 

on the basis of either police apprehension or citizen complaints. department 

Complaints neglect, and delinquent acts. On the include cases of abandonment, 

basis of such complaints, the probation department may file petitions and 

I ' department apprehend a specified request that the po 1ce juvenile. All 

b ' department by arrest or petition, youths, whether they come to the pro at10n 

are treated similarly. By identifying and acting on needs of youths through 

, in-house services (usually informal referral to other agencies or by provid1ng 

'II f the roles of a b ' department attempts to f1 many 0 counseling), the pro at10n 

youth development program. are only t hree probation officers Becausle there 

, the probation departm.ent expects that servic(~s for the entire reservat10n, 

'II be more comprehensive than those the available at the diversion project W1 

department can offer. For this reason, the probation department expressed 

strong support for the project. 

t concerning whether or not to The decision at the probation departmen 

the court is made with the consent of the juvenile process a youth through 

judge. d face a Court hearing and is adjudicated, he or she If a youth oes 

, , self-awareness project, which frequently is assigned to the reservat10n s 

provides counseling and related services to adjudicated youths. Juvenile 

, f shaky beginning, the project justice personnel indicate that, in sp1te 0 a 

has been successful. They noted the reduction in recidivism and improved 

attitudes of its clients. 
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In general, there appears to be strong Support for the diversion project 

from all juvenile justice system departments. Police, probation, and court 

personnel all agree with the tribal orientation expressed in the diversion 

project's proposal that " ••• the future of the tribe depends on the youth of 

the tribe, and we must do all we can for our youth." 

On the basis of the project's eligibility criteria, and a verbal agreement 

with the Criminal Justice Commission, the police are to call the diversion 

project whenever a youth meeting the guidelines is apprehended and brought to 

the police station. In practice, not all apprehended youths are referred to 

the diversion project. Those not referred to the project are referred to the 

probation department. Justice system personnel indicated three reasons that 

cases might not be referred by the police. First, as noted above, extreme 

drunkenness or being "very high on drugs" results in temporary custody by 

police or the probation department, although youths may later be referred to 

the diversion project. Second, although the crisis center operated by the 

diversion project was supposedly operating 24 hours a day, at the time of the 

interviews it was not staffed in the early morning hours. As a result, if the 

project was called without response, the youth was to be held and picked up by 

the probation department the following morning. Also, there appeared to be 

times, during other parts of th day, when the police call the project but 

receive no answer. In this case, the probation department would be called. 

Third, if the youth was apprehended for behavior that the police felt would 

result in court adjudication, they were more likely to call the probation 

department than the diversion unit. 

Probation officers make referrals to the diversion project because they 

believe that the project will provide more intensive and better services than 

f __ _ 
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the probation department can provide. If a youth meets the eligibility 

criteria and the probation officer believes that a youth can be helped by the 

diversion project, he will make the referral. The juvenile judge must consent 

to all probation department·referrals to the project and to court. The 

judge's involvement in decisions to divert youths typically occurs at the 

probation department rather than at the court. When a case reaches court, the 

judge has the additional option of referring the youth to the self-awareness 

program. Thus, referrals from the court itself may continue to be few. 

From information gathered by BRI, there was no clear indication of the 

percentage of eligible youth who were actually being referred to the diversion 

project. The referral sources have autonomy in deciding which cases to refer, 

and there is no compulsion to refer all eligible cases. Justice system 

personnel suggested that this discretion was being exercised to at least some 

degree. 

Police, probation, and court personnel were all somewhat concerned about 

the personnel hired by the diversion project. They felt that some project 

staff, who frequent local bars when not working, would not provide adequate 

role models for the youths involved in the project. They expressed the hope 

that personnel turnover would result in a more effective staff. Until these 

personnel matters at the project are worked out, scme justice personnel will 

continue to be hesitant to assign certain cases to the project. 

There was a great deal of interaction between the diversion project and 

the juvenile justice system. Project personnel met with representatives of 

each branch of the juvenile justice system at least once a week, and the 

crisis counselors had contact with justice system personnel each time a 

referral was received. Furthermore, Rosebud and Mission are small towns, so 
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there is a great deal of informal contact among all those involved in the 

diversion project. 

Intera~ncy Attitudes and Relations 

All components of the juvenile justice community (police, probation 

department, court, Justice Commission) had informal input into the grant 

proposal for the Rosebud diversion project. Thus, the basic structure and 

purpose of the project was agreed upon by the juvenile justice community 

before the project's inception. All components of the juvenile justice system 

ascribed to a youth development orientation and believed that helping a youth 

in trouble is far better than being punitive. For this reason, the notion 0f 

diversion with services was not in question, but the eventual form and 

structure of the current project and the personnel who staff it were of 

concern. It is clear that justice system personnel feel that the existence of 

the diversion program increases the services available to youths. 

Although there seems to be some antagonism toward certain justice system 

personnel on the part of project personnel, it does not appear that these 

attitudes are of sufficient consequence to affect the development of the 

project. Communication between justice and project staff concerning referral 

b d t Whether such communication results and other problems appears to e a equa e. 

in solutions agreeable to both sides remains to be see and most likely will be 

a major determinant of the long-term success of the diversion project. 
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Overview 

BOSTON DIVERSION ADVOCACY PROGRAM 

YOUTH ACTIVITIES COMMISSION 

(August 8-11, 1977) 

Boston is the capitol of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and the largest 

city in New England. At the time of a recent state census, there were 641,056 

people residing in the city, of which 26.9% were under the age of seventeen 

and, 'consequently, under the jurisdiction of one of the seven juvenile courts 

in Boston. The median family income for residents of the city according to 

the Boston Redevelopment Authority Research Study (1974) was $9,133. However, 

Boston is one of the most expensive cities in the United States in which to 

live, and drastic reductions in private businesses in recent years have 

resulted in an unemployment rate of 11.1%. In 1975, a total of 75,433 youths 

attended Boston's public schools, a school system troubled by budgetary 

problems, court-ordered desegregation, and parental demands for small 

teacher-pupil ratios. 

Official police statistics indicate that the number of serious crimes 

committed in Boston increased by 22% in 1975. Juveniles represent over 50% of 

those arrested for alleged perpetrations of these crimes. (Demographic and 

crime data were obtained from the project grant proposal.) 

When the Youth Activities Commission (YAC) , the official delinquency 

prevention agency for Boston, applied for LEAA funds in 1976, they were 
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already committed to developing a network of services to which youths having 

contact with the juvenile justice system could be diverted. Funding of the 

Boston Diversion Advocacy Program (BDAP) allowed YAC to support a program in 

which liaisons assigned to police station houses and juvenile courts divert 

juvenile offenders from further penetration in the justice system by placing 

them with project staff at 11 Youth Resource Centers located throughout the 

city. With the new grant, three or four private agencies would also be 

contracted to provide services to diverted youths and a fee-far-service 

program would be instituted. 

In order to describe the diversion project and its operation, BRI 

interviewers visited Boston in early August, 1977, and conducted interviews 

with informed representatives of YAC, the diversion project Youth Resource 

Centers, police departments, and juvenile courts. Contracts with the private 

agencies were still being negotiated at the time of the interviews, so their 

representatives were not contacted. 

History 

Organized in 1965, the Youth Activities Commission was originally 

established as the city agency for juvenile delinquency prevention. In 1975, 

with the influx of CETA funds, YAC enlarged its staff to over 150 youth 

workers, extended its operation into 12 Boston neighborhoods, and expanded its 

activities to incl~rle parental counseling, community organization, referral 

assistance, and street corner outreach work. In order to make their programs 

responsive to the needs of the communities in which they operate, YAC 

established 12 Youth Referral Centers, each with a corps of detached workers 

and a set of programs tailored to its neighborhood. 

--------------=,--------------------~------~~--~---------~ 
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Many of the components of the present diversion project were originally 

developed for another YAC program, the Boston Treatment Alternatives to Street 

Crime-Juvenile (TASC-J) program. Funded jointly by the National Institute of 

Drug Abuse and the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, TASC-J served as 

a prototype for the present project by using police/court liaisons with youth 

advocacy agencies to reduce the flow of youths into the juvenile justice 

system. Although TASC-J achieved limited success in its two years of 

operation, it did lay important groundwork for BDAP by introducing the liaison 

referral process to justice system personnel. 

TASC-J also provided valuable experience for the YAC administrators who 

would plan and operate the present diversion project. In fact, the director 

of TASC-J developed the concept paper for the diversion project and the 

assistant director of TASC-J, who was eventually named director of BDAP, 

worked closely with YAC's director of research and planning in writing the 

project grant proposal. Their efforts were rewarded in October, 1976, when 

YAC administrators received verbal assurances that the proposal would be 

funded. Unfortunately, numerous problems with intermediary agencies delayed 

the actual start of project operations until the following April. 

Believing that the diversion project might start receiving clients as soon 

as November, the project director began recruiting personnel for the new 

program in October, 1976. Over the next few months, the majority of the staff 

were selected, proposals were s~lected from among those solicited from private 

service-provider agencies the previous August, and. in January the director of 

the police liaison program wae assigned to the project by the Boston Police 

Department. Simultaneously, however, representatives of the state planning 

agency, through which the project was funded, were insisting that the regional 
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planning unit (Mayor's Office of Criminal Justice) playa role in the 

administration of the grant, a plan that YAC administrators strongly 

resisted. At one point, a diversion project official arranged to have the 

grant award transferred to the LEAA regional office, but that office was 

closed before the transfer could be completed. The ensuing negotiations 

postponed the signing of the gra~t even further. Although the official 

starting date of the project was March 14, the director of the state planning 

agency did not sign the grant award until July. 

Despite these delays most of the project staff were placed on the city 

payroll on February 9, 1977. YAC officials had hoped to be reimbursed for 

salaries from that date forward, but LEAA offered to cover expenses 

retroactive only to March 14, the date the grant award was signed at OJJDP. 

When the BRI interviews were conducted in August, the project had accepted 

about fifty diversion referrals from the police and courts. At that time it 

was expected that the remaining two project components - referral to private 

agencies and the fee-for-service program - would be implemented within the 

next two months. Contract negotiations were already underway with four 

private agencies. 

Goals 

The project grant proposal contained the following list of diversion 

project goals: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

To divert 1800 youths-to-be-adjudicated from the juvenile justice 
system at selected points of penetrat.~Ul:' over the three years of this 
program. 

To provide individualized intensive advocacy services to a total of 
1350 diverted youths over the entire length of the program. 

To increase over a three year period the number of youths diverted 
with repeat offenses of a more serious nature. 

f 
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5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 
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To reduce recidivism of the diverted youths rece~v~ng intensive youth 
advocacy services by 75% over the entire length of the program. 

To reduce the seriousness of offenses committed by client 
recidivists. 

To develop over the course of the program uniform policies and 
procedures with the Boston Police Department and Juvenile Courts 
relating to the diversion of juveniles. 

To obtain the participation and cooperation of the remaining three 
juvenile courts in the City of Boston who have not yet agreed to 
divert youth to this program. 

To reduce the stigmatization and labeling of youth through 
non-institutional responses to delinquent behavior. 

To improve and increase the Youth Activities Commission's capability 
of providing services to diverted youths. 

To identify and support private sector agencies providing specialized 
advocacy services to special needs populations. 

To maximize the use of existing services in order to reduce 
duplication of program and service resources. 

To identify and document gaps in the existing social network and 
coordinate' public and private efforts to fill these gaps. 

On the basis of interviews with diversion project and YAC staff members, 

it would S0em that the diversion of juvenile offenders from the justice system 

and the reduction of recidivism are shared goals of paramount importance. 

Some respondents gave fairly sophisticated explanations of the program's 

rationale in terms of avoiding the negative labeling associated with 

penetration into the justice system and breaking the cycle of self-labeling 

and arrest. Some project personnel emphasized diverting youths out of the 

system at the earliest possible point and others mentioned the importance of 

diversion for first offenders. Although it is not a formal project goal, a 

few respondents suggested that reducing the caseload of overworked justice 

agencies is a subsidiary objective of the project. 
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In describing their goals, many of the staff members gave evidence of 

their awareness of the context in which the project operates. They named 

gaining credibility for YAC among justice personnel, soliciting the approval 

and cooperation of the police and courts, and using pUblicity to generate 

favorable public opinion toward the project as project goalso The project 

director, in particular, emphasized this broader view and did not seem to 

distinguish project goals from goals for the enti1~ Youth Activities 

Commission. Partly because of problems encountered in administering an 

earlier program, she has strived to make the project an integral part of the 

YAC organization. In her view, the diversion project would serve to improve 

YAC's ability to deliver services to clients by reducing the competitiveness 

among social service agencies in the community, by changing the attitudes that 

police officers have towards youths and the administration of juvenile justice 

and by creating groups of specialists - justice system liaisons, youth 

advocates, etc. - within the agency in contrast to the large, undifferentiated 

group of street workers that the agency has used in the past. 

Gaining the trust and confidence of justice system personnel, even if it 

means comprising project procedures, was often cited as the key strategy for 

the project's success. The difficulty of securing referrals from a 

decentralized justice system consisting of seven courts and eleven police 

station houses necessitates a coordinated effort for establishing 

communication and fostering understanding. 

The use of various innovative project components was also described as a 

strategy for goal achievement. For example, one administrator suggested that 

the fee-for-service concept was the most important project strategy since it 

allows for maximum flexibility in service delivery and gives youth workers the 
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ability to design programs that meet the specific needs of clients. Another 

touted the use of youth advocates as an advantageous strategy, explaining that 

the advocate's primary commitment LS to the individual client rather than to a 

service organization. The role of the youth advocate is to help the client to 

define his or her needs and then to obtain appropriate serVLces or bring 

pressure to bear on the existing service network if it proves unresponsive to 

the client's needs. Finally, a number of respondents named the use of police 

and court liaisons as the chie f strategy by which the cooperation of justice 

system agencies could be obtained. 

Structure and Function 

The diversion project is a relatively large and complex organization; many 

of its personnel-are supervised by YAC staff members outside the diversion 

project itself. Because the project is embedded Ln its parent organization in 

this way, the organizational chart in Figure A-8 contains all YAC positions 

that pertain to diversion project operations and indicates which positions are 

supported by the diversion project grant and which are funded through other 

YAC programs. Note that at the time of the BRI interviews a number of BDAP 

staff members had not yet been hired; these include the administrative 

assistant, trainer, remedial reading specialist and psychologist. Note also 

that although the twelve liaisons are supervised by diversion project 

administrative personnel, each is assigned to a Youth Resource Center run by 

YAC. Youth advocates, too, are assigned to a Youth Resource Center and paid a 

small salary supplement by the diversion project, but they are supervised by 

Youth Resource Center case managers. 

The following are descriptions of the tasks associated with each 

administrative and service position assigned to the diversion project. 
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Executive Director (YAC) 

Director of Support Services (YAC) Project Director (BDAP) 

Head 
Counselor (YAC) 

Trainer (BDAP) Director, 

Psychologist 
(BDAP) 

Remedial 
Reading 

Specialist 
(BDAP) 

Police Liaison 
Program 

(Boston Police Dept.) 

Supervisor 
of Liaisons 

(BDAP) 

I 
12 Liaisons 

(BDAP) 

Fee for 
Service 

Coordinator 
(BDAP) 

I 
Administrative 

Assistant 
(BDAP) 

Field Supervisor 
(YAC) 

6 YRC Directors (YAC) 

I 
6 YRC Case Managers (YAC) 

I 
6 Youth Advocates (BDAP) 

Grant 
H.:mager 

(BDAP) 

Deputy 
Director of 

Field Services 

Field Supervisor 
(YAC) 

5 YRC Directors (YAC) 

I 

Director of 
Grant Operations 

Unit 
(YAC) 

Field 
Representative 

(BDAP) 

5 YRC caselManagers (YACl 

5 Youth Advocates (BDAP) 

NOTE: At the time of the BRI interviews, the following positions were vacant: trainer, remedial reading specialist, 
psychologist, and administrative assistant. 

Figure A-a. 
Organizational Chart of Youth Activities Commission (YAC) and 

Boston Diversion Advocacy Program (BDAP) Personnel Involved in Diversion Project Operations 
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Project Director. The project director represents BDAP in its dealings 

with LEAA, the state planning agency, regional planning unit, and var10US 

justice and community social service agencies. Although the project director 

is nominally responsible for the supervision of the program staff, much of 

this work is handled by middle managers, leaving the project director free to 

negotiate with private agency subcontractors, project advisory boards, and YAC 

components that impinge on project activities. Under the direction of the YAC 

Executive Director, the project director is also responsible for recruiting 

and hiring project administrative personnel, ensuring proper program review 

and evaluation, and reporting to funding sources. 

Grant Manager. At the time the interviews were conducted, the primary 

task of the grant manager had been to develop contracts t\'ith the private 

service provider agencies and with the YMCA Services Corporation, a subsidiary 

of the Boston YMCA that was being considered for providing fiscal management 

services to the project. He also participated in setting up the project's 

financial records, establishing a system for monitoring the fiscal activities 

of subcontractors, and processing budget revision requests. Working closely 

with the regional planning unit, he had helped the project meet the fiscal 

requirements of the Massachusetts Committee on Criminal Justice and the Office 

of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. As project implementation 

progresses, the grant monitor will continue to be responsible for the budget 

and record-keeping requirements of the grant, but he will also take on a 

management function in monitoring the performance of subcontractor agencies. 

Administrative Assistant. The project grant proposal provided for an 

administrative assistant to the project director for maintaining the 

director's schedule and appointments and performing general office duties; 

however, at the time of the BRI interviews, this position was vacant. 
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Police Liaison Program Director. This individual 1S an employee of the 

Boston Police Department who has been assigned to the diversion project on a 

full-time basis. Although some of his responsibilities involve supervision of 

the liaisons and the liaison supervisor, his chief function is facilitating 

the relationship between the project and juvenile justice agencies. Chosen 

for his political acumen and his personal relationship with many justice 

system principals, the director of the police liaison program is involved in 

public relations with police and court staffs ("selling the program"), 

eliminating problems that arise in the course of the diversion procedure, and 

serving as a consultant to project administrators by providing a justice 

system point of view. 

Police Liaison Supervisor. Direct, day-to-day supervision of the liaisons 

is the responsibility of the police liaison supervisor. Unlike the director 

of the police liaison program, he meets with the liaisons regularly and is 

charged with the task of evaluating their performance for the program director 

and the youth resource center directors. 

Police/Court Liaisons. Each of the 12 liaisons is attached to a Youth 

Resource Center and serves as that organization's link to local police and 

court personnel. Liaisons work with the police and courts to divert eligible 

youths at the earliest possible point in justice system processing - either 

prior to arrest or at arraignment. In order to be available to justice 

personnel when needed, they are assigned to police station houses on Friday 

and Saturday nights and carry radio pagers ("beepers") so that they can be 

summoned to station houses 24 hours a day, seven days a week. One liaison is 

assigned to the Boston Juvenile Court on a full-time basis; three others 

divide their time between the other courts and the police station houses to 
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which they are assigned. When a referral to the diversion project is made, 

liaisons are responsible for explaining program services and responsibilities 

to clients and paren.ts and for protecting clients' rights through assurance of 

legal counsel (when appropriate). They then refer eligible youths to youth 

advocates within the Youth Resource Centers and private agencies. Finally, 

they must provide police and court workers with feedback about clients 

progress in services. 

Youth Advocates. As regular staff members of YAC Youth Resource Centers, 

the 12 youth advocates provide the bulk of services to diversion project 

clients. They are responsible for maintaining a caseload of 10 to 15 youths 

referred to the Youth Resource Center by the police liaison, assessing youths' 

problems, developing service plans, making referrals to appropriate service 

providers, and monitoring the progress of youths participating in diversion 

project service programs. When fee-for-service funds become available, they 

will be responsible for selecting those service options. 

Youth advocates were selected from among the best case workers at each 

Youth Resource Center at the time of the project's inception. Thus, like most 

project employees, the youth advocates were already working for YAC when the 

diversion project was funded. Since referrals to the diversion project began 

slowly, youth advocates were maintaining theil~ non-diversion project cases and 

replacing them~with project cases as they became available. Most of an 

advocate's salary comes from general YAC funds, supplemented by LEAA funds. 

Psychologist and Remedial Reading Specialist. The project grant proposal 

included a full-time staff psychologist position and a half-time remedial 

reading specialist position, n2ither of which had been filled at the time the 

interviews were conducted. The psychologist's job would be to administer 
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psychological and aptitude tests to those clients 1n need of testing, analyze 

the results, diagnose the problem, and consult with youth advocates in 

planning the child's treatment plan. The remedial reading specialist would be 

avialable to clients in the afternoons for assistance with special educational 

problems. Efforts to fill these positions had just begun at the time of the 

interviews and it had not been decided where these service workers would be 

housed. Both positions would be supervised by the Head Counselor in YAC's 

Support Services Unit. 

Field Representative. The job of the field representative is basically 

one of monitoring the performance of Youth Resource Centers and private 

agencies that provide services to project clients. Through site visits and 

records checks he maintains a file of clients and compiles a monthly 

statistical report for the project director. When referrals to the private 

agencies begin, his responsibilities will increase. 

Fee-for-Service Coordinator. At the time the BRr interviews were 

conducted, diversion project administrators planned to have the 

fee-for-service program operating by September 6. Once it begins, the 

coordinator will be responsible for reviewing requests, submitting them to the 

fee-for-service review board, generating a voucher (with the board's 

approval), and monitoring the placement of clients in paid services. He will 

also maintain the fee-for-service records and make periodic reports on the 

program to the project director. Up to this point, the coordinator has been 

involved in the development of the fee-for-service review board. 

Trainer. This position was not included 1n the original grant proposal, 

but the project director decided to use part of the training budget to hire 

someone to train the advocates. The position was vacant at the time of the 

interviews. 
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Project Administration 

Regular meetings are held for diversion project and related personnel at 

almost every level of project organization. The directors of the Youth 

Resource Centers meet with the BDAP director every Tuesday for an hour to 

discuss their relationship with the diversion project and to review other 

matters of mutual concern. Weekly meetings are also held at each Center for 

staff members, including youth advocates, to consider intra-agency issues. 

Although neither of these meetings is held to discuss diversion project 

matters exclusively, project procedures and the role of the advocates are 

often among the issues raised. 

Every Wednesday, the diversion p~oject's six central staff members meet 

briefly to consider issues that have been raised at the center director's 

meeting on the preceding day, to discuss the status of contracts and relations 

with monitoring agencies at the federal, state, and local levels, and to 

generally coordinate the activities of the project's various components. 

Liaisons assigned to neighborhoods across the city also gather at the central 

office for a weekly meeting with their supervisors. These occasions are used 

to collect intake fOL~s and reports, discuss new cases and problems, and bring 

liaisons up to date on new activities and service options. Finally, except 

for two initial introductory meetings, youth advocates do not have scheduled 

meetings with other diversion project personnel, nor do they meet as a group. 

Youth advocates do, however, meet with the liaison assigned to their center 

once or twice a week. 

Despite this extensive schedule of meetings, a number of staff members 

complained of a lack of communication between supervisors and the people they 

supervise and, more specifically, between central office staff and workers at 
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Youth Resource Centers. Both youth advocates and police liaisons reported 

feeling isolated from the diversion operation. One Youth Resource Center 

director noted that YAC's decentralized structure adds to problems of 

coordination and communications; yet at the same time, he seemed to believe 

that such an arrangement is necessary for the efficient operation of the 

commission. He seemed reconciled to the fact that some decisions affecting 

the entire organization would be made by a few central office administrators. 

In general, however, most of those interviewed felt that they are adequately 

supervised and receive sufficient recognition for their efforts on the job. 

Respondents agreed that most important decisions affecting the diversion 

project are made by the diversion project director and the YAC executive 

director. The project director emphasized that she solicits recommendations 

from her staff and often merely approves decisions made by others. Yet, there 

were scattered complaints of being left out of project decisions. One Youth 

Resource Center director wanted to have input in the project's overall policy 

making. He suggested that the project put a greater emphasis on service 

delivery and define more clearly which problems it can and cannot handle. 

A number of people associated with the diversion project were keenly aware 

of the political context in which the proJect operates and the impact of 

political forces on decision-making within the Youth Activities Commission. 

One noted that YAC is " • •• a political sturcture which has political 

turmoil, (Boston) is a very political city." Thus, as in many government 

agencies, much of the policy-making that occurs must include considerations of 

political expediency. 

Orientation and Training 

Implementation of the training program described in the project proposal 

has been impeded by the project's failure to gain approval for their training 

~:~----------------------~--------------------------------------------------------------~------------~------------
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budget. Orientation to diversion project goals and procedures was provided by 

project administrators in two two-hour sessions attended by liaisons, 

advocates, Youth Resource Center directors and case managers, and other 

project staff members. Specialized training was offered to some personnel; for 

example, the grant manager received technical assistance on fiscal matters 

from the state planning agency and the fee-for-service coordinator consulted 

an individual who held a similar job in an earlier YAC program. The director 

of the police liaison program said that plans to establish a training program 

for liaisons through the Criminal Justice Training Council had failed, but he 

hoped that a comparable program could be organized in the future. 

Most of those interviewed felt that they have been adequately trained for 

their jobs, yet many said that they had received the bulk of their training on 

previous assignments or taught themselves on their present jobs. Of course, 

the great majority of diversion project employees had worked in other YAC 

programs before the project was funded. Aside from case supervision provided 

at regularly scheduled meetings, no in-service training has been provided to 

the project staff at the time of the interviews. Project officials indicated, 

however, that crisis intervention training was planned for liaisons and that 

ongoing instruction would be offered to all project staff members once the 

trainer was hired. Supervisory personnel felt the greatest need for 

additional training. 

Client Intake 

Refet:rals to the diversion project are made through liaisons assigned to 

police station houses and courts throughout the city of Boston. When a 

liaison determines that a youth is eligible for diversion, he or she usually 

calls the youth advocate attached to the Youth Resource Center nearest the 
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child's home to arrange an appointment. Occasionally, the liaison will bring 

the youth to the center and make the introduction there. Although most 

initial interviews are conducted at the centers, advocates sometimes prefer 

meeting new clients in their homes, in the ad":ocate' s home, or wherever 

clients feel comfortable. Some advocates prefer to have parents attend the 

first meeting with a new client; others prefer to contact parents by phone. 

The purpose of the initial meeting is to elaborate on the project 

description presented by the liaison, to tell the client where the center is 

and when the advocate is available, and to begin the diagnostic process and 

the development of a serv1."ce plan. Ad t "d"" voca es are aSS1.ste 1.n d1.agnosing 

client problems and needs by the case manager of the Youth Resource Center to 

which they are assigned. Case manag h "1"" " ers, w 0 spec1.a 1.ze 1.n counsel1.ng and 

needs assessment, provide case supervision and psychological consultation to 

advocates. They often attend initial meetings and participate in the 

assessments for diversion clients. The diagnostic process consists of 

interviews with clients and their parents, teachers, and friends. Service 

plans, along with intake forms, contact records, and service reports, are kept 

in a file at each Youth Resource Center; copies are also sent to the YAC 

central offfice. Advocates attempt to gather enough information about a 

cLient's needs and interests to devise a plan that specifies long- and 

shClrt-range goals and the services available to reach them. These plans are 

discussed in detail with clients and must meat with their approval. It may 

take two or three one-hour meetings to develop a suitable service plan, and 

plans are subject to revision at any point during the client's tenure with the 

program. 
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Case Management 

Case management is the responsibility of the youth advocate throughout 

service delivery. Advocates are expected to have case loads of from 10 to 15 

diversion clients. Most had fewer at the time the BRr interviews were 

conducted because only about 50 referrals had been made to the project. 

Unlike service workers at many diversion projects, advocates said that they 

try to become personally involved with their clients. Some spoke of having 

dinner with clients' families and inviting clients to their own homes for 

meals and recreation. According to interviews with youth advocates, the 

amount of time that advocates spend with each client varies with the client's 

needs and the advocate's personal style. Respondents agreed that maximum 

involvement might entail meeting with the client every day for an hour or more 

and minimum involvement might consist of one meeting a week for a short period 

of time. Advocates reported seeing their clients about twice a week on the 

average. 

When clients are placed in service programs, the amount of contact with 

advocates reportedly drops off; for example, one advocate asks clients to call 

once a week after placement. Clients usually participate in the diversion 

project program for at least six months, the period of time that judges 

typically continue diversion cases. Early termination can occur in one of 

four ways: first, the client can decide that he or she no longer wants to 

participate, but rather will face the consequences of early termination; 

second, the client can decide to terminate at the end of a six month court 

continuance, after the judge has dismissed the complaint; third, the client 

can be removed from the program if he or she is arrested and convicted of a 

new offense; and fourth, the advocate, the youth, and when appropriate, the 
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youth's probation officer can make a joint decision that the youth has reached 

his or her treatment goals and no longer needs the services of the program. 

There is no maximum period of participation. 

Service Options 

The youth advocacy concept is the cornerstone of services offered through 

the diversion project. The youth advocates to whom diverted youths are 

assigned obtain or personally provide virtually all of the services available 

to project clients. As a person whose primary commitment is to the individual 

client rather than to a service organization, the youth advocate is 

responsible for bringing pressure to bear on community service agencies in 

securing services for clients. A number of respondents made reference to the 

necessity of providing clients with a knowledgeable representative to assist 

them in dealing with the maze of youth services in Boston. At the time the 

BRI interviews were conducted, advocates were providing services through the 

Youth Resource Centers and other YAC programs and referring clients to other 

social service programs in their communities. When the diversion project 

becomes fully operational, additional services will be available through three 

or four private agencies contracted to provide services to groups of clients 

with special needs, such as Hispanics and juvenile prostitutes, and through a 

wide variety of existing community agencies that provide services for a fee. 

The major services offered and the rationale behind the two new programs are 

discussed below. 

Existing Programs. Although there is some variation from Center to 

Center, all offer counseling and recreation, usually in the form of arts and 

crafts and games. In their interviews, service workers gave somewhat 

different accounts of how they conduct counseling sessions and what they try 
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to accomplish in them. Many emphasized the informality of their relationship 

with their clients. Sessions can occur wherever the client feels 

comfortable: they need not be regularly scheduled, but may take place during 

other activities such as games and sports. Some advocates prefer to meet with 

clients individually; others prefer to meet in groups. Most of the advocates 

said that their clients are free to call them at work or at home any time to 

discuss problems. 

Other services offered by the advocates on the prem~ses of the Youth 

Resource Centers are limited. Centers are open from 9:00 to 5:00 on weekdays 
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and for half a day on Saturday, but most offer little more than arts and 

crafts and table games, though a few provide tutoring by advocates and student 

volunteers. Clients use some centers as a place to "drop in" and meet 

friends, yet on the basis of the interviews, it seemed that most project 
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activities occur away from the Youth Resource Centers. The centers are used 

more as a base of operations, a place to meet before attending a concert or a 

Athletics form a major portion of the services available to project 

I 
h 
)1 

I 
baseball game. 

I 
I 

clients. Baseball, football, basketball, and swimming are organized on an ad 

i 
I hoc basis by project service workers or made available on a more regular basis 

through local YMCAs and teen centers. It is the responsibility of the 

advocate to introduce the client to the opportunities available at these 

agenc~es, to integrate the child into the on-going activities and to 

participate in those activities with clients when appropriate. Supervision at 

YMCAs and Teen Centers usually consists of a game-room monitor and any 

advocates Who happen to be present. In addition to sports, these agencies 

offer games, dances, field trips, and an opportunity to meet people. 
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Activities at many community agencies are accessible to project clients 

because of the personal relationships that advocates have established with 

agency staffs in their neighborhoods. (Recall that most youth advocates were 

securing services for YAC clients before the present diversion project 

began.) In general, when a youth is referred to an on-going program for 

services over an extended period of time, it is the agency's responsibility to 

maintain service records; at the same time, the advocate monitors serv~ce 

delivery through periodic contact with the client. 

Each Youth Resource Center has access to a slightly different array of 

services. Some services, those offered by city-wide agencies, such as the 

Welfare Department and Child and Family Services, which provide educational 

and residential placement, and those available through the YAC itself, are, of 

course, available to all centers. YAC sponsors employment serv~ces, 

computer-assisted employment counseling, an.d an extensive, federally funded 

summer recreation program. 

YAC and the Boston Boy's Clubs are the sole referral sources for a 

federally funded Jobs for Youth program that places high-school dropouts, ages 

16 to 21, in a combined employment and training program. YAC also 

participates in a number of neighborhood summer employment programs, though in 

many cases clients must meet federal poverty guidelines in order to qualify. 

Furthermore, some advocates have special arrangements with private employers 

in their neighborhoods, but these have resulted in only a few positions. 

Although the diversion project does not have a designated employment 

specialist, most of the advocates have experience in assisting youngsters who 

are seeking jobs through pre-employment counseling, application preparation, 

etc. Unfortunately, YAC has been far less successful in securing part-time, 
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after school jobs for their clients. For a few months a year, YAC has access 

to the Massachusetts Occupational Information System (MOIS) through a remote 

comupter terminal. The MOIS system provides detailed infonnation about career 

opportunities, educational requirements, and occupational alternatives. 

All YAC clients are to have a chance to participate in a camping and 

wilderness experience program operated by a local non-profit agency. 

Advocates accompany from four to eight youths on canoeing, hiking and 

bicycling trips. Advocates reported that these trips, which last for three 

d,ays and cost the youth only four dollars, will provide an opportunity to 

build rapport, conduct serious counseling sessions, and have fun as well. 

Finally, advocating for clients in their dealings with the justice system 

and the school is central to the service worker concept at BDAP. One of the 

liaison's chief functions is to represent the interests of his clients and his 

potential clients at all stages of processing through the juvenile justice 

system. Some liaisons reported that they are responsible for protecting the 

rights of all youths processed through the system whether they are eligible 

for the diversion project or not. As has already been mentioned, youth 

advocates are responsible for helping their clients deal with service 

institutions, including the schools. Advocates are to intercede on a client's 

behalf in negotiations with teachers and school administrators. 

Proposed Programs. At the time of the BRI interviews, YAC was negotiating 

contracts with a small number (three or four) of private, non-profit service 

agencies that could provide services to special groups of' clients, such as 

Hispanics and prostitutes. Participating agencies were solicited through an 

RFP process that included advertisements in Boston newspapers and review by a 

citizen's advisory board. One-year contracts were contemplated with renewal 
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for a second and third y2::tr based on program performance. Additional youth 

advocates would be hired and as~igned to participating agencies with the 

expectation that they would function in a capacity similar to that of 

advocates assigned to Youth Resource Centers. Planned services would include 

recreation, employment preparation and placement, drug and alcohol abuse 

prevention and education, bilingual reading classes, and foster care placement. 

YAC had also designated fUuds - $150,000 over a two-year period - to be 

used by advocates to purchase needed, but otherwise unavailable, services for 

diversion project clients. The proposed fee-for-service component of the 

project was specifically designed to meet two important program goals: to 

maximize the use of existing services in order to reduce duplication of 

program and service resources, and to identify and document gaps in the 

existing social service network and coordinate public and private efforts to 

fill these gaps. By reqtdring advocates to document at tempts to secure 

services free of charge from agencies legislatively mandated to provide them, 

YAC hopes to compile data on the accessibility of specific services in Boston 

and apply pressure to the service network to respond to shortcomings. The 

fee-for-service mechanism would also allow advocates to be selective in 

placing clients in the most appropriate service, rather than using a program 

simply because it will accept the youth free of charge. 

Funding for the fee-for-service program is through reimbursible, third 

party payment. In order to use these funds, advocates must demonstrate that 

they have explored other means of obtaining services and then must submit a 

request through the fee-for-service coordinator and fee-for-service revi.ew 

board. Only those services - primarily long-term and intensive - that are 

part of a youth's service plan can be purchased. Specifically, these include 

--~------------------------~--~~-~~~ 
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(1) educational services leading to credits and a high school diploma, (2) 

tutoring, (3) testing and evaluation, (4) vocational training leading to 

certification, (5) psychological counseling, (6) ncn-hospita1ization medical 

services, and (7) job placement. Other restrictions, preprinted forms, and 

detailed pr£cedures for obtaining funds are described in a manual prepared by 

the fee-for-service coordinator, the BDAP project director, and the YAC 

program developer. 

Advocates who were interviewed were eager for the fee-for-service program 

to begin. They felt that the program would enable them to obtain needed 

services for clients, particularly in the areas of tutoring and employment, 

that were at the time unavailable. As a number of adv~cates noted, the 

fee-for-service program:01ou1d be tremendously helpful in securing jobs for 

clients, because program funds could be used to pay employers up to one-half 

of a client's salary, an incentive they felt few employers could refuse. 

Although advocates agreed that the new program would solve many of their 

problems in obtaining services for diversion project clients, a few expressed 

regret that funds could not be used for other YAC clients. 

Juvenile Justice System Structure and Function 

The agencies in Boston that are most directly involved in processing 

juveniles through the justice system are the police department, the courts, 

and the Division of Youth Services, which handles all juvenile commitments. 

Under a decentralized command, the Boston Police-Department jurisdiction is 

divided among six area commanders who supervise station house captains in 11 

police districts across the city. Within each district, a special juvenile 

officer is responsible for monitoring the processing of all juvenile cases. 

That part oE the judiciary that deals with juvenile cases is also 
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decentralized with one central juvenile court (Boston Juvenile Court) 

exclusively devoted to juveniles and a number of district courts in outlying 

areas that hold ju~~~i1e sessions one day per week. Each of these courts has 

a juvenile probation staff that processes cases through the system and 

supervises youths on probation; the largest of these staffs consists of 27 

officers and is assigned to the Boston Juvenile Court. The central court also 

directs the evaluation clinic and a number of special programs such as Project 

D, a court diversion program for first offenders, and the Citizenship Training 

Group, a 12 week service program for more serious cases. In 1976, the 

probation department of the Boston Juvenile Court processed approximately 2500 

cases. 

Client Flow through the Juvenile Justice System 

Under Massachusetts law, a juvenile probation officer must be notified 

every time a child is apprehended for a crime. Although the decision to 

arrest the child rests ultimately with the arresting officer, the probation 

officers assist in the decision, which is based on the nature of the offense, 

the child's attitude, and the child's prior arrest record. If the arrest is 

made during the hours of the court, the child is brought to the court 

~ediate1y. Otherwise, the child is released to his or her parents (in less 

serious cases) and instructed to return during the next regularly scheduled 

court session. 

When the child arrives at court, he or she is brough to the clerk's office 

by the arresting officer for the filing of a complaint. Then the child and 

parents, who have been asked to come to the court by the juvenile probation 

officer, are interviewed by the probation officer to obtain social, medical, 

and psychiatric histories. Usually on that same day, the child and parents 
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appear at an arraignment hearing in which the facts of the case are presented 

before a judge and arrangements for counsel are made. If probable cause is 

found, the date for a second hearing is set and the judge decides whether the 

child will be sent to a detention cen.ter and bail set or will be released to 

his or her parents. At the request of th~ police officer, the judge will 

consider arranging a transfer hearing. If the child is 14 years of age or 

older and if the matter is considered serious enough, the case will be 

transferred to another court and the child will be tried as an adult. 

In the interim period between the two hearings, the probation officer must 

conduct a comprehensive investigation of the child's background that includes 

interviews with teachers, friends, and social agencies with which the child 

has had contact. On the basis of this material and a clinical evaluation of 

the child's mental status, if the judge has ordered one, the probation officer 

devises a recommendation to be presented to the judge at the dispositional 

hearing. At this second hearing the child's attorney enters a plea and the 

judge makes a judgment based on the facts of the case. Possible dispositions 

include continuance for three to twelve months, formal probation, or placement 

in a Division of Youth Services facility. 

Eligibility Criteria and Referral to the Diversion Program 

Referral to the diver ion project can occur at the police station before 

the child is booked, at the court either before the complaint is filed or at 

one of the two hearings before a judge. Official criteria for diversion were 

negotiated after extensive consultation with police department and court 

administrators. Because the juvenile justice system in Boston is 

decentralized, negotiations over procedural details had to be conducted on an 

individual basis with police captains, municipal court judges, and probation 
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supervisors. Criteria for diversion are the same regardless of where in the 

system the youth is diverted. According to a memorandum distributed among 

police and court personnel and read to officers during roll call at 11 

district stations: 

Youths 7 to 17 years of age who are arrested for a select number 
of crimes may at the discretion of the arresting officer, be 
diverted to a Youth Activities Commission (YAC) Police Liaison 
assigned to each district station, in lieu of booking and 
charging for the offense. 

Juveniles diverted to this program must have been arrested for 
offenses for which they could be adjudicated delinquent. The 
following offenses should be considered for diversion: 

1. Vandalism 
2. Using a motor vehicle without authority 
3. Breaking and entering building (not dwelling unless 

misdemeanor) 
4. Simple assault 
5. Simple assault and battery 
6. Larceny (over or under $100.00) 
7. Non-violent sex crimes 
8. Simple drug ~ffenses (Possession only) 

Because referral by police and court personnel differ somewhat, they will 

be discussed separately. Diversion at the police level is at the discretion 

of the arresting officer and usually occurs after the child is brought to the 

district station, but before he or she is formally booked. If the diversion 

project liaison is not present (except for Friday and Saturday nights, 

liaisons are not required to remain at the district stationhouse), the liaison 

will be summoned by radio pager to assist the arresting officer in determining 

the child's eligibility for the project. If the youth is diverted at this 

point, no written record of the incident is kept, except for the waiver form 

that all diverted youths must sign. Such waivers are seen only by the 

liaisons and project staff. Diversion at the police level can be completed 

within an hour of initial police contact if the liaison responds promptly or 

-~~--~------------~----------~--~-___ ~~_L 
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~s already present. As a courtesy, the arresting officer will usually inform 

the district juvenile officer that a diversion has been made. 

If a youth eligible for the program is arrested, it is the liaison's 

responsibility to appear at the court clerk's office the following morning (or 

whenever the youth's appearance is scheduled) to persuade the clerk that the 

youth may be a candidate for diversion. If the liaison is successful, the 

clerk, with the arresting officer's approval, will agree not to issue the 

complaint. In that case, the arrest form will read "complaint dismissed" and 

no juvenile court record will be initiated. 

Once a complaint has been issued, the youth must appfaar before a judge. 

Liaisons follow these cases through the system by maintaining close contact 

with the court I s juvenile probation officers and by sear(:hing the daily list 

of court appearances for eligible cases. Whenever a youth meets project 

guidelineJs, the liaison tries to meet with the youth's probation officer and 

negotiate diversion before the hearing takes place. If the probation officer 

agrees, the liaison will arrange a meeting with the officl~r, the youth, and 

the youth's parents so that he can describe the diversion project to the 

family and obtain their consent. BDAP personnel felt that having the liaison, 

rather th8n the probation officer, describe the project reduces the coercive 

nature of the program. Although judges have ultimate authority for the 

decision to divert, they almost always follow the recommendi!ltion of the 

probation officer in these matters. Sometimes liaisons will miss an eligible 

youth's initial hearing. In these cases, they must locate the youth's 

probation officer to find out what has transpired at the hearing and when the 

next hearing is scheduled. They can usually make contact at i!l later date. 

Diversion at the court level takes place several days to several weeks from 
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the time of arrest depending on what point in the process the liaison makes 

contact with the client. 

Cases diverted to the project after a complaint i'f.'!:: been filed and before 

a disposition has been handed down are ruled "continued without finding" for 

three to six months. These constitute the majority of referrals to the 

project. Youths who have already been sentenced or placed on probation are 

not eligible to participate in the Boston Diversion Advocacy Program but can 

be referred to a youth worker at a Youth Resource Center by the liaison. In 

fact, liaisons often refer children in need of services (status offenders), 

probationers, and youth receiving suspended sentences to Youth Resource 

Centers as a favor to probation officers and court personnel. Furthermore, 

one out of every four youths referred to BDAP is randomly assigned to a center 

youth worker instead of a project youth advocate for the purpose of 

establishing a comparison group as part of the local evaluation. 

Liaisons, who are the final arbiters of which youths are eligible to 

participate in the diversion program, were well acquainted with the diversion 

criteria. Justice system personnel involved in making the referral decision 

were less well informed, perhaps because the advice of knowledgeable liaisons 

could be obtained easily. For example, one probation officer said that he 

would refer any child who might benefit from project services, leaving the 

eligibility decision to the liaison. Also, some court personnel who were 

interviewed had trouble distinguishing between BDAP and other diversion 

programs for l~ss serious offenders. 

In describing which cases they would be most likely to divert, a number of 

probation officers reported that they would not consider referring "hard-core" 

youths or those street-wise youths who might use the program as a means to 

------------------------------~------------~------------------------,--

, 
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avoid incarceration. One said that he would not refer any serLous cases to 

BDAP until funds for providing intensive services become available through the 

fee-for-service program. Another probation officer mentioned that youths will 

occasionally request diversion to a YAC program because of that agency's 

reputation in the community. More importantly, diversion project persunne1 

admitted that the crimes listed in the formal criteria for diversion 

distributed to police and court workers were intended to be merely 

suggestive. Actually, the project will accept youths with any non-violent 

presenting offense. 

Liaisons who were interviewed agreed that diversion project clients remaLn 

under the jurisdiction of their probation officers for the three- to six-month 

period of continuance. Although it is unlikely that a client would be 

returned to the court for failing to participate in the diversion program, it 

is technically possible. Liaisons are responsible for making periodic reports 

about clients' progress and attendance to probation officers who have referred 

clients to the project. In the case of police diversion, nonparticipation 

could also technically result in the youth's being charged with the offense. 

Again, respondents thought that this was very unlikely, but that 

nonparticipation could affect the disposition of a future arrest. 

According to interviews with liaisons and court service workers, clients 

are told that participation in the diversion program is voluntary. On the 

ohter hand, one worker admitted that there is some pressure to accept the 

program because youths are also told that they remain under the jurisdiction 

of the court and that successful participation will result in the dismissal of 

any charges against them when the judges review such cases after a specified 

period of time. Police diversion is presented as an alternative to arrest. 
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Admission of guilt is not a prerequisite for referral and court personnel, in 

particular, felt that youths' rights are 11 
we protected because counsel is 

arranged for youths at the first court hearing. 
The presence of the liaison , 

whose paramount responsibility is protecting the rights of his clients, is an 

additional, safeguard. At th I" d 
e po lce an at the court level, liaisons ask 

youth and parents to sign a form waiving the right to a trial and the right to 

claim false arrest. W· f . 
alver orms dlffer slightly from jurisdiction to 

jurisdiction, but all require the signature of a witness. 
After the liaison 

has described the diversion project to the family and obtained the~r 
L consent, 

he or she calls the advocate assigned to the Youth Resources Center in the 

child's neighborhood to arrange an appointment. 
Every effort is made to 

schedule the initial appointment within 24 hours of dl·versl.on 
from the justice 

system. 

Juvenile Justice System Service Options 

Each of the Boston courts has its own probation staff; the largest 

concentration of officers is assigned to the Boston Juvenile Court. 
As 

described above, a case is assigned to a probation officer when the youth 

first enters the judicial system·, 1 
consequent y, the officer who conducts the 

background investigation prior to a disposl"tl·onal h . . 1 
earlng lS a so responsible 

for supervising the case when the youth is placed on probation. 
Youths are 

assigned to officers according to the geographical area in which they live, 

with males and females being assigned to different officers. Typically, 

caseloads range up to 150 cases per offl·cer. Q l·f" " f 
ua 1 lcatlons or the probation 

officer position include graduation from an accredl"ted 
college and one year's 

experience or a master's degree in a related field. 

Direct services offered to probationers by the various Boston courts 

include counseling, psychological evaluation, and referral to a variety of 
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public and private youth-serving agencies. Within the constraints imposed by 

" ff" t t provide individualized counseling a heavy workload, probat~on 0 ~cers ry 0 

f h " h The amount of time that an officer and guidance to each 0 t e~r c arges. 

spends with anyone client depends largely on that client's need for 

"f of contact ranges from a few times a week to once a attent~on; requency 

month, with sessions lasting between one-half hour and one hour. Probation 

officers are also expected to make contact with the youth's family and school 

every few months in order to monitor his or her progress in these areas. 

The length of the supervisory period depends mainly on the sentence 

imposed by the judge; it can range from three months to two years. Officers 

are required to report to the judge on a probtioner's progress at intervals 

specified at the time of sentencing, usually every three months. If the youth 

has met the conditions of probation by attending school, making restitution, 

and so on, the judge may reduce the. length of the probationary period; if not, 

the judge may decide to exten t e per~o • d h "d These decisions are usually made 

in accordance with the recommendations of the probation officer. 

The Boston Juvenile Court Clinic offers diagnostic and intensive treatment 

services to all youths under the jurisdiction of the court. Probation 

officers who were interviewed estimated that 10 to 15% of their clients have 

emotional, drug, or alcohol related problems serious enough to warrant 

referral to the court clinic. There the child's difficulty is extensively 

evaluated by a professional staff that includes a psychiatrist, psychometrist, 

psychologist, and soc~a wor ere "1 k Serious cases may be referred for trea,;ment 

at the Judge Baker Guidance Center or the New England Medical Center where 

family counseling, outpatient services, and inpatient services are available. 

Additional health services can be obtained through the Chi1dren's Hospital 
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Medical Center. Because of the limited funds available to the court, these 

and other referral services must be secured through the Division of Youth 

Services or the Department of Public Welfare. With their assistance, the 

range of service options available to youths on probation broadens to include 

residential and educational placement, arts and crafts, athletics, and 

drug-use education and counseling. As has been mentioned, probation officers 

occasionally make referrals to the Youth Resource Centers of YAC. 

Interagency Attitudes and Relations 

Diversion project and Youth Activities Commission administrators describe 

their negotiations with justice system officials as a struggle made longer and 

more difficult by the decentralized administrative structure of the Boston 

Police Department and courts. Approval for project goals and procedures had 

to be sought through administrators at the policy making level and through 

supervisors of service personnel so that policies would be properly 

implemented. Top level negotiations were conducted with a special assistant 

to the Commissioner of Police and with judges of the various courts. 

Often judges were not approached directly, instead their support was 

solicited through a court worker close to the judge, someone who already had a 

working relationship with the Youth Activities Commission. These facilitators 

included juvenile probation officers and supervisors and, in one case, an 

adult probation officer. In the case of police diversion, several meetings 

were held with the police officers' union to consider the legality of 

diversion procedures. Such negotiations resulted in a series of individual 

agreements that vary somewhat among jurisdictions; four courts and the police 

department have written agreements with the diversion project, while two other 

courts have only verbal agreements. 



- A-227 -

Project personnel made it clear that formal acceptance of the diversion 

program does not necessarily mean cooperation in the diversion process. 

Several courts have agreed to participate and, although their representatives 

appear to be well informed about diversion procedures, very few referrals have 

materialized. Since the program's acceptability to police personnel at the 

district level is critical to its success, meetings were held with captains, 

juvenile officers, and community relations officers in each district. In 

addition, the dir,;:.:.tor of the project's police liaison program met with each 

captain to introduce the liaison assigned to his station house and to answer 

,questions about the diversion procedure. A number of justice agency staff 

members praised the wisdom of hiring a career police officer who is well 

acquainted with juvenile justice system functioning and personnel for the job 

of police liaison program director. In interviews with the parties concerned, 

respondents emphasized the importance of existing personal relationships among 

justice and project workers in gaining acceptance for the new program. Others 

noted that referrals are often made on a personal basis, so that the 

interpersonal skills that project representatives display in their dealings 

with the justice system will be of major importance in the project's continued 

success. 

In the course of performing their duties, project liaisons are in constant 

contact with justice system personnel; many have office space reserved for 

them in the police station houses and courts to which they are assigned. 

Liaisons are required to attend all of the police department's community 

relations meetings in their assigned districts. These public meetings, which 

are conducted by police department community relations officers and attended 

by interested citizens, give the liaisons an opportunity to familiarize the 
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community with BDAP and the diversion concept and to interact with police 

officers in a neutral setting. Diversion project staff members acknowledged 

the discomfort experienced by many police officers when civilians are 

continually present at stationhouses and expressed the hope that their 

usefulness would minimize any police resentment toward the liaisons who advise 

them in handling cases. Respondents on both sides said that diversion at the 

police level could only succeed with the cooperation of line officers, 

regardless of the assurances made by police department administrators, and 

some suggested special training for patrolmen in the goals of the project and 

importance of diversion programming. 

At the time of the BRI interviews, no uniform policy for providing 

feedback about cases to justice agencies had yet evolved. Although a few 

court officials have requested written information on the services provided to 

youths they have referred, most feedback to probation officers and police 

officers who make referrals comes through their informal conversations with 

project liaisons. 

With only one exception - one police officer had been outspokenly opposed 

to police diversion from the start - all of the justice agency staff members 

who were interviewed agreed that it was too early to pass judgment on the 

effectiveness of the three month old project and that proper evaluation could 

only come after rearrest data on project youths were compiled. It was not 

surprising, given their differing involvement and respon~ibilities in the 

diversion process, that police officers and probation officers had different 

views on the usefulness of the project. Probation officers, who retain 

jurisdiction over a client after he or she is referred to the project, see the 

project as merely one of many social service resources in Boston that assist 
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them in providing services to youths. Closing the diversion project would 

reduce the number of service options available to probation officers and 

would, to some degree, increase their work, so probation officers were, in 

., . 
general, pleased to have the project s ass1stance. One officer suggested that 

the diversion project represents "an extension of (the probation department) 

into the streets." 

Police officers, on the other hand, had greater misgivings about their 

participation in the diversion effort. Closing the diversion project would 

not directly affect police operations, and officers who were interviewed 

expressed concern over the legality of diversion at the police level, the 

liability of officers who initiate the diverison, and the overtime pay lost to 

officers who would ordinarily be paid for court appearances when youths they 

arrest penetrate the justice system. Many police officers felt that, 

regardless of the project's merits, police diversion requires officers to 

assume judicial powers that are prohibited to them by law. Although the 

project staff has gone to great lengths to convince these officers that the 

procedure is within the law, many are still reluctant to make judgments that 

traditionally have not been theirs to make. This c()ntroversy may be resolved 

soon, since the director of the police liaison program has introduced 

legislation to the state legislature that explicitly mandates the legality of 

police diversion. Such legislation would also reduce officers' fear that 

victimd of crimes may bring civil suits against them for failing to perform 

their duties. 

One last issue concerns the overtime pay that police officer receive for 

court appearances. Diverting cases from the justice system means, of course, 

that such extra pay will be lost. Opinion was divided as to how much this 
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consideration influenced an officer in his decision to make a referral to the 

diversion project: some interviewees said that it must have some effect, while 

others thought the effect was negligible since officers have numerous other 

opportunities to earn overtime pay. 

The diversion project received high marks from justice system workers who 

compared project services with those that youths would have received through 

probation: project services were described as more individualized, more 

extensive, and more quickly obtained. The project's fee-for-service and 

street work components, in particular, were considered significant 

improvements over existing probation services. Some probation officers 

indicated that differences in services would be greatest for the more serious 

cases referred to the project, because many courts already have special 

programs for status and first offenders. 

Project personnel were satisfied with the rate of referral from some 

courts and dissatisfied with rate of referral from the police and from other 

courts. Various explanations were offered to explain the low rates: fewer 

arrests are made during the summer, some police officers are waiting for 

assurances that their rights are protected and the diversion procedure is 

legal, some probation officers are waiting for the fee-for-service component 

to be implemented, and so. on. Clearly, the inertia exhibited by justic~ 

system workers when presented with a new program and ne.w procedures must be 

added to this list. Ti~e alone may solve these problems, yet the persistance 

of the project staff, the liaisons in particular, in winning the acceptance of 

justice personnel who make referrals to the project may be critical in 

determining the project's ultimate success in meeting their goals. 

Some discrepancy appeared in the kind of youths that project personnel and 

justice agency personnel would like to see diverted to the project. Project 
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11 seek more ser~ous offenders than those that justice agency officials genera y L 

workers are willing to refer. A number of police officers f.~ it that BDAP was 

f · d second offenders, and all parties who addressed most appropriate for ~rst an 

the point said that many divertees would not have gone to court if the 

. d'd . t Thus, although proJ'ect officials have diversion project ~ not ex~s • 

attempted to comply with grant guidelines, they have not been entirely 

successful. 
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ALTERNATIVES FOR YOUTH DIVERSION PROJECT 

MILWAUKEE 

(November 28 - December 2, 1977) 

Overview 

According to the 1970 census, the city of Milwaukee has a population of 

717,372 of which 84% are white and 16% are minorities. Median family income 

is a comfortable $10,262, median number of school years completed is 11.9 for 

adults, and during the first three months of 1976 the unemployment rate for 

the metropolitan area averaged 6.6%. The 1974 crime rate for the entire city 

was 40.6 offenses per 1,000 inhabitants. Despite its economic well-being and 

an overall crime rate below the national aver~ge for the city as a whele, 

Milwaukee does have pockets of high crime and unemployment. Five inner-city 

neighborhoods with 26% of the city's juvenile population contain 63% of all 

Milwaukee juveniles who are members of families living below poverty level. 

Median family income for the five neighborhoods ranges from $5,000 to $8,565 1 

median number of school years completed from 9.0 to 11.4. Fifty-seven percent 

of the population of the northern part of this area are members of minority 

groups, and about 20% of those living ~n the southern part are Hispanic. The 

estimated unemployment rate for 16 to 19 year-old inner-city youths is 48.7%. 

Perhaps the most striking comparison between these communities and the city as 

a whole is in crime rates. In 1974, the rate of reported offenses ranged from 

58.9 to 89.9 per 1,000 inhabitants for the five inner-city neighborhoods. 

(Demographic data were obtained from the project grant propos~l.) 
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Because of the contrast between these Communities and the city around 

them, the Community Relations-Social Development Commission of Milwaukee 

County (CR-SDC) designated that area for special impact in their application 

for diversion project funding. The resultant program, Alternatives for Youth 

(AFY) , had been diverting youths from the justice system and offering them 

counseling and referral services for less than two months when BRI 

interviewers visited Milwaukee in November and December, 1977. In order to 

h d " " "t and the services available to gather information about t e 1verS10n proJec 

diverted youths, interviews were conducted with project staff members, 

representatives of the Milwaukee County Children's Court Center (the project's 

referral source), and staff from six brokered service agencies used by the 

project: Wisconsin Conservatory of Music, Independent Learning Center, 

Inner-City Arts Council, Shalom High School, Children's Outing Association, 

and Career Youth Development. 

History 

CR-SDC, the recipient of the diversion project grant, was established in 

1960 by Milwaukee's city and county governments, United Way, the Milwaukee 

Board of Education and the Milwaukee Area Technical College to serve as a 

In social service planning and coordinating body for the metropolitan area. 

1964, l ... ith the passage of the Economic Opportunity Act, CR-SDC was ('esignated 

as the community action agency for Milwaukee County and was charged with 

coordinatin.g and monitoring federal grants for s()cial programs in the area. 

At the time that the BRI interviews were conducted, CR-SDC was an 

intergovernmental public commission that administered grants from local, state 

and federal sources totaling approximately 14 million dollars. Funds obtained 

by the Commission were delegated to existiug agencies or programs were 
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directly administered where no qualified agency could be identified. CR-SDC 

was operating or monitoring programs in the areas of neighborhood development, 

employment, services to the elderly, Head Start, legal services, 

alcoholism/drug abuse, community organization and youth services. In general, 

these programs were ta~geted on low-income communities in Milwaukee County. 

CR-SDC's involvement with youth service programs (including the present 

diversion project) was handled through their Youth Development Institute, 

which channels funding to community-based groups or delegate agencies. In 

addition to monitoring the agencies' performance and spending, CR-SDC offers 

technical assistance and other support services. Programs providing 

counseling, alternative education, work experience, and recreation include the 

Milwaukee Youth Service Bureau and nine separate agencies funded by the 

Community Service Administration and the Community Development Agency (HUD). 

The initial application for diversion project funding was drafted by 

CR.-SDC's Planning and Research Department after meeting with representatives 

of justice system and community service agencies as well as with staff members 

of CR-SDC youth programs. After the grant was awarded on September 30, 1976, 

the project was turned over to an interim staff in CR-SDC's program operations 

division. They were authorized to spend project funds beginning December 1 

with the expectation of becoming fully operational on February 1, 1977. 

However, a series of setbacks conspired to delay program implementation for an 

additional nine months. 

The first start-up problem involved arrangements with the Children's Court 

Center, the project's referral source. In the planning stages of the project, 

the interim staff successfully negotiated with the director of the court 

center, a probation supervisor, and the judges of the court to e~rive at the 
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1 However, when the interim staff 
agreements included in the grant propos a • 

, d t t personnel to work out the details of the 
met with probatl.on epar men 

h later, they encountered unexpected resistance 
diversion process some mont s 

ff ' Sensitized by J'ob cuts in the recent 
from line staff probation 0 l.cers. 

offl.'cers saw the diversion project as a threat to their job 
past, probation 

security and to their autonomy in determining the disposition of cases. 
There 

h d t b consulted in the original 
was a widespread feeling that they a no een 

, Through thel.'r strong union, they presented formidable 
diversion proJect. 

opposition to project implementation. 
Numerous meetings with representatives 

of the State Planning Agency, project staff, and probation officer's union 

to hammer out a compromise on the eligibility criteria for 
were necessary 

diversion, the authority for the diversion decision, the juvenile justice 

status of diverted youths, and the random assignment of diverted youths to 

When, after two and one-half months of negotiation, a 
experimental groups. 

compromise agreement was finally reached, a second major obstacle presentE!d 

itse 1£. 

In April, the Wisconsin Council on Criminal Justice, the state planning 

agency through which project funds were processed, announced that because of 

SDC (Youth Service Bureau) 
irregularities in the audit of another CR- program 

, hh 1d f the Commission pending an 
all juvenile justice funds would be Wl.t e rom ~ 

investigation of past and current budgets. This delayed project 

implementation for several additional months. 

More recently, the state planning agency raised ,questions about the amount 

, d to contribute to the project to obtain matching 
of money CR-SDC was requl.re 

federal money and about the legitimacy of the interim staff arrangement for 

implementing the project. CR-SDC had expected to be reimbursed for 27 
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man-months of activity in planning the project, yet the state planning agency 

refused to offer reimbursement for any more than 21 man-months. One 

consequence of the protracted conflict was that the state planning agency had 

requested, at the time the interviews were conducted, that the Office of 

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention make a new grant award excluding 

the state planning agency as an intermediary. 

Because of these problems, permanent project staff could not be hired 

until August and September, 1977. Follow-up advocates were transferred to the 

diversion project as part of a general reorganization of CR-SDC; personnel for 

all other positions were recruited in open competition through newspaper 

advertising and the state employment service, though all but one of the staff 

members who were hired had worked for CR-SDC previously. Clients were not 

referred to the prohct until October 3, and referral to brokered service 

agencies began several weeks later. 

Goals 

According to the original grant proposal, AFY was established to achieve 

the following project goals: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

To introduce a youth advocacy program at the Milwaukee County 
Children's Court Center that will increase the diversion of allegedly 
delinquent youths who otherwise would be formally handled. 

To promote the increased use of station adjustments by the Milwaukee 
Police Department, in the handling of juveniles who otherwise would 
be referred to the Children's Court Center. 

To increase the capability of existing community youth-serving 
agencies for providing diverted youth the following alternatives to 
the juveni1e,justice system: family support services, supplemental 
and altern3tl.ve education, career training and work exposure public 

, . , ' serV'ilce opportunl.tl.es, and personal development experiences 
encompassing programs in the fine arts and wilderness survival. 

To demonstrate the effectiveness of various programs included within 
the project on the social adjustment and behavior of allegedly 
delinquent youths, diverted from the juvenile justice system. 

f 
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One important departure from these goals was necessitated by a change 1n 

the points at which youths could be diverted from the justice system. In the 

course of negotiations with justice system agencies, it was decided that 

adjustments at the police level (goal b) would not be part of the diversion 

project plan. At the time of the BRI interviews, diversion processing could 

be initiated by Children's Court personnel only, specifically probation 

officers and the district attorney (see Referral to the Diversion Project 

below) • 

On the basis of the interviews, project staff demonstrated a thorough 

understanding of the remaining three goals, though clearly their emphasis was 

on implementing court diversion and supporting community-based service 

alternatives, rather than program evaluation. Many staff members were 

familiar with the labeling theory rationale for diversion and cited various 

consequences of the theory for project operation, for example, placing 

diverted youths in programs that also serve non-delinquents. A few staff 

members cited the project's choice of career and 1ife-experience-oriented 

service alternatives as opposed to more traditional counseling placements as 

an advance over previous youth service programs. According to the interim 

project director, the selection of these kinds of services was based in part 

on a survey of youth in other CR-SDC programs in which respondents indicated 

that youth employment and alternative education programs were most helpful. 

In addition to the more parochial goals mentioned by his staff, the 

interim project director described the potential impact of the diversion 

project on CR-SDC, on public opinion, and on the justice system and other 

institutions that deal with youth. He felt that operating AFY would provide 

CR-SDC with valuable experience in developing youth service delivery systems, 
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establishing future funding priorities, and obtaining information on the 

effectiven,ess and comprehensiveness of community-based services. He also 

believed that AFY represents an opportunity for educating the public about 

delinquency and for promoting institutional change by advocacy in the justice 

system, by helping them deal with their clients more humanely, and at the 

legislative level, by obtaining public funds for alternative education. 

Structure and Function 

Figure A-9 depicts the organizational structure of AFY and its 

relationships with its parent organization, CR-SDC. Prior to his AFY 

appointment, the iterim project directory of AFY was director of the Youth 

Development Institute with responsibility for monitoring and providing 

technical assistance to all CR-SDC subcontractor agencies which offer services 

to youth. At the time the BRI interviews were conducted, he was serving in 

both capacities, though by his own admission he found it difficult to 

adequately perform the two tasks simultaneously. Because of the large amou~t 

of time required for the AFY job, there was an expectation among AFY and 

CR-SDC personnel that the project director would soon be replaced and allowed 

to devote full-time to his Youth Development Institute duties. As a CR-SDC 

program, the diversion project is provided with office space and benefits from 

the Commission's numerous support units: program development, evaluation, 

personnel, payroll and accounting, office supply and property control, 

planning and research, training, and public relations. 

The AFY diversion project staff consists of eight full-time paid 

employees: the director, a program analyst, an evaluation specialist, two 

court advocates, two follow-up advocates, and a secretary. The tasks of the 

administrati ve and service workers are briefly descl.'i.bed below: 
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Court 
Advocates (2) 

CR-SDC 
Executive Director 

CR-SDC Office of Programs 
Director 

CR-SDC Unit Administrator for 
Children and Youth Programs 

youth Development Institute 
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AFY Project, Director ----- Secretary 

Follow-up 
Advocates (2) 

I 
Program 
Analyst 

I 
Evaluation 
Specialist 

At the t±me of the BRI interviews, the same individual served as 
director of the AFY Project and as director of the Youth Development 
Institute. 

Figure A-9 
Organizational Chart for 

Milwaukee Alternatives for Youth Diversion Project 
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Project Director. The project director is responsible for day-to-day 

supervision of the staff, development of operating procedures, budget 

management, and negotiations with brokered service agencies. 

Evaluation Specialist. In addition to serving as the project's liaison to 

the national evaluators (BRI), the evaluation specialist is charged with 

designing the project's information system and developing a local evaluation 

that can be integrated with the national effort. He also has responsibilities 

in the planning and evaluation branch of CR-SDC that include reviewing 

requests for proposals, writing proposals, and, more generally, developing the 

Commission's research capability. 

Program Analyst. The program analyst monitors budgets allocated to 

brokered service agencies. He receives weekly attendance reports and 

supporting documents for youths re ferred for services, calculates charges 

based on unit rates, and dispenses reimbursements. It is his responsibility 

to identify audit exceptions and assist the director in managing the project 

budget. The program analyst occasionally makes site visits and performs other 

a.dministrative tasks in place of the director. 

Court Advocates. Five days a week, the two court advocates are stationed 

at the Children I s Court Center to accept referrals to the diversion project 

from the court staff, conduct the assessment interviews, and make referrals to 

brokered service agencies. Another important aspect of their work at the 

court involves informing court personnel about the project and the referral 

process and establishing relationships with probation officers that will 

encourage them to make referrals to the diversion project. 

Follow-up Advocates. The two follow-up advocates follow up on the 

referrals made by court advocates by visiting the service agencies and the 
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homes of the youths assigned to them. Each follow-up advocate is paired with 

a court advocate; together they work as a team. Though the court advocate 

chooses the referral agency, it is the follow-up advocate who contacts the 

agency, arranges for the youth to attend, and monitors the delivery of 

services. 

Project Administration 

Before referrals to the diversion project began in October, staff meetings 

were held approximately once a week to orient the staff, define roles and 

operating procedures, and discuss the political context in which the project 

operates. At the time of the interviews~ meetings attended by the entire 

staff (except, perhaps, the program analyst who rarely attends if fiscal 

matters are not discussed) occurred on an as-needed basis, about once a 

month. In addition, service workers (i.e., court and follow-up advocates) met 

twice weekly for an hour or two to consider client case management and service 

delivery problems. These meetings provided an opportunity for court advocates 

to describe to the follow-up advocates the cases they will be receiving and 

for follow-up advocates to give feedback to the court advocates, which they in 

turn can relay to the court staff. Staff members reported that the project 

decisions are made democratically and that service workers are given 

considerable autonomy in performing their jobs. 

Orientation and Training 

General staff orientation was conducted during the second week of 

September, 1977, and consisted of the regular CR-SDC orientation and a two-day 

workshop on diversion programming conducted by the National Office of Social 

Responsibility (NOSR) staff. Additional role-specific training was provided 

by CR-SDC personnel; service workers received one day of instruction in needs 
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assessment and related topics and the program analyst received supplemental 

training from his counterparts in other Commission programs. Also, the author 

of the grant proposal was available to the evaluation specialist for 

consultation throughout the early stages of the project. Nearly all project 

personnel worked for CR-SDC before joining the project staff, and many felt 

that their previous jobs had adequately prepared them for their present 

assignments. Nevertheless, some service workers expressed a need for 

weer re ate to this special client additional assistance in learning ho~' to b tt 1 

population and their problems. 

At the time of the BRI interviews, plans were discussed for using CR-SDC's 

training capabilities to a greater extent and securing technical assistance 

from NOSR in designing an effective youth employment program, raising money 

for alternative schools, and disseminating project information to the public. 

Client Intake 

o e re erra1s to the diversion program come from Approximately 90% f th f 

probation officers at the Children's Court Center; the remainder are received 

from the chief assistant district attorney who also has offices at the Court 

Center. When a probation officer finds a case that he feels is appropriate 

for diversion, he notifies on~ of the court advocates at their workspace in a 

lounge at the Court Center. (Th 1 . 1 . e ounge 1.S a arge room W1.th vending machines 

and magazines that is used as a lounge by court personnel and as a waiting 

e cour a vocate 0 ta1.ns descr1.ptive room by visitors to the court.) Th t db· . 

information from the probation officer to further determine the youth's 

eligibility for the AFY program. If 1· ·bl th h·ld· e 1.g1. e, e c 1. 1.S randomly assigned 

to one of two experimental gro~ps; 75% of the cases are diverted with services 

and 25% are processed as they normally would be without diversion. When a 
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youth is placed in the diversion-with-services group, the probation officer 

arranges a meeting between a court advocate and the youth and parents (who are 

usualy present at the Court Center). If the youth is not diverted by a 

probation officer, he or she can still be referred to AFY by the district 

attorney. When the district attorney decides that a youth is eligible for 

diversion, he recommends referral to the probation officer who will then 

cOfitact a court advocate. The court advocate must telephone the child within 

two days to arrange an initial meeting between the family and a follow-up 

advocate in the child's home. 

In the initial meeting, which may last over an hour, the court advocate 

(or in a few cases, the follow-up advocate) explains the child's legal rights, 

the services that are available, and the requirements for participation. 

Then, the advocate interviews the child alone and the child and parents 

together to obtain information about family background and the child's 

adjustment with peers, at school, and at home. Additional material is sought 

from the probation officer, the school, and any social service agency with 

which the youth has had contact. Finally, each youth is given an interest 

inventory (a checklist of activities) to assist the cpurt ddvocate in making a 

referral to an appropriate brokered service agency.The results of the 

assessment, the parent's consent, and the youth's agreement to participate in 

a specific service agency program are recorded on AFY forms that become part 

of the youth's case file. 

After meeting with a court advocate to discuss the initial assessment and 

referral recommendation for a diverted youth (the four service workers meet 

twice weekly, on Tuesdays and Fridays), the fol10W-UP advocate arranges a 

second interview with parents and child at a place designated by the family 

~--------------------------------------------------------------------------------~-------
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(usually at their home). The purpose of this interview, which lasts between 

thirty minutes and one hour, is to reiterate the description of project 

ser~ices and procedures, reaffirm the court advocate's assessment of the 

child's interests, and reinforce the child's commitment to the program, which 

may have waned after departure from the court center. If child and parents 

agree, the follow-up advocate contacts the service agency selected by the 

court advocate and arranges a placement. Usually it takes a day or two for 

the follow-up advocate to contact the youth, a week to arrange the placement 

with a brokered service agency, and another week for the youth to begin 

receiving services. 

Case Management 

It is the responsibility of the follow-up advocates and the program 

analyst to monitor diverted youths' participation in brokered service agency 

activities. The follow·-up advocates accomplish this through periodic contact 

with clients and service agency staff, the program analyst through weekly and 

monthly reports of attendance and delivered services. Case monitoring by 

follow-up advocates had not actually begun at the time the BRI interviews were 

conducted, because they were busy arranging placements for the backlog of 

clients that had accumulated while purchase-of-service contracts were being 

finalized. It was expected, though, that follow-up advocates would meet 

weekly with service agency staff to discuss their clients' progress and 

contact each client once a week, either by telephone or by visiting the 

service agency. Follow-up advocates expressed justifiable concern that the 

size of anticipated case loads (75 to 150 clients apiece) might make it 

impossible for them to see more than a fraction of their clients each week, 

though it remained to be seen how many youths would be placed with service 

agencies at anyone time. 
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Project staff expected clients to participate 1n brokered service agency 

programs for at least six months and probably for not longer than a year. The 

amount of contact a client has with a program will also vary with the program, 

though most require parti~ipation at least several times a week. Firm 

guidelines for client termination had not been established at the time of the 

BRI interviews, but the follow-up advocate's responsibility would include 

calling the child serveral times to conV1nce him or her to attend. Phone 

contact would continue, even if the child never participated in service agency 

programs. 

Service Options 

Thl:! in-house services offered by project staff - youth advocacy, 

assessment, brief counseling, and referral - are, by design, short-term in 

order to allow brokered service agencies to provide the bulk of services to 

diverted youths. Based on the client's preferences and needs, court advocates 

make referrals to agencies in three broad categories: education, work 

exposure, and creative self-expression. When the BRI interviews were 

conducted, agreements to provide services to diversion project youths had only 

recently been reached with six existing community agencies, through a 

request-for-proposal process. Advertisements had been placed in local 

newspapers and scores of proposals were received. Selections were based on 

the agency's ability to provide the services specified in the diversion 

project grant proposal and on the agency's record of performance in assisting 

problem youth~ with the further requirement that they must have non-justice 

system youths in their programs. 

Some project staff complained that the agencies contracted for services 

did not provide an adequate range of service options and might at some point 
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result in inappropriate referrals. They named family counseling, sports 

activities, tutoring, job placement, and alternative grade schools as needed 

services that were unavailable. 

Juvenile Justice System Structure and Function 

The juvenile justice system in Milwaukee County consists of various police 

departments (city, suburban, county) and the Children's Court Center which 

includes detention, probation, the court, the district attorney's office, and 

the public defender's office. Contact with the justice system begins when a 

juvenile is apprehended by a police officer for committing an unlawful act. 

The officer has the option of counseling and releasing the youth or arresting 

the youth and filing a formal complaint (i.e., a report describing the 

incident that is sent to the juvenile court). If the charges against the 

youth are not too serious, he or she may be released to a parent pending an 

interview before a probation officer at the Children's Court Center. Parents 

must promise to bring the youth to court on the scheduled date. If the charge 

is serious or if it is believed that the appointment for an interview will not 

be kept, the youth may be brought to the Children's Court Center and a hearing 

is held to determine whether placement in detention is appropriate. 

After a juvenile is referred to the Court Center, court staff have a range 

of options at each of several stages in processing including intake, 

petitioning, the initial hearing, the pre-trial conference, and the court 

hearing. At court intake, after a review of the police report and interviews 

with the youth and parents, the probation officer may decide that the case 

warrants a petition. If so, he will arrange a conference with the assistant 

district attorney to discuss prosecutive merit. He may also decide to defer 

the filing of a petition "on the<, condition that the child appear • • • for 
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counseling and advice or that the child abide by such obligations imposed upon 

him with respect to his future conduct as the court deems necessary" 

(Wisconsin Statutes cited in the grant proposal). The decision to place a 

youth on informal supervision must be approved by the probation officer's 

supervisor. If the alleged offender claims he is not guilty of the offense, 

the case ~s automatically referred to the district attorney. Similarly, if 

the case involves certain types of ser~ous offenses, such as murder or rape, 

the youth must receive a formal hearing. 

In reviewing the c~se, the district attorney can file a delinquency 

petition, which sets forth the facts that bring the child within the 

jurisdiction of the court, or he, too, can dispose of the case informally 

because of a lack of prosecutive merit or a change in the charges against the 

child. In cases where a delinquency petition is returned and the child is 

referred for prosecution, the probation officer is required to take the case 

before the court commissioner for an initial rights hearing. At the hearing 

the youth ~s informed of his constitutional rights and a public defender is 

appointed if the youth does not have private counsel. The court commissioner 

can decide to defer the filing of a petition at the initial hearing, 

recommending instead that the case be held open or the child be put on 

informal supervision. In addition to holding initial rights hearings, the 

court commissioner conducts pre-trial conferences in which plea-bargaining can 

occur and cases can be disposed of without a formal adjudicatory hearing. 

If a case is not diverted at intake, petitioning, the initial hearing, or 

the pre-trial conference, the youth must appear at a formal hearing before a 

Children's Court judge. At the formal hearing, the youth may be found not 

guilty of the offense charged, thus ending the case. If the youth is 

~~-'---
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adjudicated guilty of the offense, the judge has a variety of dispositional 

alternatives including transfer of custody to the adult court, formal 

supervision by a probation officer, commitment to an institution, or temporary 

adjournment (i.e., the case is held open fer a specified period, at the end of 

which, if the child has not been brought back to the court center on a new 

charge, the case is automatically closed). 

Of juveniles referred to the Children's Court Center, approximately 85% 

are from the City of Milwaukee. In 1974, the total number of delinquency 

cases received by the Court Center was 9,6408; petitions were filed for 7,753 

cases. 

Eligibility Criteria Referral to the Diversion Pr.£gram 

Diversion to the AFY program can occur at two points in the processing of 

cases through the juvenile justice system; the point of intake - following the 

probation officer's review of the case and interview with the youth, but prior 

to consultation with the assistant district attorney - and the point of review 

by the district attorney - following a determination of prosecutive merit, but 

prior to the constitutional rights hearing. Both project and court staff 

emphasized the flexibility of the eligibility guidelines and the latitude 

allowed to probation officers in deciding which cases are appropriate for 

diversion. According to a diversion project memorandum that was the result of 

negotiations with the court staff, the population of eligible youths (i.e., 

those eligible for placement in the pool from which project youths are 

randomly selected) includes, but is not limited to: 

--Property felons with prior records; 
--Misdemeanants with repeated violations within a short period of time; 
--Misdemeanants with serious runaway problems who are referred to the 
court on a delinquency charge; 
--Juveniles on probation or on a "hold open" status (formal or informal) 
who. are r?turned to the justice system on minor new delinquency charges; 
--F1rst t1me felons (who would ordinarily be processed on to court); 

" 
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Basically, these requirements will include some combination of: a serious 
offense, an unfavorable home situation (e.g. family status, occupational 
status of the father, siblings previously r.eferred to Court Center), a 
minimum age of fourteen years and an offE:lJ.se which was committed in the 
company of other individuals. 

(The phrase "includes, but is not limited to" was a concession to court 

personnel who object to the establishment of hard and fast criteria as an 

infringement upon their prerogatives in determining the disposition of cases.) 

There was considerable variation among probation officers in the extent to 

which they use the diversion project, in their knowledge of the eligibility 

criteria, and in what they tell the child an.d family about the project. 

Complaints issued by police officers come to the Court Center and are assigned 

to a probation officer according to the geographic area in which the juvenile 

lives. Juveniles and their parents must appear at the Court Center for an 

interview with the probation officer seven to ten working days after the 

arrest. At that time, the probation officer may make a decision about the 

appropriateness of the case for diversion based on the eligibility criteria 

and other factors including the cooperativeness of the child and parents, the 

area in which the child lives (youths living on the north side of Milwaukee, 

where most of the brokered service agencies are loci:tted, are more likely to be 

diverted than youths living on the south side), and the ability of the child's 

parents to pay for services (disadvantaged families cannot afford to pay for 

private services and therefore are more likely to be diverted). In general, 

probation officers who made frequent use of the divelC'sion alternative were 

more accurate in their descriptions of the of~icial eligibilty criteria, 

though there was a tendency among some to divert less serious cases. One 

officer stated that he would ignore the criteria if he felt that the diversion 

project would be helpful to a particular client. 

---~--------~,'---
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After making the decision to divert, the probation officer visits the 

court advocates in their workspace in the Court Center to discuss the youth's 

eligibility. If the advocates agree that the youth is eligible, they perform 

the random assignment and inform the probation officer of the disposition. 

After the process is completed (which may take no more than a few minutes), 

the probation officer returns to his or her office to arrange a meeting 

between the youth and the court advocates - if the assignment is to the 

diversion with services group - or to process the case on to the assistant 

district attorney - if the assignment is to the penetration group. TIle 

'differences in the probation officer's descriptions of diversion processing in 

the intake interview are marked. One officer interviewed by BRI stated that 

he tells the family almost nothing about the AFY program, leaving that to the 

court advocates. Another said that he describes the program, the random 

assignment procedure, and the offered services in some detail, and that he 

solicits the family's interest and participation. 

The probation officers who were interviewed were evenly divided on the 

question of whether or not youths must admit guilt to be eligible for 

diversion. All agreed, however, that participation was voluntary and that 

every child had the right to be heard in court. Many of the officers were 

unclear about the justice system status of diverted youths, and a few did not 

know what would happen to a diverted youth who failed to participate in the 

AFY program. The consensus among those who expressed opinions was that, in 

most instances, the case is closed after diversion and the youth remains 

outside the court's jurisdiction unless he or she commits another offense. !n 

a few cases, at the probation officer's option, the youth may be released on a 

60-day holdover. This disposition allows the probation officer to monitor the 
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youth's behavior over a two-month period and gives him the option to call the 

youth back to court if his or her performance is unacceptable. The youths' 

status may thus directly affect the justice system's response to a failure to 

anticipate in the diversion project. Moreover, although diversion to the AFY 

project does not result in a judicial record, the probation dpeartment does 1n 

every case maintain records that may influence an officer's decision if the 

youth is arrested again. 

If the probation officer decides to obtain a petition (or if the case is 

randomly assigned to penetration), he forwards the case file to the district 

attorney's office. The chief assistant district attorney, one of three 

attorney's in that office, reviews all such cases every few days to determine 

if any new information about the case has become available (e.g. a vritness may 

revise his testimony) or if the probation officer has missed a case eligible 

for diversion. When these circumstances occur, the district attorney has the 

option of recommending the case for diversion and returning it to the 

probation officer. 

Juvenile Justice System Service Options 

At the end of October, 1977, the probation department's staff of fifty 

officers collectively had a case load of 872 children on formal probation, 199 

on informal probation, and 679 cases pending. Under the direction of a 

probation officer supervisor, ten officers are assigned to each of five 

districts in Milwaukee County. (This arrangement may account for some of the 

variation among probation officers in number of referrals to the project, 

because inner-city youths are more likely to be diverted.) In addition to 

performing intake duties at the Court Center, officers are expected to 

establish field offices for meeting clients in the communities to which they 

----~-~-~--~J'___ 
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are assigned. Once a probation officer is assigned a case, that youth remains 

that officers responsibility throughout his contact with the system. 

The Court Center probation department is characterized by a high degree of 

. d ff t The professional staff represents a wide 
professional~sm an sta au onomy. 

range of theoretical orientations to providing services, though all offer some 

form of counseling and ref~rral. Frequency and duration of counseling 

contacts vary depending on the needs of the child and the kind of supervision 

ordered by the court staff. Formal supervision usually lasts a year, though 

the judge can terminate a case earlier at the recommendation of the probation 

officer. Child and officer may meet weekly at the field office or the child's 

home during the first few months of supervision, and then less frequently 

(monthly or bimonthly) if the treatment plan is successful. The nature of the 

from a mere check on the youth's progress to a formal contacts may range 

. h re Nevertheless, some officers counseling session 1ast~ng an our or mo • 

are 1 ~ke1y to refer a child to a mental health facility if reported that they L 

extensive counseling is required. 

Under informal supervision, the probation officer sees his client once 

f 90 d W~th both types of supervision, the officer every week or two or ays. L 

will have far less extensive contact with his client, if the child is referred 

to one of a variety of community agencies available through the Department of 

Welfare. Referral services - including medical and diagnostic services, 

res ~dentl.·a1 and educational plalcement, and recreation family counseling, L 

are used frequently by the probation department staff and overlap with those 

offered by the diversion project. However, unlike the diversion project, the 

Department of Welfare has no funds to purchase services for clients and must 

rely on those agencies that offer services free of charge. Proper case 
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monitoring consists of having periodic contact with clients and serv~ce 

agencies, maintaining up-to-date case files, and completing monthly reports 

for probation officer supervisors. 

Interagency Relations 

As mentioned above, several meetings were held with a committee of 

probation officers to resolve conflicts over the proposed research design, the 

criteria for eligibility, and other details of program operation. In 

addition, CR-SDC representatives met several more times with the entire court 

staff once the project became operational to discuss diversion programming and 

goals of the AFY project. Despite this extensive consultation, some 

resentment among probation officers remained. A small number of probation 

officers accounted for the great majority of referrals to the project. At the 

time of the BRI interviews, probation officers' opinions of the project ranged 

from cautious optimism to rather blatant hostility. 

Court and project personnel had had daily contact since the project's 

inception because court advocates occupied a workspace provided by the Court 

Center. A number of court staff members Fpoke of the salutary effect of their 

presence in tempering probation officers' resistance to the program and in 

facilitating the diversion operation. Feedback to probation officers 

concerning diverted youths consisted only of informal communications from 

court and follow-up advocates, yet at least one probation officer commented 

favorably on the quality of information he received from the advocates. 

Court staff expressed a broad range of opinions regarding diversion, the 

diversion project, and the services the project proposed to offer. Many staff 

members felt that court processing was not: as stigmatizing as project 

advocates purported it to be, that the professionalism of the probation staff 
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minimized its negative effects, and that the effect of legal involvement on 

future behavior was minimal compared with other factors in the child's life 

that contribute to delinquency. Others pointed out that probation officers 

could refer youths to the same agencies used by the diversion project and 

suggested that some proposed services were frivolous or unnecessary (e.g. art 

instruction and wilderness experiences). On the other hand, some probation 

officers believed that the diversion project could offer individualized 

attention to the needs of diverted youth that the probation staff, with 

limited manpower and funds, could not. The fact that referral to services 

through the diversion process is simpler and less time-consuming than referral 

through the Department of Welfare was seen as a boon by some probation 

officers and as an opportunity to shirk responsibility by others. Reluctance 

to use the diversion project was not entirely the result of hostility toward 

it; one officer stated that other services were more appropriate for her 

suburban client population, and therefore, she had not bothered to learn how 

to make referrals to AFY. Another important obstacle ~¥as the inertia of court 

personnel; many simply did not want to bother to learn the new procedures for 

diverting youths to the project. 

Most individuals interviewed were satisfied with the compromise reached 

over the evaluation research design (youths would be randomly assigned to 

"penetration" and "diversion with services" groups) and the majority of the 

court staff said that they would wait and see before passing judgment on the 

diversion project's effectiveness. Others, however, questioned the fairness 

of comparing services offered by the probation department with those offered 

by the more heavily subsidized diversion project. One officer took the 

position that the research effort was totally unnecessary because the needed 
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information could be obtained by other means and any results were likely to be 

equivocal. Overall, it appeared that to ensure success, project staff members 

would have to continue their efforts to convince a skeptical court staff of 

the project's utility. At the same time, project service workers would have 

to cope with their own dissatisfaction with the rate of referrals to AFY. In 

their first month of operation 29 referrals had been made to the program. 

Brokered Service Agencies 

As mentioned above, agreements had only recently been reached with six 

brokered service agencies, and only twenty diverted youths had been referred 

at the time of the BRI interviews. Court advocates had made a total of 24 

referrals, because some youths were referred to more than one agency. 

Agencies were contracted to provide a certain number of service units per year 

(months of service for the alternative schools and hours of service for the 

other programs) to project youths. 

Independent Learning Center. ILC is an alternative high school, 

affiliated with Pius XI High School. It serves young people in grades 9 

through 12 who have had difficulties learning in the public school system and 

who are seeking a more informal and flexible school structure. The curriculum 

emphasizes basic skill development, exposure to career possibilities, 

community involvement, and self-awareness. Originally organized as a school 

for unw(;;d mothers. ILC has been serving Milwaukee school dropouts for over 

eight years. 

Renponsibility for case management of diverson clients is shared. Social 

workers provide social services; teachers are responsible for developing an 

educational plan. Each case is reviewed weekly by the entire staff. Teachers 

keep daily attendance records and conduct periodic testing to determine 
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whether the child has successfully covered the assigned material and to 

monitor the progress of the entire class. Report cards (written evaluations) 

are supplied to both students and parents at the end of each nine-week 

quarter. Youths attend classes at ILC for an average of two years, though 

students can be terminated by a disciplinary board of staff and students for 

non-attendance, violent behavior, or alcohol and drug use. 

Service options provided by ILC include teaching, counseling, and tutoring: 

Teaching. Students must take courses in reading and math until they reach 

the eighth grade level. Only then can they take electives in photography, 

woodshop, sewing, typing, community studies, etc. Usually, youths attend 

classes of eight or ten students for about five hours a day, five days a 

week. Physical education is provided at local gymnasiums. Graduation from 

ILC is recognized by the state and the Milwaukee Public Schools and meets 

their requirem~nts: a minimum of six credits in English~ two in math, two in 

science, two in social studies, two in U.S. history, and two in physical 

education. 

Counseling. The social worker m€!ets with all students at "the start of 

their participation in the ILC program. She continues to meet individually 

with about one-half of the students on a weekly basis and with the other half 

more informally, perhaps a few tiI!ltes during the school year. It was expected 

that all youths referred by the diversion project would participate in the 

more formal counseling and that case files would be maintained for these 

students. Additional counseling is available through drug and outreach 

counselors who visit the school. periodically. 

Tutoring. Approximately 15% of the students enrolled in ILC receive 

individual tutoring in reading and math. Under the direction of the reading 
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specialist, volunteers meet with students who are far below average in these 

skills for hal~ an hour ~ach afternoon or one hour twice a week. Some 

incidental services are offered by agency staff in the course of performing 

their major duties. These include family counseling, provided by the social 

worker on occasional home visits; and employment counseling, career planning, 

and advocacy in the justice system, provided by teachers and the 

administrative staff. 

About 50 youngsters, referred by the probation department, state police, 

department of welfare, and youth service bureaus, were attending lLC at the 

time of the BRl interviews, though only one had been referred by the diversion 

project. According to agreements with the diversion project, the agency 

guaranteed placements for 15 diverted youths, payments for which would 

constitute approximately one-third of the school's total budget. (Other 

funding sources include private foundations, individual donations, and local 

and federal governments.) lLC would retain primary responsibility for case 

management, providing monthly attendance and quarterly grade reports to AFY 

and meeting regularly with follow-up advocates. Agency staff stated that 

diversion project youths would be treated no differently from others, though 

diverted youths might be required to participate in counseling unlike others 

for whom that service is optional. 

Shalom High School. An alternative high school offering services similar 

to those provided by lLC, Shalom High School began as the educational 

component of a group foster home for teenage boys released from juvenile 

institutions. Although the school and the Eoster home still share a building, 

some of the eight foster home residents are enrolled in Shalom. The school 

strives to provide a high school education that is informal, individualized, 

and allows for student input. 
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The agency's service staff consists of four full-time and three part-time 

all of whom have teaching degrees, assisted by ten college teacher-counselors, 

student volunteers. At the beginning of the semester, students select a 

"II meet briefly and informally each week. teacher-counselor with whom they Wl 

"b"l"t for monitoring the student's grades, The teacher-counselor has responsl 1 1 Y 

attendance, discipline, and personal and legal problems, and for reporting any 

" In their dual role, teacher-counselors difficulties at weekly staff meetlngs. 

also teach classes in basic skills (reading, writing and arithmetic), manual 

h " ) and topical issues (values clarification, skills (science and auto mec anlCS t 

" "h) All students must attend classes which consumer math, and juvenlle rlg ts • 

range in size between ten and fifteen students for five hours a day, five days 

a week. Volunteers serve as tutors, both in and out of class. Although 

" " training and experience in teacher-counse,~ors have had thelr prlmary 

"d er counseling and job education they are also called upon to prOVl e care , . 

" 1 activitie&, offer family placements, lead field trips and recreatlona 

counselin.g, and serve as advocates for agency youths at the Children's Court 

Center. 

Youngsters referred by the Youth Service Bureau, the department of 

d a varl"ety of social service agencies attend Shalom High corrections, an 

School, but many "d f"l At the time enroll at t he suggestion of frlen s or aml y. 

of the BRI interviews, 110 students were attending classes, though only two 

had been referred by AFY. Under ~he contract agreements, the school would 

f "f h of its current budget from the diversion receive approximately one- 1 t 

project and would supply the project Wl " "th feedback in the form of attendance, 

grade, and counseling reports. Diversion project youths would receive the 

same treatment as others in the school program. 
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Inner City Arts Council. ICAC was established in 1968 to promote the 

cultural arts in Milwaukee's inner-city neighborhoods by sponsoring an annual 

community arts festival, offering instructional classes in the arts to 

children and adults, and providing opportunities to view live artistic 

performances throughout Wisconsin. Based on the premlse that identity is a 

crucial problem for minority groups in America, Council programs attempt to 

encourage cultural expression as it relates to the individual's self-concept 

and his relationship with his own ethnic group. 

Services offered to diverted youths will basically consist of counseling 

and instruction in the fine arts, though they may also participate in other 

ICAC activities such as field trips, art contests, and summer mUS1C camp. Two 

social workers were hired for a few hours a week at the request of the 

diversion project (counseling was not part of the ICAC programs before) to 

provide individual and family counseling to project youths. After an intake 

form is received from AFY, the social worker visits the child at home, makes a 

preliminary assessment of the child's problems and interests, and invites the 

child to come to ICAC and enroll in classes. It was planned that initially 

social workers would see their clients weekly, though the details of this 

arrangement had not been worked out at the time of the interviews. Only 

diversion project youths would receive connseling services. 

All project youths would enroll in fine arts classes .,.,. a.rts and crafts, 

painting, ballet, creative writing, dance, theatre, photography - taught by 

seven part-time institute instructors. Most instructors work full-time for 

the Milwaukee Public Schools and have degrees in fine arts. Classes of 15 to 

20 children meet for an hour an one-half, from one to three days per week. 

Project youths would be enrolled in ongoing classes and would be 

,'. 
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indistinguishable from other students, referred by friends, public school 

personnel, and other agencies, once they were enrolled. 

Six youths had been referred to ICAC by the diversion project, but it was 

expected that 20 to 30 AFY youths would be served at one time in return for 

payment constituting about one-eighth of ICAC's total budget. Because the 

Council has received funds from the National Endowment for the Arts, Wisconsin 

Arts Board, and the City of Milwaukee, instructional classes are offered 

free-of-charge to non-project participants. At the time of the BRI 

interviews, feedback to AFY consisted of attendance records, though it was 

planned that social workers would soon be supplementing these with bi-weekly 

reports on the progress of diversion project youths. 

Childre~'s Outing Association. In its first 53 years of existence 

(1906-1959) COA arranged camping and other outdoor activities for Jewish 

children from the city of Milwaukee. Then, under the direction of the present 

director, programs were expanded to meet the needs of all city children, 

particularly the disadvantaged. Currently COA operates or sponsors a summer 

resident camp serving inner-city youths, diabetics, and other populations with 

special needs; a youth employment and counseling program; an interracial youth 

organization; a day camp; and the most recent additions to their programming, 

a nursery school and an outreach delinquency prevention project. Camping 

aside, COA staff provided 35,868 hours of service to children and adolescents 

(ages 5 to 12) in 1976. 

During the program year (i.e., excluding the summer camp months), the 

service staff consists of 10 full-time and 12 part-time regular members, 10 to 

15 collage students on field placements, and four or five volunteers. The two 

major programs tha will be used by project youths, camping and club 

J 
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memberships, are supervised by regular staff and students on field 

placements. A number of weekend and school recess camp activities were 

planned, based on COAts experience with a youth service bureau program 

contracted through CR-SDC; these include horseback riding, sports, nature and 

conservation programs, and overnight canoe camping. Diverted youths will also 

be eligible for the agency's extensive summer camp program. All project 

youths will anticipate in one or more of the 24 clubs sponsored by COA. Clubs 

are centered around a broad variety of group and individual interests such as 

homework help and friendship, gameroom and lounge activities, dances, 

athletics, and special interest groups that focus on arts and crafts, cooking. 

swimming, and body-building. The clubs, which average about seven members 

apiece, meet for one and one-half hours each week and last for the entire 

nine-month program year. No minimum or maximum period of participation has 

been established; some youths continue in the club's programs for years. 

Agreements with the diversion project indicated that, unlike other agency 

clients, youths referred by AFY will have individual files describing their 

progress and participation. In addition, club leaders will take attendance 

and maintain a record of club activities for inspection by diversion project 

staff. One staff member said that, depending on how fast youths are referred 

by AFY, project youths may form their own club as well as belong to two or 

three other clubs of their choice. (He was unaware that these arrangements 

might violate AFY guidelines for the integration of diverted and non-diverted 

youths.) Supplemental counseling, provided by COA supervisory staff is 

available for diverted youths and their parents. In return for these 

services, COA will receive payments amounting to one-fifth of their current 

budget. Seven youths had been referred by AFY at the time of the interviews. 

.r~~ ________ ~ ______________________ ~ ____ ~ _______ _ 
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Career Youth Development. From a small volunteer operation ln 1970, 

Career Youth Development has grown into a youth social service agency serving 

hundreds of young people yearly and offering career exposure, work experience, 

and career development workshops. In addition to the proposed program for 

AFY-referred clients, CYD operates three other federally funded programs which 

provide classes for educational credit and employment opportunities. Project 

staff share the philosophy that career exposure experiences enable inner-city 

youth to discover their self-worth, set goals, and consequently, become 

productive members of society. 

d for AFY referrals consists of four hours of training The program planne 

Six workshops and six hours of career placement experience per week. 

part-time counselors are responsible for conducting three workshops and 

" h' bIt They are assisted by three counselor aides supervlslng t e JO p acemen s. 

paid by Job Service and occasionally be successful community members who 

lecture on their experiences in the world of work. Meeting twice a week for 

two hours, workshops will cover finding a job, resume writing, human 

1 t d t · Each counselor will be relations, and other career-re a e OplCS. 

responsible for monitoring the progress of 30 diverted youths, divided into 

two groups so that the size of the workshops will not exceed 15. 

For six hours a week, youths attend on-site career placements at local 

radio and TV stations, auto shops, newspapers, public libraries, etc., for 

which they are paid $2.70 per hour. There is considerable variation in what 

participants are expected to do at the various placements. Some placements 

involve classroom-type training, others are more task-oriented. Youths can be 

placed either individually or in groups. Agency staff emphasized that the 

placements are intended to serve as career exposure, rather than actual job 

experiences. 

. . 
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Administrators at placement sites sign an agreement that requires them to 

sign particip.ant' s time sheets and report to agency counselors. The 

counselors, in turn, must submit monthly reports to AFY follow-up advocates. 

Diversion project youths will not be identified as such while participating in 

the CYD program; however, they will not attend workshops with non-project 

youths, most of whom are younger. It was expected that 30 AFY-referred youths 

would join the program. every four months (120 per year) and that payment for 

services would constitute about one-fourth of CYD's budget. At the time of 

the interviews, CYD had received a larger number of referrals from AFY than 

any other brokered service agency; a total of eight youths were enrolled at 

CYD. 

Wisconsin Conservatory of Music. The Wisconsin Conservatory of Music was 

formed in 1968 from the merger of two Milwaukee schools of music and dance, 

both of which date their beginnings to 1899. It is an accredited institution 

of learning offering Bachelor of Music and Master of Music degrees through the 

college division and providing classical and jazz music training to students 

of all ages and abilities through the preparatory and continuing education 

division. At the time the BRI interviews were conducted, 165 students were 

enrolled in degree programs and another 1,000 part-time and full-time students 

attended classes in the preparatory division. 

Youths referred from the diversion project would be allowed to enroll for 

a standard curriculum of classes, lessons. and rehersals. Classes in 

musicianship and theory are held three times per week for one hour and are 

limited to a maximum of 12 students. Lessons in an instrument chosen by the 

student are provided by the Conservatory on a one-to-one oasis for one-half 

hour per week; rehersals meet twice a week for two hours. Individual teachers 

--~-----------.----,' - ---~--~-
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selected from the Conservatory's distinguished faculty and advanced students 

will have responsibility for the various parts of a child's training. Many of 

the instructors are familiar with the inner-city culture and have experience 

in teaching problem youth via a Model Cities program which was operated by the 

Conservatory in 1972-1973. Faculty are required to take attendance and note 

each child's performance; grades might be given, but it is more likely that 

progress reports will be p~epared. 

When a youth is referred by the diversion project, he or she is given a 

music aptitude test. Lessons will begin immediately, though classes may not 
, 

start until the five o~ six students necessary to start a class have been 

referred. At first, classes will consist only of project youths because of 

their shared status as beginning students. However, as they advance, they may 

be integrated into regular ongoing classes at the Conservatory. Although 

Conservatory staff had promised the diversion project places for 25 students, 

.payment for services would constitute only 3% of the Conservatory's total 

budget. AFY had not referred any clients at the time the interviews were 

conducted. 

~f I 

PUERTO RICO YOUTH DIVERSION PROJECT 

(October 17-21, 1977) 

Puerto Rico, a self-governing U.S. Commonwealth since '952, has a total 

population of 3,200,000; more than a quarter of its inhabitants are between 

the ages of seven and seventeen. The total number of juveniles arrested ~n 

1973 was 10,899 or 1.5% of the juvenile population. The arrest rate (or 

"intervention" rate to use the terminology that is applied to juveniles on the 

island) has been fairly stable from 1963 to 1973, ranging from a high of 22.2 

arrests per 1000 juveniles in fiscal year 1963 to a low of 14.9 arrests per 

1000 juveniles in fiscal year 1973. 

Although these statisti.cs reflect a general decline in total arrest rates. 

it is important to note that juveniles account for a disproportionately high 

number of serious crimes. According to police records, 4,595 juvenile arrests 

were made for Type I (serious) offenses in 1973, while 5,395 adult arrests 

were recorded for the same category of crimes. Thus. the juvenile population. 

which constitutes 26% of the total population, accounted for 46% of all 

arrests for serious criminal activity. 

The Puerto Rico Youth Diversion Program. which received LEAA funding 

through the Commonwealth's Department of Addiction Services, operates to 

divert juvenile offenders from further penetration in the juvenile justice 

system and to offer them counseling and supportive services at two youth 

service centers and a residential facility. The judicial districts of San 

Juan and Bayamon were selected as principal impact areas for the diversion 

~----------------------------------------------------------~--------~-----------------
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program because of the high incidence of delinquent behavior among youths 

residing there. Tn 1974-1975, 46% of all minors accused of offenses in Puerto 

Rico came from the urban zones of Bayamon and San Juan. Furthermore, 51.4·% of 

all youths in these districts between 14 and 19 years of age were unemployed. 

(These demographic and crime data were obtained from the project grant 

proposal. ) 

In order to adequately describe the diversion project and its operation, 

BRI staff members visited San Juan in October, 1977. and conducted interviews 

with the project staff and with representatives of the San Juan Police 

Department and the Superior Court of Juvenile Affairs. At that time, the 

diversion project. which is also known by the acronym SYDMA (Services for 

Youth Diverson in the Metropolitan Area), had been operating for less than 

four months. A number of special problems arose in collecting the information 

data for this report. Unlike the interviews conducted at other sites, it was 

necessary to communicate through interpreters because many of the respondents 

spoke little or no English. Language and cultural differences created 

problems in scheduling the interviews and in obtaining the full range and 

depth of information from interviews. As a result, inform~tion presented here 

is derived from a more limited sample of project personnel and on a more 

limited sample of responses than those for other sites. 

History 

Since becoming an independent agency of the Commonwealth in 1973, the 

Department of Addiction Services has conducted a number of social service 

programs, mostly in the areas of drug and alcohol abusa. More recently, the 

Department has broadened its focus to include adult diversion and, with the 

establishment of its SEMIT division. youth services. (SEMIT are the initials 
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in Spanish for the title "Special Services for Minors Involved with the 

Courts.") 

mhe original proposal for LEAA funds was written by three Department of 

Addiction Services officials; the director of SEMIT. the director of the 

Federal Programs Division, and the coord;nator of J "1 " • uvenl e Justlce Programs. 

Funding was approved ort December 1, 1977, and the process of recruiting 

administrative and service personnel for the project began shortly 

thereafter. The process was interrupted, h01rleVer. by the 1976 elections which 

resulted in a change in the Department's admiLnistraltion in January, 1977. As 

a courtesy to the incoming administration. rE~cruiting was hal ted until the 

beginning of February when the new administrc'ttors ld h wou ave an opportunity to 

select personnel of their own choosing. 

The months of February and March were use:d to process project personnel 

through the channels established by the Department of Addiction Services. 

Four-fifths of the proJ'ect's staff had b h" een .lred wh~m initial training began 

during the first week of March, but it was not until the second week of May 

that services personnel were allowed to move into the physical facilities 

prepared for yo"·th service centers (in the Manuel A. Perez and Virgilio Davila 

Housing "rojects) and shelter home (located in the municipality of Aguas 

Buenas). Training continued in May and June, and the program began full scale 

operation on June 15, 1977. 

Goals 

The authors of the diversion project grant named a large number of goals 

and obje-tives in the original proposal. A sE!lected sample of these includes: 

1. Eliminating the processing of 3000 minors (over a p<eriod of 
three years) through the juvenile jU~ltice system. 
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7. 

8. 

- A-268 -

Establishing better coordinati~n.betwe~n th~ 
t d the courts' admLnLstratLon 0 departmen an 

processing of youths. 

police 
the official 

d youth toward increasing 
Changing the behavior o.f diverte 

d ng deviant behavior. adjustment and ecreaSL 

of attitudes that will give 
Promoting the development . family relations, peers, 
clients the capacity ~o de~l wLth 
education. and communLty lLfe. 

Providing for the physical 
carfare and free lunch and 
program. 

needs of clients by offering 
snacks while they attend the 

• ° lients for recreational activities 
Developing 1nterests Ln c ° to as 

the constructive use ofoleLsur: Lme 
that will promote act~vities associated wLth delLnquent 
an alternative to ~ 

behavior. 
° 1 training. or advanced 

Placing clients in jobs, vocatLona 
studies. 

Using community services to the utmost to assist clients in 
achieving their individual goals. 

° the primary 

who were interviewed named 
Virtually all diversion project personnel 

diversion from the justice system an 
d provision of serVLces as 

goals of the project. 
that Were emphasized included 

Other objectives 

their children, the importance of 
t to parents as well as to providing treatmen' 

early intervention. and the need to coordinate the activities of community 

youth service agencies. 
of ~nterest because, after four 

This last item is ~ 

months of operation, project per sonne 
1 had yet to begin referring youths to 

community ° on a regular basis. egencLeS 
Although the project had informal 

agreements with the Departments 
of Labor, Instruction, and Human Resources, 

f referrals had been made. only a ew 
(For additional details, see Service 

Options be low.) 

aspect of the proJoect's strategies 
One additional 

for accomplishing their 

goals is noteworthy. 
A number of staff members underscored the dangers of 
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coercLon in dealing with their clients and the importance of allowing clients 

to make their own decisions and "be responsible." One respondent said that 

the staff tries to operate without "punishing or pressuring" their clients, 

and another suggested that persuasion was the best means for achieving 

behavior change. 

Structure and Function 

The diversion project is one ilr three components of the SEMIT program, a 

division of the Department of Addicition Services that was organized to 

provide services to juvenile offenders. The other two are the Residential 

Treatment Component.·, a one-year old program for assisting youths in 

residential institutions with drug and alcohol problems, and the Community 

Intervention Component. a planned program for coordinating community 

participation in the work of government service agencies, including the 

Department of Addiction Services. 

As indicated in Figure A-IO, the SYDMA program coordinator is directly 

supervised by the SEMIT program director. The program coordinator in turn 

supervises a rather large service staff dispersed over four locations: a 

central office, two youth service centers. and a residential facility. The 

following are brief descriptions of the backgrounds and responsibilities of 

the project's administrative and service workers: 

Program Coordinator. ThE~ program coordinator's broad responsibilities at 

SYDMA include administrative ,and fiscal management of all program components, 

coordination of activities with LEM, the national evaluators. and other SEMIT 

programs. and direct supervision of the SYDMA component supervisors. 

Assistant Administrator. In addition to assisting the project coordinator 

with the project's overall management, the assistant administrator performs 
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duties related to purchases, budgets. general services, property, and other 

fiscal matters. -n the project coordinator's absence· he is responsible for 

supervising the central office staff. 

Training Officer. The training officer assesses the training needs of 

proje~t personnel, designs and evaluates training method~ and procedures, and 

coordinates the training activities of the Department of Addiction Services 

for the project. When the National Office of Social Responsibility begins 

providing technical assistance to the project staff, he will be responsible 

for coordinating this program as well. 

Service Coordinator. Identifying support services in the community ~s the 

chief task of the service coordinator. Related responsibilities include 

keeping case managers informed of available service opportunities, locating 

job and vocational training positions in the community, and monitoring clients 

after placements have been made. The service coordinator will also be 

responsible for maintaining periodic contact with clients during the six~\onth 

period following their participation in the SYDMA project. 

Education Coordinator. The education coordin~tor works closely with the 

service coordinator and performs a similar task. This person's job is to seek 

out educational placements' for clients and to advocate for clients in their 

dealings with the schools. Both the service and the education coordinators 

share their time between the two SYDMA Centers,. 

~sychiatric Consultant. The diversion project planned to hire a 

psychiatrist for six hours a week to perform psychological evaluations of 

SYDMA clients and provide consultation to the diversion project counseling 

staff .. 

Police and Court Coordinators. Diversion project representatives are 

stationed at police headquarters, the San Juan court, and the Bayamon court 
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for the purpose of monitoring the diversion procedure, informing police and 

court personnel about the diversion project, and introducing clients to the 

SYDMA program. As the project liaisons to the justice system, they are an 

important part of the project's effort to convince referral sources of the 

project's usefulness. Note that these positions were not part of the original 

project proposal, but were added later to facilitate the referral of clients 

from the justice system. 

Shelter Home Supervisors: The shelter home supervisors or resident 

parents are a married couple employed by the diversion project on a 

contractual basis. They supervise the shelter home staff, which at the time 

of the interviews consisted of a cook and a janitor, and act as foster parents 

to youths placed in the home.. Their duties inc lude obtaining consent for 

participation from client's parents, providing counseling to clients and 

working with the Department of Social Services to find permanent: placements 

for clients. The project grant proposal names other services that were to be 

provided by the shelter home supervisors, but opportunities to do so have been 

few because of the small number of clients they have received. 

SYDMA Center Supervisors: The responsibility for the overall operation of 

the two centers and the supervision of center personnel rests with the center 

supervisors. They are often the client's initial contact with the program 

after leaving; the court; they are in charge of recordkeeping, staff meetingl:i. 

and case conferences Supervisors assign cases to counselors and carry a 

small load of more difficult cases themselves. Other duties include public 

relations, disbursement of project funds, and coordination of center 

activities with local agencies. 

Human Behavior Specialist II: One human behavior specialist is assigned 

to each SYDMA center. Along with the assistant human behavior specialists, 

__ ~ ________________________ --=-__ --"_~ _____ f ____ _ 
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they are the program's counselors or case managers, however. only the human 

behavior specialist. performs the initial screening and evaluation of new 

clients. They are the program's primary service providers. offering 

counseling, recreation, and cultural enrichment activities. 

Assistant Human Behavior Specialists: Each center has three assistant 

human behavior specialists, carrying the bulk of the project's cases. 

Youth Advocates: Two youth advocates were hired from the communities 

surrounding the centers to assist the counselors in providing services to 

clients. Chosen for their leadership ability. youth advocates receive special 

training from the counselors and serve as role models that clients can emulate. 

Occupational Therap~: SYDMA employs a licensed occupational therapist 

who develops and conducts vocational skills training for clients. Her time is 

divided between the two service centers; the amount of time she spends at each 

location varies with the center's caseload. 

Project Administration 

Because the project staff members work at four different locations. 

m~~etings are held frequently to keep lines of communication open. Project 

managers - the SEMIT division director, SYDMA program coordinator. and the 

assistant administor - meet monthly to monitor the progress the project has 

made, to prepare reports for funding sources, and to chart the course the 

project will take in the future. The program coordinator also holds a monthly 

meeting of center directors for overall coordination of the project's various 

components. Within the centers and the shelter home, meetings are held weekly 

or bi-week1y to discuss case management. internal affairs, and program 

planning, and to prepare written bi-week1y reports for the program coordinator. 

-------------
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In discussing the adequacy of their supervision. staff members in general 

and center directors in particular said that they have considerable 

independence in performing their work. One respondent complained about the 

difficulty of working through the bureaucracy of the Department of Addiction 

Services and another criticized project management for ignoring her 

suggestions, but by and large. project personnel were satisfied with the 

recognition they receive on the job and the input they have in project 

decision making. 

Orientation and Training 

In March, three days of initial training were conducted for the purpose of 

familiarizing newly hired project personnel with the programs, activities, and 

administrative procedures of the Department. of Addiction Services. A second 

training activity consisted of seminars on ihe selection criteria and 

procedures for diverting juvenile offenders from the police and the courts. 

Among those attending these two days of meetings were project personnel, 

judges from the Tutelar Court of Minors, agents from the police department's 

Division of Juvenile Assistance, officials of agencies 1n the communities 

around 'the SYDMA Centers who had expressed an interest in collaborating on the 

Center's activities, the Secretary of the Department of Addiction Services. 

and othler reperesentatives of the Department. 

A third nhase of training offered to SYDMA serV1ce providers (and to SEMIT 

personnel. as well) consisted of a two week course on the application of 

counseling strategies on the Goal Therapy model and on supervision techniques 

designed to improve counseling practices. Although the authorization to spend 

project funds for training in psychotherapy was delayed, SEMIT was willing to 

supply the fee for this part of the training. In June. 1978 additional funds 
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for training became available through a grant from the Department of Housing 

and Urban Development. 

Also in June. a psychologist from the Central Personnel Office of the 

Commonwealth of Puerto Rico provided a four-day course on Developmental 

Psychology and Adolescence to all direct service and administrative 

personnel. Three additional brief sem~nars were conducted in July; one on 

obtaining public and private funds for social service programs another on job 

preparation and placement for youths, and a third on the rights of minors. 

The last seminar was conducted by the Department of Addiction Services' legal 

division. At the time of the BRI interviews- project managers had planned 

further in-service training through the Training Institute of the Department 

of Addiction Services, the organization responsible for coordinating training 

actl vities for the diversion project and other Department programs, and 

through the National Office of Social Responsibility. 

Client Intake 

Referrals to the diversion project come through the project's three 

representatives stationed at the Bayamon Juvenile Court, the San Juan Juvenile 

Court, and the Juvenile Affairs Division at police headquarters in downtown 

San Juan. It is the representatives' responsibility to describe for 

prospective clients the services offered by the project, the responsibilities 

of participation .. - and the legal stipulations associated with diversion 

(namely, that clients remain under the jurisdiction of the court for 90 

days). If the diverted youth agrees to participate and signs a consent form 

to that effect. the project representative fills out the appropriate form, 

gives the youth a letter of referral with the address of one of the two 

service centers, and then calls the center to inform them that a referral has 
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been made. In a few cases, such as when the youth ~s diverted after working 

hours or when the youth must be placed outside the home because of an 

intolerable family situation, the police transport the youth to the shelter 

home located about forty minutes from San Juan. 

When the youth arrives at the center or shel ter home._ he or she is 

interviewed by the center director or one of the counselors. During the 

initial interview, the counselor collects information about the child's school 

and family life, vocational and recreational interests, and personal 

problems. Together. client and counselors establish treatment goals and 

devise a service plan. Diversion project service workers emphasized the 

importance of allowing clients to set their own goals. At the time of the BRI 

interviews, counselors were recording client goals and diagnoses on preprinted 

forms. but no means were available for recording goal attainment or the 

details of the service plan. It was planned that psychological assessment 

would become a more important part of the diagnosis procedure once a part-time 

psychiatrist or psychologist is hired. 

A total of 73 youths had been placed ~n the SYDMA centers and shelter home 

when the BRI interviews were conducted. Forty-three had been placed in the 

Davila Center, 2~ in the Perez Center, and 5 in the shelter home. The intake 

interview usually occurs on the same day that the child is referred by a 

project representative, but it may take two or three visits to a center for 

the counselor to complete the diagnosis. 

Case Management 

When a youth is placed with one of the service centers, the intake 

counselor, under the supervision of the center director- assumes 

responsibility for case management throughout service delivery. Placements at 
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the shelter home are temporary. usually no longer than four or five days, so 

the resident parents are responsible for a case only until such time as the 

case can be transferred to one of the service centers. In contrast to the 

almost constant contact that clients have with service workers while residing 

in the shelter home. clients are expected to attend center activities from one 

to four days per week. Contacts reportedly range from one hour to three hours 

" h" h """ th th ages 1.n Alt110ugh the client's depend1.ng on w 1.C act1.V1.t1.es e you eng • . 

closest relationship is with his or her case manager, it is by no means an 

exclusive one, because clients participate in a variety of activities with 

other project staff members. It is the counselor, however, who is responsible 

for taking nCltes on cUe It contacts and discussing the youth I s progress with 

the center director. 

Services are designed to last a maximum of S1.X months and a less intensive 

follow-up period may last an additional six months. No formal guidelines for 

termination had ~een established at the time of the interviews. though one 

respondent said that if the client achieves the treatment goals before the end 

of the S1.X month period, early termination may be possible with the approval 

of the counselor. 

Service Options 

The services provided at both the serVl.ce centers and the shelter home 

consist mainly of individual counseling, recreation. and occupational therapy, 

though tutoring, cultural enrichment. and referral to community agencies for 

medical services and job and educational placement are offered to a limited 

extent. Temporary residential placement is available at the project's shelter 

home. 

Counseling is provided by case managers and constitutes the major part of 

their work. Sessions center on teaching the client to be responsible, dealing 
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with personal and family problems. helping the client to identify his or her 

strength and abilities, and changing the client's maladaptive feelings and 

behavior. Counseling may occur formally or informally, may take a few m1.n tes 

or an hour and a half, and mayor may not involve the client's family. 

depending on the needs of the individual. 

Recreational activities include field trips, picnics, baseball, 

volleyball, and basketball. Clients often play indoor games such as dominoes, 

checkers, chess, and cards. Occasionally they go to movies or to the beach. 

These activities are used to fill the time before and after counseling 

sessions~ so that clients have an opportunity to interact with project staff 

members and with each other. 

Occupational therapy, coordinated by a therapist who divides her time 

between the two centers, occupies much of a client's time at the center. 

Materials and instruction are provided for basket weaving, ceramics, macrame, 

leather work and other arts and crafts. 

Tutori~ in academic subjects is provided on an as-needed basis by 

counselors and a few community volunteers. 

The cultural enrichment program has consisted mainly of field trips to 

places of cultural and artistic interest such as visits to the Old San Juan 

Convent of the Dominics to see Puerto Rican ceramics and to the astronomical 

observatory; more field trips are planned. 

Referral to community agencies and the development of a community support 

system for diverted youths were described in the initial grant proposal as 

cornerstones of the project's service effort. The revised work plan submitted 

to LEAA suggesten that cooperative agreements had been reached with the 

Departments of Education, Social Services, Labor, and Housing. tlle World 
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University, YMCA, YWCA, Salvation Army. and Puerto Rico Youth Camps to provide 

a broad range of supplemental services, both free of charge and for a fee. 

Interviews with project staff members indicated, however, that the referral 

options were not being used and that no formal contracts had been signed. The 

project director explained some of the problems that have delayed the use of 

community resources. Apparently many of the agencies have long waiting lists 

and complicated eligibility requirements. 

Residential placement is available at a shelter home staffed and operated 

by the diversion project. Resident parents are assisted with maintenance of 

the home by a janitor and a cook. Located about forty minutes form San Juan by 

automobile, the shelter home is used mainly to assist clients in crisis 

situations, such as when the child is in danger of physical abuse at home. 

Clients living in the home receive the same services as clients attending the 

centers. 

Clients can stay at the shelter hom~ for one day or for one month. but an 

effort is made to place the child in a stable environment as soon as possible, 

so clients rarely stay longer than four or five days. Although the home has 

space for twelve residents, only five youths had been referred there since the 

diversion project began accepting clients in June, and none had stayed longer 

than a week. 

Follow-up services are provided by the service coordinator for six months 

following the client's termination from the direct services of the SYDMA 

centers. Although no client had reached the follow-up phase at the time the 

BRI interviews were conducted, it was expected that the service coordinator 

would try to place each client in a job, vocational training program, or 

school and then informally monitor the youth's progress by calling or visiting 

the youth's home about once every two weeks. 
I 

I 
. I 
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Juvenile Justice System Structure and Function 

The juvenile justice agencies that most directly affect the diversion 

project's potential clients are the juvenile courts of San Juan and Bayamon, 

the juvenile affairs division of the San Juan Police Department, and the 

Department of Social Services. which operates the island's juvenile 

institutions. The two contiguous judicial districts of San Juan and Bayamon 

each have a branch court of the Superior Court of Juvenile Affairs. The 

Social Services Bureaus of the courts have divided the work of providing 

services to youths under the;r th °t 0 0 ~ au or~ y ~nto two posit~ons; some probation 

officers perform exclusively an intake function. while others devote all of 

their time to the supervision of cases. In fiscal year 1974-75, the two 

courts handled 1,168 end 1,054 complaints filed against juveniles. 

The twenty-two officers and three supervisors of the juvenile affairs 

division of the San Juan Pol;ce D t t ObI • epar men are respons~ e for investigation 

cases brought to them by the rest of the department. Complaints against 

juveniles are processed through this division office located at police 

head-uarters in San Juan. 

Client Flow through the Juvenile Justice System 

When a police officer apprehends a juvenile for violating the law, he must 

bring the youth to one of ten district police stations in the San Juan 

metropolitan area. After conducting a preliminary investigation, the 

arresting officer contacts the youth's parents and then brings the youth, the 

parents. and the victim (if there is one) to the juvenile affairs division 

office. There the case is turned over to a plainclothes juvenile officer who 

conducts a more thorough investigation and decides whether to (1) lecture and 

release the youth 1 (2) file a complaint and release the youth to the parents, 



'. --~-

---~- ----~--------

- A-281 -

or (~) file a complaint and place the youth in a juvenile home (for no more 

than 48 hours). The juvenile officer has ten days in which to file a 

complaint with the juvenile court. 

If a complaint is filed, the youth must appear 1n court. Accompained by 

his or her parents- the youth is interviewed by an intake worker (or 

"intaker") to ascertain the quality of family life, personal adjustment. and 

attitude of the accused. Probable cause must be established by the judge at a 

preliminary hearing in which the youth is represented by legal counsel, often 

provided by Legal Services of Puerto Rico. Based on this initial hearing of 

facts, the judge may decide to (1) dismiss the case, (2) hold it over for 90 

days with the stipulation that the youth seek social services during that time 

(this is called "brief services" by the court) or (3) hold the case over for 

trial. If the case goes to trial and the youth is found guilty, he or she can 

be placed on formal probation. which means that the youth's status will be 

reevaluated at the end of six months. or the youth may be ?laced in a state 

institution. The judge will frequently bas~ this decision on the intake 

worker's social investigation and recommendation. 

Eligibility Criteria and Referral to the Diversion Project 

Referral to the diverson project can occur at two points in the processing 

of cases through the juvenile justice system; at the police level prior to 

filing a complaint and at the court level before the ca~~ is adjudicated. 

Department of Addiction Services administrators, offic:~!s of the police 

department's juvenile affairs division. and juvenile court judges negotiated 

the criteria by which the diversion decision is made in a series of meetings. 

Out of these negotiations came revisions of earlier agreements. For example, 

justice system officials were reluctant to divert youths who were under the 
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jurisdiction of the court at the time of arrest, consequently. probationers 

were excluded from eligibility. Shortly after diversion to the project began. 

it became apparent that serne youths who were referred from the court and the 

juvenile affairs division failed to appear at the SYDMA centers for services. 

Diversion project and court officials responded by changing the completely 

voluntary nature of referral to SYDMA and substituting in its stead the 

provisional filing of a complaint against the diverted youth. Under this 

system, diverted youths remain under the jurisdiction of the court for 90 days 

from the date of referral. If the youth agrees to participate in the program 

he agrees to certain obligations; failure to follow program rules may result 

in the notification of the court and consequent reactivation of the case. 

According to the revised work plan submitted to LEAA, youths can be 

diverted to the SYDI1A centers during working hours and the the SYDMA shelter 

home after hours if the following conditions are met: 

1. The youth is under 18 years of age. 

2. The youth has been arrested for a divertable offense 
(mostly non-violent crimes. ranging from burglary. assault, 
and arson to gambling, cruelty to animals- and violation of 
the traffic law). 

3. 

4. 

The youth is not considered to be a danger to himself or 
the community and is not suffering from a severe mental 
disorder. 

The complainant voluntarily agrees to suspend the complaint 
for a specified period of time .(the 90 day period). 

5. The youth is not already under the authority of the court. 

6. The youth and a parent sign a consent form confirming that 
they have been advised of the services offered by the 
project and agree to participate. 

Final authority to approve the diversion of a youth rests with the 

juvenile affairs officer for police diversion r.Jud with the juvenile cO"rt 
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judge for court diversion. However, in the latter case the judges have 

delegated their authority to the intake social workers of the probation 

department so that judgements can be made quickly and the diversion procedure 

can operate efficiently. Although most cases are diverted from further 

penetration before being heard before a judge. a few are personally diverted 

by the judges in a preliminary hearing prior to the official trial. 

In every case. the final arbiter of a youth's eligibility for the 

diversion program-is the project representative. When a juvenile officer, 

intake worker. or judge decides to divert a case, he or she contacts the 

project representative assigned to the agency and they discuss the youth's 

I 

candidacy. The personnel representing the referral sources said that they do 

I ~. 

not try to pressure a youth into participating and that they describe the 

program in broad outline, leaving it to the project representatives to fill in 

the details. All parties who were interviewed seemed to have a good' 

understanding of the criteria for eligibility, though intake workers added 

that they would be unlikely to refer youths addicted to drugs or youths who 

had full-time jobs. 

In the interviews, diversion project personnel repeatedly stressed the 

voluntary nature of their program. The justice system's paperwork for a 

diverted youth is placed in a temporary file, processing of the complaint is 

suspended. and the case is considered "held open" for that period of time. 

Some court personnel said that diversion was equivalent to the court's 

referral for "brief services." If the child is rearrested, it is the court's 

option to process the complaint or to return the child to the diversion 

project. If the child is not rearrested and succeeds in following the rules 

of the project for three months. the case is dismissed. 
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Consultation with a project representative often occurs on the same day 

the child is arrested if the case is diverted at the police level, but initial 

contact with the project may take one to three weeks if the case is 

investigated by an intake worker before diversion. or even longer if the judge 

makes the decision to divert. None of the respondents believed that the child 

must admit guilt in order to be diverted. 

Juvenile Justice System Service Options 

Probation officers in the juvenile court (or family relations technicians 

as they are formally called) are required to have a bachelor's degree in an 

appropriate field. and many have master's degrees, When a probation officer 

is assigned a case. he or she performs a thorough investigation of the child's 

personal and family life and school adjustment by examining the child's 

records and conducting interviews with the child, parents, and teachers. If 

the officer feels that a more formal assessment is necessary. a judge's order 

can be obtained to send the child to the court testing clinic. Based on this 

evaluation, the officer draws up a service plan and begins seeing the client 

about twice a month. Meetings. which last up to an hour, are held at the 

court, at the child's home. or in the community. Meetings are often directed 

toward getting the child to realize that there are problems in Hie and that 

he must begin to try to solve them. Individual counseling is the primary 

service offered by the probation department, though community resources are 

also used to some extent, for example, if the child is addicted to drugs. 

Probation officers must report to the juvenile court judge on their 

client's progress every six months. If the service plan objectives have been 

met during the first six months. probation ends; otherwise the -robationary 

period is extended until the objectives are met. ~echnically, probation can 
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be extended until the youth is 21 years old, though this rarely happens 

because chronic recidivists are usually referred to the adult court. 

Interagency Attitudes and Relations 

The court staff members who were interviewed seemed well-informed about 

the project and the diversion procedure. Many of them had attended one or 

more of the four lengthy meetings held by SYDMA administrators to describe the 

theory and goals of the diversion project and to negotiate the details of the 

referral process. Perhaps more important 1.n communicating the operation of 

the project has been the presence of project representatives at police 

headquarters and at the courts. Probation department personnel and juvenile 

affairs officers reported almost daily contact with the representatives and 

cited them as valuable sources of information about the project. Furthermore. 

a pamphlet describing the project's eligibility criteria and procedures was 

posted at each of the three referral locations. 

Court workers generally had positive attitudes toward the idea of 

diversion and the diversion project staff, but most thought that it was too 

soon to tell if the project's services were effective. One probation officer 

promised to visit the SYDMA center before passing judgment. It appeared that 

the friendly relationships established by the project representatives were 

important determinants of the court staff's feeling about the project. Many 

welcomed the project because it provides an additional alternative for court 

service workers and a few referred to the potentially stigmatizing effects of 

court processing. 

Most court workers found it difficult to compare the services offered by 

the project with those offered by the probation department because the project 

was so new (SYDMA had been accepting referrals for less than four months) 
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Howev.er. a number of respondents mentioned the benef1.· ts f ' o a youth s voluntary 

participation in a program as opposed to the compulsory attendance required of 

probationers. This difference in "atmosphere" or setting might hasten the 

process of rehabilitation. The general feeling was that if the diversion 

project delivered the services that it promised, they would be superior to 

probation services. 

Evidently, the only feedback on clients provided to court personnel has 

been a letter sent to the J·uvenile court . d . JU ge stat1.ng whether or not the 

youth has successfully completed 90 days in the SYDMA program. Other court 

staff members said that they would like to receive information on the progress 

of youths they have referred, and one stated that a mechanism for providing 

such feedback is planned. 

When asked if there had been any problems between the justice system and 

the diversion project, neither group had much to say. Both court and project 

personnel seemed pleased with the rate and kind of referrals to SYDMA, 

although one probation officer suggested send1.·ng f· ff more 1.rst 0 enders before 

they were "traumatized" by the court process and another d wante a good program 

for incorrigibles. Only 0 • t· ne JUS 1.ce system staff member expressed serious 

complaints about the proJ·ect. H f It th () .. e e at a part1.c1.pation ought to be 

compulsory, and (b) SYDMA centers should not be ~ocated· . 1.n st1.gmatizing and 

often dangerous housing projects. 

--~ ______________ .n" ____________________ "'. __________________________________________________________ --~----------------~----------------------~ 
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YOUTH EMPLOYMENT SKILLS PROGRAM - MOBILIZATION FOR YOUTH 

NEW YORK 

(November 11-15, 1977) 

Overview 

New York City's Lower East Side is characterized by poor housing, dirty 

streets. inadequate health services. and limited access to the city's public 

transportation system. More than 20%'of the area's population have incomes 

below the felderally-designated poverty level. The 38,000 youths who live 

between Fourteenth Street and Canal Street and between Fourth Avenue and the 

East River face the problems created by their environment. The truancy rate 

in the Lower East Side is 56.5%, 48.8%, and 43.0% for the 10th, 11th, and 12th 

grades. respectively; 36.8% of these children are two or more years below 

grade level in reading. 

The needs of the Hispanic population of this area are particularly acute. 

In 1974, 75% of the Puerto Ricans living in the Lower East Side were receiving 

full or supplemental public assistance. and a similar percentage spoke only 

Sp,anish or very little English. About half the children have no proficiency 

in English when they enter school and nearly half· . rece1ve no spec1al help for 

this problem in school. Among adults. women have completed 6.9 years of 

school and men 2.8 years as compared with 12.1 years for the average New York 

area resident. (Demographic and descriptive data were obtained from the 

project grant proposal.) 

The Youth Employment Skills (YES) program is operated by Mobilization for 

Youth, Inc. for the purpose of assisting Lower East Side juveniles who have 
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come 1n contact with the justice system. Althouo~ the YES program serves all 

eligible youths who are referred. it was organized and staffed to meet the 

special needs of the His~anic community of the Lower East Side. In order to 

describe the YES program and its operation, BRI interviewers visited New York 

City in November, 1977. and conduct.ed interviews with members of the diversion 

project staff and representatives of the Manhattan Family Court. 

Histor.z 

Mobilization for Youth (MFY) , the recipient of the LEAA diversion project 

grant, was established by Columbia University in the early 1960s to provide 

high school tutoring and other services to the youths of the Lmver East Side. 

A number of their projects have received national recognition for example, 

their work in developing the model for the Neighborhood Youth Corps. Over the 

years, MFY has ex-anded its youth development programs to include a youth 

theater, a high school equivalency program, and, most recently. an LEAA funded 

delinquency prevention program directed toward diverting less serious 

offenders from Family Court and providing them with counseling and related 

services. 

The application for the diversion project grant was written by the 

exectuive director of MFY and the assistant director of the YES program (who 

was at the time employed by MFY) with the assistance of other MFY staff. 

Confirmation of the grant award came in the first week of December, 1976, and 

the assistant director and clerk-typist were hired later that month to begin 

setting up the project. In March, the casework specialist. who had also been 

an MFY staff member, was assigned to the YES program, but since authorization 

to spend project funds was not received until July 1, 1977, the majority of 

the project staff (including the director) could not be hired until then. The 
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diversion project was prepared to accept referrals from the Family Court and 

other sources toward the end of July. yet some planned programs had not been 

implemented at the time the BRI interviews were conducted four months later. 

Most of the early delay in becoming fully operational was the result of 

delays in the availability of nroject funding. Initially, MFY staff had been 

led to believe that funding would begin in December. 1976, and therefore, some 

staff who were scheduled to receive salaries from the YES budget had to be 

supported by MFY funds for an additional six months. Then. when diversion 

project funds did become available, MFY had to be repaid, creating a shortage 

of funds and delaying the acquisition of materials. such as power tools and 

art supplies. needed for YES program activities. The diverson project did not 

begin receiving referrals until August, 1977. To the disappointment of the 

project staff, referrals were not being made at the anticipated rate during 

the project's first months of operation. Only 21 youths had been referred at 

the time of the November BRI interviews. 

Goals 

As stated ~n the original proposal. the YES program has the following 

goals: 

1. 

2. 

To establish a program which will divert an average of 200 youths per 
year, from the New York County juvenile justice system; 

To provide these youths with the skills needed to enable them to 
further their education and/or find gainful employment; 

3. To prevent further and more serious police. probation and court 
involvements by youths who have committed multiple misdemeanors or 
less serious felonies; and 

4. To impact the juvenile justice system by decreasing via diversion the 
numbers of juveniles going through it~ 

Furthermore, the proposal named the following strategies as the means by which 

these goals could be accomplished: 

I 
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2. 

3. 

4. 
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By involving youths in pos~t~ve interaction with adults toward the 
goal of mutual understanding. good citizenry, and relevant roles in 
society; 

By structuring and superv~s~ng on-the-job training toward the goal of 
providing legitimate role models as well as marketable work skills; 

By providing bilingual/bicultural counseling and other supportive 
services to the total family; and 

By insuring "energy outlets" via provision of recreational, cultural 
and creative arts programs. 

Structure and Function 

The Youth Employment Skills program provides vocational training and 

counseling to youths refe:rred from the Manhattan Family Court. As indicated 

in Figure A-ll, project staff consisted of 10 full-time paid employees at the 

time of the interviews: two administrators. a casework specialist~ two 

counselors, three youth workers, and two clerical workers. The following are 

brief descriptions of the responsibilities of the administrative and service 

workers. 

Project Director. The director is responsible for the overall 

administration and supervision of the project; his primary tasks involve 

acting as liaison to other agencies and managing the fiscal aspects of the 

project with the assistance of the MFY Executive Director. Like most of the 

members of his staff. the project director is bilingual and is familiar with 

the people and problems of the Lower East Side. 

Assistant Director. The assistant director is in charge of scheduling, 
programming. and coordinating project activities and is responsible for 
supervision of the service staff and the management of day-to-day project 
operations. 

Casework Specialist. The casework specialist maintains an office at the 
Manhattan Family Court four mornings a week and serves as liaison between the 
court and the diversion project. Meeting her is the diverted child's initial 
contact with the project. She checks the child's eligibility for the program, 
explains the program to parent and child. obtains their consent to 

--------------~------------------------------------------------------------~----------~~----------------------~. 
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partLcLpate. and arranges the child's first appointment with a counselor. In 
addition. the casework specialist acts as an advocate for project youth in 
Court proceedings and often represents the project in fact-finding and 
dispositional hearings at the Court. In the afternoon. she returns to the YES 
program office where she assists in directing various program activities. 

Counselors. These staff members serve as case managers for project youths 
from intake through termination. Their basic tasks include counseling, 
referral. court advocacy. and family support. 

Both counselors said that they could understand and identify with their 

clients because they have lived Ln the Hispanic community and have had simil~r 

experiences as adolescents. 

Youth Workers. The three youth workers or special-skills instructors are 

responsible for developing and conducting technical skills programs. Each 

offers classes in his or her ares. of expertise. One teaches arts and crafts; 

another focuses on practical skills such as carpentry, construction. and auto 

repair and the third has a background in photography and video work. 

Project Administration 

According to the project staff, general staff meetings are held every 

Monday and may last up to one and one-half hours. These meethings deal with 

issues that concern the entire staff. such as changes in policy and personnel. 

coordination of projects, and program planning. In addition, special-skills 

instructors and counselors have separate. weekly meetings to discuss issues 

specific to their own work. These meetings occur less regularly and are more 

case-oriented than the general staff meetings. One staff member reported that 

counselors receive up to three hours per week of supervision in addition to 

case discussion at formal meetings. 

All project staff members reported that they are adequately supervised and 

that they receive sufficient recognition for their efforts on the job, 

although one complained about the lack of recognition that the YES program 

receives within MFY. Most felt involved in the project decisions that concern 

f: __ ~ 
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them. Evidently the administrators have made an effort to solicit input from 

staff members and gain consensus before proceeding with changes in project 

operations. Major management decisions are made by the director and assistant 

director; counseling and treatment decisions are made by the counselors with 

the approval of the assistant director. Special skills instru~tors in 

pacticular expressed satisfaction with the amount of freedom they are given in 

developing their training programs. 

Orientation and Training 

Initial training consisted of an introduction to program guidelines and 

procedures, discussion of court structure and practices, instruction in the 

use of tracking forms, and some discussion of counseling theory and 

technique. Orientation was conducted by the director and the assistant 

director and the amount of training varied among staff members depending on 

when they began working for the project. In one case it consisted of little 

more than reading program materials and discussing them with a supervisor. 

No formal in-service training had been provided. though the director has 

occasionally held seminars on topics of interest dur~ng the weekly staff 

meetings. According to one staff member, more formal arrangements have '-een 

made to offer workshops conducted by the Human Resources Administration. 

Another staff member suggested that a lack of funds has prohibited more 
I 

I 
! 
l 
i extensive training. In any case, project staff stated that they feel 

adequately prepared for their jobs and that the close supervision they I 
I ' 
I 

received on the job has compensated for any inadequacies in training. 

Intake and Referral 

A client's first contact with the program usually occurs at the Family 

Court. The casework specialist accepts referrals from various court sources 
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and checks their eligibility for diversion to the project. If parent and 

child are present at the Court at the time of referral, she describes the YES 

program to them in terms of its goals and the " serv~ces offered; advocacy, 

counseling. tutoring, recreation, med;cal " d ~ serv~ces. an workshops. If the 

family is not present at the court (as in the case of referrals from Legal 

Aid). the casework specialist must t con act them by phone in order to describe 

the program. In either case, the fam;ly" t l~ th h ~ ~s 0 D at t e child may choose a 

workshop" and he or she will be asked to sign a serv;ce ~ agreement with the 

counselor. Although the casework specialist emphasizes the voluntary nature 

of the program. she informs them that failu~e to 1 _ comp ete the program will 

result in a report to the court. Af ter completing the project's intake the 

court history forms, which include a preliminary assessment of the child's 

needs and interests, the casework special;st ~ arranges an appointment for the 

child with a counselor at the MFY Office. 

Cases are assigned to counselors by the assistant director and an effort 

1.S made to schedule the init;al meet1."ng "h ~ w~t a counselor within 24 hours of 

s~ng e casewor spec1.alist's suggestions as a the Family Court interv~"ew. U" th k" 

guide, the counselor completes a more extens;ve ~ diagnostic work-up. Over a 

period of a week. the counselor discusses educational. family, health, and 

other problems with the youth. Co 1 unse ors may contact other agencies and 

visit the homes of youths to obtain additional information. This process 

results in a written document describing the problems faced by the youth and 

both short::- and long-term goals for solving them. This service plan is 

discussed with the youth and a contract 1."s drawn up describing the services 

the youth will receive and indicating his or her agreement to participate in 

the program. 
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Case Management 

Once a counselor is assigned a case, he or she is responsible for the 

management of that case throughout service delivery. Initially, counselors 

are expected to meet with their clients at least once a week and then 

gradually shift to meeting on an as-needed basis as the youth becomes 

integrated into project activities. The amount of client contact will often 

exceed one contact per week because counselors are involved in the workshops 

and recreational programs in which their clients participate. The case 

manager is expected to monitor client participation and progress toward goals 

by obtaining attendance information from workshop instructors and by 

consulting with parents and schools when appropriate. Written progress 

reports are entered in the clients' case files. 

The total amount of time that clients spend in contact with the project 

depends on the number and kind of workshops in which they are enrolled. 

Typically, youths attend workshops from two to four days per week with each 

session lasting about two to three hours. Clients are expected to 

participate for a minimum of three months (the duration of a single workshop), 

though no overall maximum period has been established. 

Guidelines for the decision to terminate a client's participation had not 

been firmly established at the time the BRI interviews were conducted. in part 

because the situation had not yet occurred. Project staff agreed. however, 

that a youth would be terminated if he or she (1) moved away from the Lower 

East Side so that conunuting to and from the project becama unfeasible; (2) 

committed serious and repeated infractions of program rules; or (3) was so 

successful in reaching goals that the YES program was no longer useful (e.g., 

if the youth found a job outside the program) The project director indicated 
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that in most cases he would make the decision to terminate on the basis of 

input from his staff. but that youths terml.'nated f f 'I or al. ure to follow project 

rules would be entitled to a grl.'evance hearl.'ng b f e ore representatives of the 

staff, project youths, and the advisory board. 

Service Options 

The service options available to proJ'ect h yout s were of three kinds; 

those provided by the diversion project staff, those provided by the MFY staff 

who are not a part of the diversion project. and those provided by brokered 

service agencies. Many of th YES ' e program serVl.ces were still in the planning 

stage at the time of the BRI interviews. 

Among the services offered by the YES program staff, the most important 

were counseling, youth advocacy, workshops. and recreational and cultural 

enrichment activities. In addition to discussing personal family and , . , 
academic problems with their clients, counselors provide limited vocational 

and employment counseling. Counselors· for instance, write letters of 

reference. assist youths in obtaining social security cards, and may even 

accompany their clients on job interviews. As youth advocates. counselors 

often represent their clients in court proceedings and in their dealings with 

local schools. Counselors have also served as advocates in assisting clients 

and their families with welfare, housing, and medical aid problems. The time 

and effort a counselor spends with a particular child depends on the needs of 

the individual 

Workshops taught by special-skills instructors were planned in a number of 

areas at the time the BRI interviews were conducted, but only a few had 

actu~lly begun. Initiation of a carpentry workshop, for example, had to be 

postponed because funds to buy tools were not yet available. The workshops 
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that were under way were mainly arts and crafts projects that required few 

materials (e.g., candle making). Because the workshops were intended to be a 

job training experience, most were designed to produce saleable items. 

Workshops were expected to last from eight to twelve weeks and meet two or 

Only fl."ve or six youths were enrolled in each workshop, three days per week. 

but that number was expected to increase as the number of referrals to the 

project increased Clients who complete workshops attend a graduation 

ceremony and receive a certificate that acknowledges their accomplishments and 

entitles them to enroll in a more cldvanced workshops. 

Because workshops w'ere slow to begin, counselors and special-skills 

instructors devised a number of rel::reational and cultural enrichment 

activities for their clients. These included a three-day wilderness camping 

experience, field trips, movies. dances. and sports (such as basketball and 

paddleball). 

Also available to project youths y7ere the academic and recreational 

d b MFY YES Youths a--tomatically become members of MFY and programs offere y • 

as such, are eligible to participate in the in-house activities with other 

members (most of whom are non-delinquents). Tutoring is provided by MFY 

staff. and a recreation room on the premises has a ping-pong table, pool 

table, and other games. Furthermore, plans were being made to integrate 

project youths into MFY's English as a Second Language classes and theater 

group. 

Counselors planned to refer !their clients to community agencies for 

" only a few referrals had been made-services not provided by the proJect; 

" f h "t" The most frequently mentioned however, at the tl.me 0 t e l.n erVl.ews. 

resources were; alternative education, psychiatric services. and medical 

services. 
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Alternative education. A few clients had been placed in local 

"mini-schools" that offered educational diagnostic services and alternative 

coursework leading to a high school certificate. Small classes 1.n reading, 

math, and the arts meet five mornings a week under the supervision of 

certified teachers. Youths most often referred are those who are dropouts 

from junior high school or have serious difficulty with the structured 

classroom of the public schools. 

Psychiatric services. Clients with emotional problems had been referred 

to Belview Hospital for diagnostic assessment and psychotherapy. If a youth's 

problem is quite seriou8j counselors have the option of relinquishing 

responsibility for the case. 

Medical services. Outpatient services, hospital care. and dental care for 

project youths had been secured through a local community hospital and dental 

clinic. The project had a working agreement with the hospital to accept for 

treatment clients who have signed the project's consent forns. 

The project director stated that adequate funds had been budgeted for the 

purchase of needed services. On the other hand, some project staff members 

expressed a need for services that were not included in the budget. These 

included diagnostic assessment within the project and stipends for clients 

attending alternative schools. 

Juvenile Justice System Structure and Function 

In the borough of Manhattan, the juvenile justice system consists of three 

autonomous police departments, the New York City Police Department, New York 

Transit Authority Police Department, and New York Housing Authority Police 

Department, and the various components of the Manhattan Family Court including 

the probation department. Legal Aid, corporation council. and the judiciary. 
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. d t ;s d;v;ded ;nto four functional units: (1) intake, The probat~on epartmen • •• • 

which is responsible for making the initial decision either to dismiss a case, 

refer for services or process to court; (2) investigation, which constructs a 

social history for juvenile offenders that is used by the judge in determining 

the disposition of the case; (3) supervision, which supervises youths placed 

on formal probation by the court; and (4) liaison. which reports on the work 

of officers in the other three units during court proceedings. 

The Legal Aid Society is a private, nonprofit agency that represents 

juveniles in the Family Court. Their staff members serve as public defenders 

for nearly all PINS (person in need of supervision) cases and the majority of 

juvenile delinquency cases. In addition to attorneys who argue cases ~n 

court, the organization's social services division employs social workers and 

counselors who refer youths to community agencies for services. The social 

service emphasis, which is relatively new to Legal Aid. serves the dual 

purpose of obtaining services for clients in need and helping their cases when 

they come before a judge at the dispositional hearing. If the youth is making 

progress in a social program, the judge is more likely to be lenient in 

disposing the case. About half of the cases in the juvenile services unit of 

Legal Aid are referred for placement in service programs. The Legal Aid 

attorneys' adversaries in Family Court proceedings are the Corporation 

Counsel. These attorneys prosecute all juvenile cases except those involving 

designated felonies (i.e., most serious offenses such as murder. arson, first 

degree assault. and kidnapping) which are handled by the district attorney's 

office. 

Client Flow through the Juvenile Justice System 

Offenses committed in New York City are classified into three categories, 

according to their seriousness: violations, misdemeanors, and felonies. The 
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action taken by the apprehending police officer depends, ~n large part, on 

which kind of offense had occurred. 

Tuveniles who are apprehended for alleged violations of law are dealt with 

in two ways. The officer can informally admonish and release the youth or he 

can initiate an informal juvenile record by preparing a juvenile report form 

(YD-l). If an officer in the field issues a juvenile report, the youth is 

released immediately. The juvenile report ~s forwarded to the Youth Aid 

Division of the New York City Police Department where officials either notify 

the youth's parents via letter or conduct an investigation and refer the youth 

to social service agencies. If the offense is a misdemeanor, the officer has 

three choices. He can lecture and release the youth, he can prepare a 

juvenile report. or he can arrest the youth. If the offense is a felony or 

one of certain classes of more serious misdemeanors, called "photographable" 

misdemeanors. the officer must arrest the youth. 

When a juvenile is arrested and taken into custody, he is brought to the 

nearest precinct station. There, the arresting officer notifies the child's 

parents, checks with the Central Warrants Unit for outstanding warrants, and 

prepares an arrest work sheet. When the parents arrive, the officer must read 

the Miranda warnings to the child in their presence, call Central Booking for 

an arrest number. and finally, call the Family Court Calendar Control Office 

to obtain a date for the juvenile's initial court appearance. It is necessary 

for a parent to sign a recognizance agreement stating that the child will 

appear in court on the given date in order for police to release the child to 

parental custody. If parents are not present, the child is taken directly to 

Family Court or to a shelter if the court is closed. 

At Family Court intake. a probation officer interviews the complainant, 

the juvenile, and the parents to determine if the case can be adjusted without 
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further court action. The intake probation officer has considerable 

He may counse l and release the youth or dismiss the case discretionary power. 

outright. If the offense is not a designated felony and if the complainant 

agrees to the adjustm'ent, the probation officer can decide to leave the case 

- d - th He may refer the youth to a social service open for S1Xty ays to S1X mon s. 

agency outside the court or he may merely monitor the youth's behavior. If 

the youth does not become involved in any delinquent activity during that 

period. the case can be closed. However, if no adjustment is made or if the 

child is rearrested during the probationary period, the case must be ~ent on 

to the petition clerk of the Family Court for filing. 

If the probation officer decides to file a petition, Legal Aid appoints an 

attorney for the case (or a private attorney is retained) and a hearing is 

held before a judge of the court. If the child pleads guilty, the judge 

orders a dispositional hearing to be held seven to fourteen days later; if a 

plea of not guilty is entered, the ca;se is referred to trial. In the formal 

d d d - t If he decides that trial- another judge hears the case a,n ren ers aver 1C • 

the juvenile is not guilty, the case is closed; otherwise, the judge schedules 

a dispositional hearing seven to fourteen days later. 

Before the dispositional hearing is held, the judge orders an 

investigation of the juvenile's backg;round by a probation officer and uses 

this information in selecting one of the following actions: (a) place the 

youth on formal probation for a period of not more than two years; (b) place 

the youth in a residential facility; (c) set conditions for a one-year 

suspension of judgment (if the youth becomes involved in delinquent activities 

during that period, the case can be re-opened); or (d) dismiss the case 

because of some overriding circumstance. Finally, if the youth is found 
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guilty of a designated felony and is over 15 but not yet 16, the judge can 

commit him or her to a juvenile correctional facility for a period not to 

exceed three years. 

Eligibility Criteria and Referral to the Diversion Program 

At the time the BRI interviews were conducted, the YES program was 

accepting referrals primarily from the probation intake unit and Legal Aid 

and, to a lesser extent, from the probation upervision unit, the probation 

liaison unit~ and the John Jay College-Transit Police diversion project. 

Although the grant proposal outlined procedures for accepting referrals from 

the New York City Police Department. they have never agreed to refer cases to 

the project at the precinct level and none have been referred to date. The 

New York City Dolice Department did Qgree to refer cases processed through 

their Youth Aid Division. However, the Office of Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention would not permit the diversion project to accept these 

cases since the youths involved had already been placed out of jeopardy of 

further penetration into the justice system. 

According to the project's original agreement with an administrative judge 

of the Family Court, juveniles eligible for the YES program must: 

1. 
2. 

3. 
4. 
5. 

Be between the ages of 12 and 16; 
Reside in the Lower East Side of Manhattan (south of Fourteenth 
Street, north of Delancy Street, west of FDR Drive- east of Second 
Avenue) ; 
Be multiple misdemeanants or lesser felons; 
Be non-violent; and 
Not be known drug abusers or mentally ill. 

Project staff have broadened the definition of eligible youths to include 

less serious offenders and more serious offenders because of the difficulty of 

obtctinin the proposed number of referrals from the Family Court. YES's 

eligibility criteria specify a group of clients that probation officers have 
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not usually diverted. With the wide range of programs available to the 

officers, YES is in a very weak position for negotiating any significant 

Even change in the court's policies about which cases will be diverted. 

though many of the cases referred to the YES program meet the program's 

eligibility criteria, virtually all of these youths would be referred out of 

the juvenile justice system and sent to one of the twenty-odd social service 

programs at the court even if YES did not exist. 

The procedure for securing social services for clients is similar for 

probation intake and Legal Aid, YES's two main referral sources. The 

probation officer or Legal Aid social worker makes the decision to refer a 

case. The former bases the decision on the seriousness of the offense 

b referred) . the youth's arrest record, and the (designated felons cannot e 

complainant's agreement; the latter on how much the youth's participation will 

. t d wh th or not the youth appears to be in help his or her case ~n cour an e er 

need of service. A particular program is selected on the basis of the 

agency's reputation, the child's needs, and perhaps most importantly, the 

child's cultural background and the proximity of the program to the child's 

residence. Virtually none of the court personnel knew the official criteria 

for referral to MFY and many did not know that there were criteria aside from 

rather obvious restrictions such as the exclusion of violent offenders and 

drug addicts. When a probation officer or social worker selects YES as a 

resource. the choice is discussed with the youth (and with the family. in the 

case of probation referral) and the program is described in broad outline. 

Court personnel varied greatly in their knowledge of MFY activities and 

suggested that "after while, all programs start to sound responsibilities; one 

alike." If the youth expresses interest, the person initiating the referral 
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contacts the casework specialist who ultimately determine the appropriateness 

of referral to MFY. As had been mentioned, the project has relaxed the 

eligibility criteria and accepted some PINS cases, first offenders, and 

designated felons. This has reportedly been done not only to raLse the number 

of referrals to the YES program, but also to gain the good will of court 

personnel who make the referrals. 

Probation officers agreed that participation in social services programs 

is presented to the youth as an alternative to court. rather than as a 

requirement. Respondents also suggested, however. that varying amounts of 

pressure may be applied to a youth to encourage participation, depending on 

the seriousness of the crime. Clients are under the jurisdiction of the 

court, and probation officers will not hesitate to remind a youth of that fact 

if his offense is a serious one. 

Legal Aid social workers, on the other hand. emphasized that participation 

is an important factor in obtaining a favorable disposition. Court personnel 

were unanimous in stating that admission of guilt is not a prerequisite for 

referral and that court policy forbids the referral of youths who believe that 

are innocent. However. a few respondents gave the impression that youths who 

claimed innocence were encouraged to participate in a referral program, rather 

than go to court. because the referral alternative was "easier." 

The juvenile justice system status of youths diverted to YES is either 

informal probation (for those cases referred at probation intake) or case 

pending a dispositional hearing (for those referred by Legal Aid social 

workers). For Legal Aid referrals. final status of the case is not determined 

until the hearing is held, two to four weeks later. Also. in a few cases YES 

has accepted youths on formal probation. Court personnel agreed that a 
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diverted youth who failed to participate, with the exception of those on 

formal probation. would probably not be penalized in any way (although 

technically he or she rem.;Lins under the jurisdiction of the court for 60 

days). Instead, probation officers would file the information for reference 

~n the event of a future arrest and perhaps try to place the youth with a 

different social program .. 

Juvenile Justice System Service Options 

Youths placed on formal probation by the court are assigned to an officer 

in the service unit of the probation department. The minimum qualifications 

for a probation officer in the Manhattan Family Court are an M.S.W. or a B.A. 

with two years of relevant work experience. 

Services provided by the probation department are minimal, consisting of 

psychological evaluation. referral to community social service agencies, and 

monitoring the youth's behavior during the probation period. The probation 

department's mental health clinic serves approximately two-thirds of the 

youths on formal probation by offering psychological diagnostic services; a 

smaller number receive on-going psychotherapy. both individually and in 

groups. Referral to agencies outside the probation department is used 

extensively. Nevertheless. one respondent indicated that many community 

agencies are reluctant to take probationers as clients, so placement is often 

difficult. In general, probation officers do not have regular contact with 

the youths assigned to them. Instead, they follow up on clients' progress by 

contacting referral agencies and meet with clients only when problems arise. 

Probation officers are required to report on the progress of their clients in 

bi-weekly meetings with probation supervisors. The probationary period 

usually lasts one year for PINS cases and two years for delinquency cases, 
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though offieers can recommend that supervision be terminated earlier if a 

child is making good progress. 

Interagencz Attitudes and Relations 

In the course of planning and implementing the YES program, project 

representatives have made presentations to the staffs of the various units in 

the Family Court, the director of the Housing Authority Police, the deputy 

commissioner of the City Police Department. and the Youth Aid Division. 

Nearly all of the justice system personnel who were interviewed - Legal Aid 

social workers. intake and liaison probation officers. police officers -

recalled meeting with diversion project staff, though many could not recall 

the details of the meetings. Aside from the fact that persons who make 

referrals to the program (with one exception) did not know the YES criteria 

for eligibility; most knew little about the project services and only a few 

were aware of the job-training aspects of the program. To a great extent 

their ignorance was the result of the project's newness (the project had been 

operational for three months at the time of the interviews). but clearly the 

sheer number of social programs competing for their attention at the Family 

Court must be considered as another factor. 

Although court personnel were not familiar with the specifics of the YES 

program. many were aware of MFY's record of service to the Hispanic community 

of the Lower East Side. Legal Aid staff, in particular, were pleased with the 

willingness of th.~ project staff to come to dispositional hearings with 

reports on the progress of diverted YOlu1ths. The YES project staff was keenly 

aware of the need to build relationships with court personnel and to increase 

their visibility in a court crowded with referral resources. They were 

hopeful, however, that the casework specialist and the counselors whQ visited 
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the court could establish rapport with court personnel and increase the number 

of referrals to the project. Court personnel agreed that only through 

continued interaction with the project staff would they gain the confidence 

necessary to make referrals to the YES program. The casework specialist 

sought to hasten this 'process by assisting court personnel whenever possible, 

for example, by serving as a translator with Spanish-speaking families. 

Few court personnel who were interviewed were familiar with the theory 

behind diversion programming, yet all of them acknowledged the necessity of 

diverting youths out of the understaffed and overcrowded juvenile justice 

system. They agreed that the services provided by the probation department 

were minimal because caselaods were enormous, and they welcomed the YES 

programs as an additional service resource. Some specific advantages of YES 

over traditional probation services were cited; such as better knowledge of 

youth's community, culture, and language; greater individual attention and 

more indepth casework; and greater ability to visit homes and do outreach 

work. Most court personnel reported favorable first impressions of YES 

operation, but were reluctant to compare YES to other youth service programs 

because of the project's newness. 

Feedback to referral sources consisted of monthly progress and attendance 

reports. Probation officers admitted that feedback would rarely influence the 

handling of a case, though poor progress in the YES program might result in a 

conference with the youth or even placement in another social service 

program. Some court personnel believed that the purpose of the diversion 

project is to "lighten the court's load of kids who shouldn't be there" and 

suggested that the project should'continue to serve the less serious 

offenders. Diversion project staff members agreed with this position, largely 
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because of the slow rate of referrals to YES. They complained that the 

• i 
project s target population is too narrowly defined. Because of the 

limitations on referrals imposed by the LEAA guidelines, the reduced number of 

divertable cases due to mandatory sentencing, and the police department's 

reluctance to make referrals project goals may be impossible to reach. Many 

felt that the future of the YES program depends on the ability of the project 

staff to change the policies of their referral sources by encouraging them to 

divert youths who otherwise would not have been diverted. Unfortunately. 

interviews with probation officers suggested that it is unlikely that they 

will change their policies for a single program, especially given the range of 

alternatives already available. Representatives of the Housing Authority and 

Transit Authority Police Departments, while sympathetic with the goals of the 

diversion project. reported that they could not comply with the project's 

request for referrals at the police level because of an explicit policy 

against referrals formulated by their respective commissioners. 

~---'-
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HARLEM JUVENILE DIVERSION PROJECT 

CONVENT AVENUE BAPTIST CHURCH 

(November 11-18, 1977) 

Overview 

The target area for the Harlem Juvenile Diversion Project comprises three 

contiguous New York City Police precincts - the 28th the 30th, and the 32nd. 

According to data presented in the project grant proposal, 70% of the 255,663 

p'eople living in this area are black, 20% are Hispanic, and 10% are white. Of 

the total number of juvenile delinquency proceedings disposed of in the 

borough of Manhattan in 1975. a full 25% involved juveniles residing in the 

three target precincts. Harlem in general is a socioeconomically 

disadvantaged area; families living there had a median income (in 1970) of 

$4055 per year compared with $7318 per year for the entire New York 

metropolitan area. Only 2~% of the students 1n Harlem's elementary schools 

were reading at or above grade level in 1973 conpared with an average of 40.3% 

of the students in the five boroughs of New York City. 

The Harlem project was one of three diversion projects operating in New 

York City when BRI conducted interviews in November, 1977. Like the Youth 

Employment Skills program of Mobilization for Youth. the Harlem project 

receives most of its referrals from the Family Court and maintains an office 

at the court to facilitate the referral process. Unlike the other programs, 

however, the Harlem project provides services to only those juveniles residing 

in the three target precincts. Agreements with the other two projects allow 
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for the referral of YES and John Jay-Transit Police diversion to the Harlem 

project if the youths live in the three Harlem precincts. In order to 

describe the referral process and the services offered by the Harlem project, 

interviews were conducted with representatives of the project staff, the New 

York City Police Department, and the Manhattan Family Court. 

!!,.istory 

The Harlem Juvenile Diversion project is one of a number of youth service 

programs operated under the auspices of the Convent Avenue Baptist Church. 

Since 1945, the church has sponsored various recreation, education, and 

religious programs for boys and girls in the Harlem coummunity. In an attempt 

to broaden t.heir delinquency prevention programs to include juvenile offender 

diversion, the church had applied to the New York State Criminal Justice 

Coordinating Committee for funds. Unfortunately. funds for such a project 

were not available at that time. Some months later when the LEAA program was 

announced, the church's pastor, who served for many years on the New York City 

Board of Corrections, ann the church's minister of education, who has 

considerable experience in developing educational programs for disadvantaged 

youth, wrote the grant application for LEAA funding. This time they were 

successful: official notification of grant approval came in November. 1976. 

Despite the early approval of funding, the Harlem project received no 

federal money until July, 1~77. According to the project director, most of 

1 f t t stem from the .eight-month delay in obtaining the prob ems 0 program s ar -up 

funds. Thus. the majority of the staff were not hired until July. 1977. In 

August, the diversion project notified the probation department of the 

Manhattan Family Court, its chief referral source, that it was ready to accept 

clients, but fewer than a dozen youths were referred to the project in its 
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. About a month before the BRI interviews were first two months of operat~on. 

• I l~a~son to the court assumed his responsibilities conducted, the project s ~ ~ 

there. The result was a moderate increase in the number of referrals from the 

court, but project staff members reported that the rate was still 

disappointingly low. 

Goals 

In the original proposal, program goals were stated exclusively in terms 

of reducing the case10ad of those parts of the justice s"stem that process 

juveniles. (When the proposal was written, its authors had hoped to divert 

However. political and legal pressures resulted youths at the precinct level. 

It is in a change to diversion at the Family Court a~ described below.) 

interesting to note that no member of the project staff mentioned the 

to the po1;ce and court, and only a few mentioned diversion potential benefit ~ 

1 Instead nearly all of the from the juvenile justice system as program goa s. 

staff members who were interviewed named improving the quality of life for the 

youths they serve as a primary objective of the program. This emphasis on 

services was reflected in staff descriptions of project philosophy and the 

1 · h h' 1 Involving the youth's family and strategies used to accomp 1S t e1r goa s. 

focusing on the youth-parent relationship were frequently mentioned in this 

regard. Service workers said that they attempt to create a positive 

.. role models in order to maximize the atmosphere and try to serve as pos~t~ve 

effectiveness of the guidance and counseling they provide. 

Structure and Function 

At the time the BRI interviews were conducted, nearly all youlth services 

were provided by a relatively large, in-house, paid staff consisting of two 

administrators, two clerical workers, one senior counselor. one slenior social 

--------------------------------------------------.-----------------------------------------------.-----
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worker. four cou~selors. one half-time social worker. four half-time program 

specialists, and one fiscal officer (see Figure A-12). In addition, eight 

volunteer social work ~nterns from local colleges assisted service workers by 

offering tutoring and other task-specific activities to diverted youth on a 

one-to-one basis. The foIl' b . f d .. oW1ng are r1e escr~pt~ons of the administrative 

and service positions and of the program at the time of the interviews. 

Director. As the program's chief executive, the director sets the policy 

and overall tone of the project. He is in charge of fiscal management, 

planning. and negotiations with LEAA and other outside agencies. 

Deputy Director. TL'e dut1'e f th d d' . _ _ n S 0 e eputy 1rector include managing the 

day-to-day operation of the project, serving as staff supervisor, and 

monitoring the project's recordkeeping system. 

Senior Counselor. Wh th . f' en e project 1rst got underway, the senior 

counselor served as the proJ"ect;s 11'a1'son t h o t e court and set up the 

project's intake office there. Th h h h oug e ad had primary responsibility for 

conducting the initial interview with new clients, it was planned that the 

intake role would rotate among cou.nselors and that each would spend some 

period of time at the Family Court office The senior counselor's other 

responsibilities include supervising the four counselors, scheduling their 

work and carrying a caseload of diverted youths. 

Counselors. The four counselors serve as c~se managers for project 

youths; they devise treatment plans, counsel h' d' . yout s 1n 1v1dually and in 

groups. arrange meetings between clients and program specialists when 

necessary, and monitor the services delivered to clients as they progress 

through the program. 

Senior Social Worker and Social Workers. The senior social worker 

primarily advises. rather than supervises? the two part-time social workers. 



Advisory Board 

Fiscal Officer ---- Executive Director ----- Secretary 

Deputy Director--------------~ 

Senior Social Horker Senior Counselor 

Social Workers (4) Counselors (4) 

----------~--------~--~----l 
Vocational 
Specialist 

Educational 
Specialist 

Secretary/Receptionist 

Figure A-12 

Outreach 
Specialist 

Recreational 
Specialist 

Harlem Juvenile Diversion Project Organization Chart 

! 
" tl 
II ;1 
J 

Ii 
i1 

II 
}j 

[I 
iJ 

I 
I 

- A-314 -

All three perform similar tasks for the project. After discussing a client's 

initial intake with the senior counselor, they visit the child and parents at 
I 
I 
i 

I 
home and conduct an in-depth interview concerning the child's background and 

social situation. ~hen, they collaborate with a counselor and the senior 

I 

I 
\. 

counselor in developing a service plan. After the intake period, the social 

worker may see the family on an as-needed basis to deal with more severe or 

i 
I 
j family-related psychological problems. 

I 

j 

Program Specialists. The project employs four half-time specialists for 

the purpose of organizing specific programs: (1) an educational specialist, 

is responsible for developing educational programs and supervising 

fj student-intern tutors; (2) a recreation specialist seeks out opportunities for 

cultural and recreational activities; (3) a vocational specialist with a 

Ii 
/1 
Ii 

11 
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I 
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i 
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background in developing jobs for the underemployed arranges meetings between 

project you r.hs and persons in various occupations for the purpose of informing 

youths about vocational opportunities; (4) an outreach specialist. assists 

staff in locating services not available through the project, arranges 

transportation for youths to and from the project, solicits contributions of 

funds and materials from foundations and corporations. and helps families deal 

with other agencies, such as the Welfare Department and the utilities 

companies. 

General staff meetings, attended by all paid staff members, occur every 

Project Administration 

two weeks and may last up to three hours. Their function is to provide the 
i 

i 
! 

staff with information about project operations, bring them up-to-date on 
I 
I 
I 

! 
policy and funding changes. and offer a forum for staff communication and 

I complaints. There is some discussion of counseling practice and individual 

.--------------------------------------------------------------------------------~--------~~-----------------------!~--
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cases, though these issues are dealt with more fully at weekly case 

conferences involving the five counselors. 

Day-to-day decisions concerning project operations are generallv made by 

the deputy director. Longer range policy and procedural decisions are made by 

the director after consulting with the deputy director and the appropriate 

staff component (counselors or social workers) if the decision concerns them. 

Most project staff were satisfied with the input they have in the operation of 

the project and with the recognition they receiv'e for their work; 

nevertheless one complained about the lack of structure in his job assignment 

and in the organization as a whole. 

Orientation and Training 

Initial training by a representative of the National Office of Social 

Responsibility for the entire staff and by the director and the senior 

counselor for the rest of the staff totaled about two days. These sessions 

covered the policies and procedures of the Harlem project and the philosophy 

of diversion programming in general. Project staff who were hired after the 

orientation were trained more informally by project supervisors. Although 

there were no formal arrangements for in-service training. one staff member 

expressed the opinion that it goes on continually in the form of staff meeting 

discussions on the juvenile justice system and the role of the diversion 

project. Training on the job was provided by senior staff. Despite sta.ff 

members' assertions that they are adequately trained for their jobs, a number 

of staff commented on the relative inexperience of some of the counselors and 

the need for additional training in this area. 

Intake and Referral 

Aside from their primary referral source - the probation department of the 

Family Court - Harlem project had accepted referrals from Legal Aid, the 

I: 
I 
t. 
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I 
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police department, and the John Jay College-Transit Police diversion project. 

The decision to accept cases from Legal Aid was an attempt to raise the 

unexpectedly low rate of referrals to the program; accepting police cases was 

initiated as a means of assisting local precincts by providing them with an 

additional alternative for dealing with requests from parents who need help 

with their acting-out children. 

In a majority of cases. the client's first contact with the diversion 

project occurs at probation intake. The project's representative at Family 

Court meets the youth immediately after the referral decision is made, and 

describes the program and its voluntary nature. Then. an orientation meeting 

is arranged for the youth and his or her parents at the project office, 

usually for the following day. The senior counselor assigns the case to 

himself or to one of the other counselors; that person completes the intake 

form and assumes responsibility for the case throughout the youth's tenure 

with the program. Clients referred from sources other than the probation 

department are given an appointment over the phone and may not have personal 

contact with a project staff member until a day or two after the referral 

decision is made. 

The diagnostic process begins with the counselor's assessment and may 

include interviews with program specialists and a home visit by a social 

worker. Counselors focus on personal. peer, and school problems, while social 

workers are responsible for diagnosing difficulties in family relationships. 

After several weeks, the process culminates in a treatment plan agreed upon by 

project staff who have had contact with the youth. Although the plan is not 

formally written up. counselors maintain a case file describing the progress 

of each youth assigned to them. 

______ ...:...... ______ ~ ____________ f~_~~ 
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Case Management 

Once a service plan is developed, the counselor is responsible for case 

d "d I" r Counselors are expected to meet with their management an serV1ce e 1ve y. 

clients at least once a week, but youths reportedly have some contact with the 

f d k These may be scheduled counseling sessions project three or our ays a wee • 

at the project office or more informal contacts, such as attending sporting 

events together. The counselors must insure that appointments with 

specialists and outside service facilities are kept, and they must describe 

the effect of treatment on their clients in case file notes. 

Youths are expected to participate in project activities for a minimum of 

sixty days and a maximum of 120 days (though the maximum can be extended). 

Despite the putative voluntary nature of the program, the probation department 

maintains control over the cases they refer in that a youth will be returned 

to probation if he or she refuses to participate in the diversion project 

program or fails to perform in an acceptable manner. The Harlem diversion 

project has agreed to notify the probation department whether a youth is 

acceptable for participation within five days of referral. Furthermore, a 

formal report of the youth's progress in the program is sent to probation 

within twenty days ~f the initial referral. 

Service Options 

The diversion project staff planned to offer counseling, tutoring, 

vocational. and recreational experiences to diverted youth and to refer 

clients to community agencies for any other services which were needed. 

Because the project had received so few referrals at the time the BRI 

interviews were conducted, it is difficult to say to what extent brokered 

"'-" ld b d Therefore, the following descriptions refer to both s,erV1ces wou e use • 

planned and ongoing activities available to project youths. 
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In-house services. Every client in the program receives individual 

counseling on a regular basis. On the basis of interviews with project staff, 

it appeared that counselors serve a guidance or "big brother" i'"r.ction, while 

"d h 1 1" al counse11"ng Group counseling will social workers prov1 e more psyc 0 og c • _ _ 

be conducted by a counselor or an intern supervised by a counselor. It 1S 

expected that groups will be composed of four or five youths with similar 

problems. 

Tutoring is provided by the educational specialist, a counselor with a 

bac.kground in teaching., and the student interns. Hourly sessions are 

scheduled two or three times a week and focus on general academic skills 

rather than the child's regular school homework. Recreational activities 

include table games available on a drop-in basis (a ping pong table and 

fencing lessons are planned) and outings, led by counselors. for basketball 

and swimming. Youths not attending school are allmled to visit the project 

during school hours to participate in counseling and tutoring. but are not 

permitted access to the recreational activities. 

Outside services. According to the outreach specialist, referral 

arrangements have been made with the following agencies: (1) ,Logan Hospital, 

Sydenham Neighborhood Health Care Center, New York City Department of Health 

and Dental Care - medical services; (2) YMCA - recreation, remedial reading. 

and drug and alcoholism counseling; (3) City College Gym - recreation; (4) 

Washington Heights Mental Health Clinic - outpatient psychiatric services; (5) 

Louis Wise Services - home for unwed mothers providing both outpatient 

services anG group home placement; and (6) Area 145 - Convent Avenue Baptist 

Church program offering diagnostic testing. academic remediation. and cultural 

activities. 

------------:.------~-----------~ '---
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Juvenile Justice System Structure and Function 

In the borough of Manhattan, the juvenile justice system consists of three 

autonomous police departments, the New York City Police Department, New York 

Transit Authority police Department and New York Housing Authority Police 

Department •. and the various components of the Manhattan Family Court including 

the probation department, Legal Aid, Corporation Counsel, and the judiciary. 

The probation department is divided into four functional units: (1) intake, 

which is responsible for making the initial decision either to dismiss a case, 

refer for services or process to court; (2) investigation, which constructs a 

social history for juvenile offenders which is used by the judge in 

determining the disposition of the case; (3) supervision, which supervises 

youths placed on formal probation by the court; and (4) liaison. reports on 

the work of officers in the other three units during court proceedings. 

The Legal Aid Society is a private, nonprofit agency that represents 

juveniles in the Family Court. Their' staff members serve as public defenders 

for nearly all PINS (person in need of supervision) cases and the majority of 

" In add1"t1"on to attorneys who argue cases in juvenile de11nquency cases. 

court, the organization's social services division employs social workers and 

counselors who refer youths to community agencies for services. The social 

service emphasis, which is relatively new to legal aid, serves the dual 

purpose of obtaining services for clients in need and helping their cases when 

they come before a judge at the dispositional hearing. If the youth is making 

progress 1n a social program. the judge 'is more likely to be lenient in 

disposing the case. About half of the cases in the juvenile services unit of 

legal aid are referred for placement in service programs. The Legal Aid 

attorneys' adversaries in Family Court proceedings are the Corporation 
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Counsels. These attorneys prosecute all juvenile cases except those involving 

designated felonies (i.e., most serious offenses such as murder, arson. first 

degree assault, and kidnapping) which are handled by the district attorney's 

office. 

~t Flow thro~the Juvenile Justice System 

Offenses committe!d in New York City are classified into three categories 

according to their se,riousness: violations, misdemeanors, and felonies. The 

action taken by the apprehending police officer depends, in large part. on 

which kind of offense has occurred. Juveniles who are apprehended for alleged 

violations of law are dealt with in two ways. The officer can informally 

admonish and release the youth or he can initiate an informal juvenile record 

by preparing a juvenile report form (YD-l). If an officer in the field issues 

a juvenile report~ the youth is released immediately. The juvenile report is 

forwarded to the Youth Aid Division of the New York City Police Department 

where officials either notify the youth's parents via letter or conduct an 

investigation and refer the youth to social service agencies. 

If the offense is a misd,emeanor, the officer has three choices: he can 

lecture and release the youth, he can prepare a juvenile report, or he can 

arrest the youth. If the offense is a felony or one of certain classes of 

more serious misdemeanors, called "photographable" misdemeanors, the officer 

must arrest the youth. 

When a juvenile is arrested and taken into custody. he is brcught to the 

nearest precinct station. There, the arresting officer notifies the child's 

parents, checks with the Central Warrants Unit for outstanding warrants, and 

prepares an arrest work sheet. When the parents arrive, the officer must read 

the Miranda warnings to the child in their presence, call Central Booking for 
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° 11 call the Family Court Calendar Control Office an arrest number. and f~na y, 

to obtain a date for the juvenile's initial court appearance. It is necessary 

S ~gn a recognizance agreemenmt stating that the child will for a parent to ... 

on the g1°ven date in order for police to release the child to appear in court 

d If t e not Present, the child is taken directly to parental custo y. paren s ar. 

Family Court or to a shelter if the court is closed. 

At Family Court intake. a probation officer interviews the complainant, 

to determine if the case can be adjusted without the juvenile, and the paren~s 

further court action. The intake probation officer has considerable 

He may counsel and release the youth or dismiss the case discretionary power. 

outright. If the offense is not a designated felony and if the complainant 

agrees to the adjustment, the probation officer can decide to leave the case 

° h He may refer the youth to a social service open for sixty days to S1X mont s. 

agency 0utside the court or he may merely monitor the youth's behavior. 

the youth does not become involved in any delinquent activity during that 

If 

b 1 d However, 1°f no adJoustment is made or if the period, the case can e c ose • 

child is rearrested during the probationary period, the case must be sent on 

to the petition clerk of the family court for filing. 

If the probation officer decides to file a petition, Legal Aid appoints an 

attorney for the case (or a private attorney is retained) and a hearing is 

held before a judge of the court. If the child pleads guilty, the judge 

hear1°ng to be held seven to fourteen days later; if ,a orders a dispositional 

plea of not guilty is entered, the case is referred to trial. In the formal 

trial. another judge hears the case and renders a verdict. If he decides that 

the juvenile is not guilty, the cases is clQsed; otherwise, the judge 

schedules a dispositional hearing seven to fourteen days later. 
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Before the dispositional hearing is held, the judge orders an 

investigation of the juvenile's background by a probation officer and uses 

this information in selecting one of the following actions: (a) place the 

youth on formal probation for a period of not more than two years; (b) place 

the youth in a residential facility; (c) set conditions for a one-year 

suspension of judgment (if the youth becomes involved in delinquent activities 

during that perind. the case can be reopened); or (d) dismiss the case because 

of some overriding circumstance. Finally, if the youth is found guilty of a 

designated felony and is over 15 but not yet 16, the judge can commit him or 

her to a juvenile correctional facility for a period not exceeding three years. 

Eligibility Criteria and Referral to the Diverison Project 

According to interviews with project staff, the original target population 

for the project consisted of juvenile offenders between the ages of seven and 

fifteen, living between l10th and 165th streets. exclusive of designated 

felons (i.e.- youths charged with ser10US felonies such as murder, rape, first 

degree assault, and kidnapping) and first offenders. Because of the slow rate 

of referrals to the program, however, these criteria have been relaxed. At 

the time of the interviews, the diversion project was accepting less serious 

offenders from the Legal Aid unit of the Family Ccurt and youths who 

ordinarily would have been lectured and released fom local police precinct 

stations, in addition to cases meeting the original criteria referred by 

intake probation officers and legal aid social workers. 

The project staff's motivation for broadening the definition of 

eligibility emerges, in part, from the competition for referrals that exist 

among the twenty or so social programs with offices at the Manhattan Family 

Court. The project's eligibility criteria specify a group of clients whom 

-----~---____ ~~ _____ r 
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probation officers have not usually diverted. With the wide range of programs 

available to the officers, the Harlem project is in a very weak position for 

" " h in the court's policies about which cases negotiating any signl.fl.cant c anges 

will be diverted. Even though many of the cases referred to the project meet 

the eligibility criteria, virtually all of them would have been referred out 

d t o one of the twenty-odd social of the juvenile justice system an sent 

h court even if the proJ"ect did not exist. (It is important to programs at t e 

note that the three New York City diversion projects funded by OJJDP's 

initiative do not compete for clients, since the John Jay project gets 

" 1 h h Transl."t Authority district stations and the referrals exclusl.ve y t roug 

H~rlem and YES projects have target areas located at opposite ends of 

Manhattan.) 

The procedure for securing social services for clients is similar for 

L 1 A"d the dl."version proJ"ect's two main referral probation intake and ega l., 

sources. " ff" or Legal Al."d social worker makes the decision The probatl.on 0 l.cer 

to refer a case. The former bases the decision on the seriousness of the 

offense (designated felons cannot be referred), the youth's arrest record. and 

, the latter on how much the youth's participation the complainant s agreement; 

case l."n court and whether or not the youth appears to be will help his or her 

in need of service. Selection of a particular program is based on the 

agency's reputation, the child's needs, and perhaps most importantly, the 

child's cultural background and the proximity of the program to the child's 

residence. None of the court personnel knew the official criteria for 

" d dl."d not know that there were criteria referral to the Harlem project an many 

aside from rather obvious restrictions such as the exclusion of violent 

offenders and drug addicts. It is the responsiblity of the counselor assigned 

- A-324 -

to the court to monitor the kinds of cases being referred to the project. 

When a probation officer or soci~l worker selects the project as a resource, 

the choice is discussed with the youth (and with the family, in the case of 

probation referral) and the program is described in broad outline. Court 

personnel knew very little about the specifics of the project's activities and 

responsibilities. If the youth expresses interest~ the person initiating the 

referral contacts the counselor who ultimately decides 0-1 the appropriateness 

of the case for referral to the Harlem projecto Aa has been mentioned, the 

project has relaxed the eligiblitiy criteria and accepted some PINS cases and 

first offenders. 

Probation officers agreed that participat G0cial service programs is 

presented to the youth as an alternative to court. rather than as a 

requiremen r'. also suggested, hOvlever? that varying amounts of 

, .. , to .3. youth to encourage participation, depending on 

the 8(;:rio:l.'.m?8cs of:: the crime. Clients are under the jurisdiction of the 

court9 and probation officers will not hesitate to remind a youth of that fact 

if his offense is a serious one. Legal aid social workers, on the other hand, 

emphasized that participation is an important factor in obtaining a favorable 

disposition. 

Although court personnel were unanimous l.n stating that guilt is not a 

prerequisite for referral and that court policy forbids the referral of youths 

who believe they are innocent, a few respondents gave the impression that 

youths who claimed innocence were encouraged to participate in a referral 

program, rather than go to court because the referral alternative was 

",easier. " The juvenile justice system status of youths diverted to the 

project is either informal probation, for those cases referred at probation 
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intake, or case pending a dispositional hearing, for those referred by legal 

aid social workers. For the later, final status of the case is not determined 

until the hearing is held two to four weeks later. Court personnel agreed 

that youths who failed to participate would probably not be penalized in any 

way (although technically they remain under the jurisdiction of the court fer 

sixty days). 

When the project grant proposal was being formulated, staff members tried 

unsuccessfully to obtain referrals that meet the project's eligibility 

criteria directly from police precincts. Because police department policy 

forbids the diversion of arrested youths prior to an appearance at the Family 

. . . t reportedly had to settle for cases of a less Court, the d1vers10n proJec 

serious nature. Referral at the police level is arranged differently from 

court referrals. Parents occasionally call the police to ask for assistance 

in dealing with their children. If a police officer feels that the Harlem 

project may be able to help, he will call the project director or deputy 

director and arrange an interview with the family and one of the counselors. 

After these youths are accepted into the program, they are treated the same as 

youths referred from other sources. 

Juvenile Justice System Service Options 

Youths placed on formal probation by the court are assigned to an officer 

in the service unit of the probation department. The minimum qualifications 

for a probation officer in the Manhattan Family Court are an M.S.W. or a B.A. 

with two years of relevant work experience. 

Services provided by the probation department are minimal, consisting of 

psychological evaluation, referral to community social service agencies, and 

monitoring the youth's behavior during the probation period. The probation 
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department's mental health clinic services approximately two-thirds of the 

youths of formal pr0bation by offering psychological diagnostic services; a 

smaller number receive on-going psychotherapy, both individually and in 

groups. Referral to agencies outside the probation department is used 

extensively. Nevertheless. one respondent indicated that' many community 

agencies are reluctant to take probationers ~s clients. so placement is often 

difficult. In general, probation officers do not have regular ccntact with 

the youth assigned to them. Instead, they follow up on clients' progress by 

contacting referral agencies and meet with clients only when problems arise. 

Probation officers are required to report on the progress of their clients in 

bi-weekly meetings with probation supervisors. The probationary period usually 

lasts one year for PINS cases and two years for delinquency cases, though 

officers can recommend that supervision be terminated earlier if a child is 

making good progress. 

Interagency Attitudes and Relations 

Court personnel derived their information about the diversion project from 

briefings held to describe the project and its services. Although many of the 

intake probation officers, legal aid social workers, and police officers who 

lolere interviewed said that they knew little about the diversion project, a few 

indicated that the promise of community outreach practices and varied service 

o-tions would be a welcome alternative to current referral resources. Some 

court personnel said that, based on the meetings with project staff, diversion 

project personnel seemed well-informed and responsive to the needs of the 

youths they would be serving. To a great extent the ignorance of the court 

staff was related to the short period of time a representative of the court 

had been stationed at the court (less than a month), but clearly the sheer 
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number of social programs competing for their attention at the Family Court 

was another factor. 

Although court personnel were not familiar with the specifics of the 

diversion project. some were aware of the church's re~)rd of service to the 

Har]~m community. Legal Aid, in particular, was pleased with the willingness 

of the project staff to come to court with reports on the progress of diverted 

youths. The diversion project staff was keenly aware of the need to build 

relationships with court personnel and to increase their visibility in a court 

crowded with referral resources. They hoped, however, that the counselors who 

visited the court could establish r,apport and increase the number of referrals 

to the pro j ec t. 

Few Court personnel who were interviewed were familiar with the theory 

behind diversion programming, yet all of them acknowledged the necessity of 

diverting youths out of the understaffed and overcro',~ded juvenile justice 

system. They agreed that the services provided by the probation department 

were minimal because case loads were enormous, and they welcomed the diver~ion 

project as an additional service resource. Some specific advantages of the 

Harlem project over traditional probation services were cited, such as better 

knowledge of youths' community and culture, greater individual attention and 

more in-depth ca.sework, and greater ability to visit homes and do ,outreach 

work. 

Feedback to referral sources consisted of immediate notification of 

accepance to the project and bi-monthly progress and attendance reports. 

Probation officers admitted that feedback would rarely influence the handling 

of a case, though poor progress in the program might result in a conference 

with ehe youth or even placement. in another social service program. Som~ 
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court personnel believed that the purpose of the diversion project ~s to 

"lighten the court's load of kids who shouldn't be there" and suggested that 

the project should continued to serve the less serious offenders. 
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I. Labeling Measures 

NEGATIVE LABELING - PARENTS 

I'd like to know how your parents would describe you. I'll read a list of words or 
phrases, and will then ask you to tell me how much you think your parents would agree 
with that description of you. 

Your parents think that you • • • 

Conformin~ 

1. are we 11 liked. 

2. are a good citizen. 

3. get along well with other people. 

4. are likely to succeed. 

Sick 

1. need help emotionally. 

2. are often upset. 

3. have a messed-up head. 

4. have a lot of personal problems. 

Bad 

1. are a bad kid. 

2. break rules. 

3. get into trouble. 

4. do things that are against the law. 

Strongly 
Agree Agree 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

Neither 
Agree nor Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Disagree 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 
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NEGATIVE LABELING - FRIENDS 

I'd like to know how your friends 
phrases, and will then ask you to 
with that description of you. 

would describe you. I'll read a list of words or 
tell me how much you think your friends would agree 

Neither 

Your friends think that you • • • Strongly Agree nor Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree 

~orming 

1. are well liked. 5 4 3 2 1 

2. get along well with other people. 5 4 3 2 1 

3. are likely to succeed. 5 4 3 2 1 

Sick 

1. need help emotionally. 5 4 3 2 1 

2. are often upset. 5 4 3 2 1 

3. have a messed-up head. 5 4 3 2 1 

4. have a lot of personal problems. 5 4 3 2 1 

Bad 

1. are a bad kid. 5 4 3 2 1 

2. break rules. 5 4 3 2 1 

3. get into trouble. 5 4 3 2 1 

4. do things that are against the law. 5 4 3 2 1 
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NEGATIVE LABELING - TEACHERS 

I'd like to know how your teachers would describe you. I'll read a list of words or 
phrases and will then ask you to tell me how much you think your teachers would agree 
with that description of you. 

Your tes.chers think that you • • • 
Strongly 

Conforming 

1. are well liked. 

2. are a good citizen. 

3. get along well with other people. 

4. are likely to succeed. 

Sick 

1. need help emotionally. 

2. are often upset. 

3. have a messed-up head. 

4. have a lot of personal problems. 

B'ad 

1. are a bad kid. 

2. break rules. 

3. get into trouble. 

4. do things that are against the law. 

Strongly 

Agree 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

-
Agree 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Neither 
Agree nor 

Disagree 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Disagree 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Disagree 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
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NEGATIVE LABELING - SELF 

I'd like to know hew you would describe yourself. I'll read a list of words or.ph:ases, 
tell me how much you agree or disagree with that descr~pt~on of and will then ask you to 

you. 

Neither 

You think that you • • • Strongly 
Agree Agree 

Agree nor Strongly 
Disa6ree Disagree Disagree 

Conformin6 

1. are well liked. 5 4 3 2 1 

2. get along well with other people. 5 4 3 2 1 

3. are likely to succeed. 5 4 3 2 1 

Sick 

1. need help emotionally. 5 4 3 2 1 

2. are often upset. 5 4 3 2 1 

3. have a messed-up head. 5 4 3 2 1 

4. have a lot of personal problems. 5 4 3 2 1 

Bad 

1. are a bad kid. 5 4 3 -2 1 

2. break rules. 5 4 3 2 1 

3. get into trouble. 5 4 3 2 1 

4. do things that are against the law. 5 4 3 2 1 

1. 
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COUNTER LABELING 
MOTHER, FATHER, TEACHERS, FRIENDS 

If you were to get into trouble at school, how often would each of the following 
people defend you or stick up for you? 

Always 
Most of 
the Time 

Some of 
the Time Seldom Never 

How often would: 

2. 

3. 

4. 

a. Your mother (or mother figure) 5 4 3 2 1 

b. Your father (or father figure) 5 4 3 2 1 

c. Your teachers 5 4 3 2 1 

d. Your close friends 5 4 3 2 1 

If you were to get into trouble and the police brought you home and told your parents 
that you were a delinquent, how often would each of the following people tell you 
that you were still a good person? 

How often would: 

a. Your mother (or mother figure) 5 4 3 2 

b. Your father (or father figure) 5 4 3 2 

c. Your teachers 5 4 3 2 

d. Your close friends 5 4 3 2 

If someone in the neighborhood saw you doing things you should not have~ been doing 
and was telling everyone what a bad person you were, how often would each of the 
following people tell you they believed in you and still trusted you? 

How often would: 

a. Your mother (or mother figure) 5 4 3 2 

b. Your father (or father figure) 5 4 3 2 

c. Your teachers 5 4 3 2 

d. Your close friends 5 4 3 2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

If there were rumors of your bad behavior, how often would each of the following 
people try to get information from you before deciding whether or not to believe the 
rumors? 

HO\-l often would: 

a. Your mother (or mother figure) 5 4 3 2 1 

b. Your father (or father figure) 5 4 3 2 1 

c. Your teachers 5 4 3 2 1 

d. Your close friends 5 4 3 2 1 

----.•.. ------------------"--------"----------~-'----
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II. Family Measures 

PARENTAL REJECTION 

What do you say about these statements? How often do they apply to you? 

1. My parents would help me if I got 
into serious trouble. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

My parents find fault (things wrong) 
with me even when I don't deserve it. 

My parents really care about me. 

My parents are dissatisfied (not 
pleased) with the things I do. 

My parents blame me for all their 
problems. 

Always 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Most of 
the Time 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

PARENTAL REJECTION 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

I feel like an outsider with 
my family. 

My family is willing to listen 
if I have a problem. 

I am close to my family. 

My family doesn't take much in­
terest in my problems. 

Always 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Most of 
the Time 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Some of 
the Time 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Some of 
the Time 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Seldom Never 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

Seldom Never 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

, , 
" 
il 
~ 

:1 

1 
j 
1 
1 
J 
1 
! 
I 

!I 
ij 
r , 

1 
! 
I 
i 
I 
I ' 

i 
n 
n 

r: 
I 

f 
I 
L r , 
! 
! 
I 

t 
I 
! 

I 

- B-7 -

DISAPPROVAL OF DEVIANCE 
FAMILY 

I'm going to read a list of behaviors to you and then ask you how wrong others would 
think it was if you were to behave in these ways. 

How wrong would your parents 
think it was if you • 

1. cheated on school tests? 

2. stole something worth less than $5? 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

sold hard drugs such as heroin, 
cocaine, or LSD? 

used marijuana? 

stole something worth more than $50? 

hit or threatened to hit someone? 

used alcohol (beer, wine or liquor)? 

purposely damaged or destroyed 
property that did not belong to you? 

broke into a vehicle or building 
to steal something? 

Very 
Wrong 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Pretty 
Wrong 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

A 
Little 
Wrong 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

IMPORTANCE OF GOALS & SUCCESS AT REACHING THEM 
FAMILY 

Not 
Really 
Wrong 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Not 
Wrong 
At All 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

How important is it 
Very 

to you? How are you doing at this? 

1. 

2. 

to halve a family that 
does lots of things 
together? 

to h~lve parents you can 
talk to about almost 
everything? 

3. to helve parents who try 
to hE! lp you when you're 
unhappy about something? 

4. to helve your parents 
think you do things well? 

5. to get along well with 
your parents? 

Impor- Somewhat 
tant Importal~t 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

Not Im­
portant 
at All 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Very 
We1l 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Not 
Well 

O.K. at A1l 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
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COMMITMENT TO PARENTS 

Neither 
Strongly Agree nor 
Agree Agree Disagree 

l. It is very important to me to be 5 4 3 
close to my parents. 5 4 3 

2. In general I feel very committed 
to my parents. 5 4 3 

3. My parents depend on me. 5 4 3 

4. My parents mean a lot to me. 5 4 3 

5. Nothing is more important to me 
than having close personal ties 
with my parents. 5 4 3 

PARENTAL DISORGANIZATION 

1. Are your (real) parents presently married to each other? 

2. Rave your parents ever been separated (i.e., decided not to live 
together because they couldn't get along)? 

3. Have your parents ever been divorced? 

4. Have you ever lived with a step-parent, foster parent, or 
other relative for more than a few days? 

5. Has your father (father figure) been unemployed ~n the last 
6 months? 

6. Has your mother (mother figure) been unemployed in the last 
6 months? 

7. Has your family received any welfare help (money, food stamps, 
or other financial assistance) during the last 6 months? 

I 

I 
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Disagree Disagree ! , 
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III. School Measure 

IMPORTANCE OF SCHOOL 

1. If something happened and you had to drop out of school now, how would you feel? 

(1 ) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

Very happy (5) You would be terribly upset 
You wouldn't care 
You would be somewhat disappointed 
You would be quite disappointed 

Don't know 
Not applicable 

2. How important is it to you personally to get good grades. 

Very important 
Pretty important 
Somewhat important 
Not too important 

3. How important is it to you to have other 
students think of you as a good student? 

4. How important is it to you to have 
teachers think of you as a good student? 

(5) 

Very 
Important 

5 

5 

Not important 

Don't know 
Not applicable 

Somewhat 
Important 

3 

3 

ATTENUATION AT SCHOOL 

Once Once or 
or Twice a 

Never Twice Month 

How many times in the last s~x months have you: 

l. been truant (absent without permission) from 
school? 1 2 3 

2. been suspended (not allowed to attend for 
a few days) from school? 1 2 3 

3. cut classes at school? 1 2 3 

4. been expe lled (kicked out) from school? 1 2 3 

5. dropped out of school for more than a few 
days? 1 2 3 

_ r 

at all 

Not Important 
at All 

1 

1 

More Than 
Once a Once a 

Week Week 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 
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INTEGRATION AT SCHOOL 

Once 
How many times ~n the last or 
six months have you: Never Twice 

1. received awards or honors for 
your schoo 1 work? 1 2 

In the last six months how many: 

2. school athletic teams have you belonged to? 1 2 

3. other school clubs or organizations have 
you belonged to? 1 2 

4. school offices have you held? 1 2 

STUDENT-TEACHER RELATIONSHIPS 

1. Most of my teachers care a lot 
about me. 

2. Many of my teachers pick on me. 

3. I talk to my teachers about 
personal matters unrelated to 
school. 

4. Many of my teachers seem to 
dislike me. 

5. All that my teachers care about is 
wnether or not I keep my mouth shut. 

6. Most of my teachers try to help 
me do well. 

7. Most of my teachers don't care 
what happens to me. 

8. Some of my teachers try to embarrass 
students in front of their classmates 

9. I like most of my teachers a lot. 

~f i 

Strongly 
A~ree 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

A~ree 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Once or 
Twice a Once a 
Month Week 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disa~ree pisa~ree 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

More Than 
Once a 

Week 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Strongly 
Disa~re~ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
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IMPORTANCE OF GOALS & SUCCESS AT REACHING THEM 
SCHOOL 

How bnportant is it 
Very 

to you? 
Not Im­
portant 
at All 

Impor- Somewhat 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

to have other student~ think 
of you as a good stud~nt? 

to do well even in hard 
sUbjects? 

to do your own school work 
without help from somebody? 

to have teachers think of 
you as a good student? 

5. to have a high grade point 
average? 

tant Important 

5 3 1 

5 3 1 

5 3 1 

5 3 1 

5 3 1 

SOCIAL ISOLATION - SCHOOL 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Teachers don~t calIon me in 
class, even when I raise my 
hand. 

I'm not asked to take part in 
school activities as often 
as I'd like to be. 

I don't feel as if I really 
belong at school. 

I often feel like nobody at 
school cares about me. 

5. Even though there are lots of 
kids around, I often feel 
lonely. 

6. Teachers don't ask me to work 
on special classroom projects. 

Strongly 
Agree Agree 

5 . 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

How are you doing at 

Very 
Well O.K. 

5 3 

5 3 

5 3 

5 3 

5 3 

Neither 

this? 
Not 
Well 

at All 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Agree nor Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Disagree 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

2 1 

3 2 I 

3 2 1 
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IV. Peer Measures 

COMMITMENT TO PEERS 

The next few questions concern how you feel about friends. 
agree or disagree with ~ach statement. Please tell me how much you 

Neither 
Agree nor Strongly 

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

1. 

2. 

3. 

It is very important for me to have 
close friends. 

In general, I feel very committed to 
my friends. 

My friends depend on me. 

4. My friends mean a lot to me. 

5. Nothing could be more important to 
me than having close personal ties 
with my friends. 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

SOCIAL ISOLATION - PEERS 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

Here are some quest~ons about your feelings and beliefs. I'd like you to tell me how 
yauch you agree or duagree with each of these statements. 

1. I don't fit in very well with 
my friends. 

2. My friends don't take much 
interest in my problems. 

3. I am close to my friends. 

,! 4. My friends are willing to 
listen if I have a problem. 

5. Sometimes I am lonely when I 
am with my friends. 

Strongly 
Agree Agree 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

iieither 
Agree nor 
Disagree Disagree 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

t' 
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DELINQUENCY OF PEERS 

-d b 1 fr1- nds Dur1-ng the last six oonths Think of the people you conS1 er to e your c ose e • 
how many of them have: 

1. cheated on school tests? 

2. purposely damaged or destroyed 
property that did not belong to 
them? 

3. used ms\rijuana? 

4. stolen something worth less than $5? 

5. hit or threatened to hit someone? 

6. used al,coho 1 (beer, wine, or liquor)? 

7. Broken into a vehicle or building to 
steal something? 

8. sold hard drugs such as heroin, 
cocaine, or LSD? 

9. stolen something worth more than $501 

10. suggest1ea you do something that was 
against the law? 

All 
of Them 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Most 
of Them 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Some 
of Them 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Very Few 
of Them 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2. 

2 

None 
of Them 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

"# 
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NEGATIVE INFLUENCE OF PEERS 

I will read you a number of statements and I I d like you to te 11 me how often the kids in 
yo.ur friendship group (the kids you hang around with) would feel that way. 

1. The kids in my group would think 
less of me if I were to get in 
trouble with the law. 

2. Getting into trouble in my group 
is a way of gaining respect. 

3. The Members of my group feel that 
laws are good and should be obeyed. 

4. The kids in my group get into 
trouble at home, in school, and 
in the community. 

5~ Kids that get into trouble a lot 
feel very uncomfortable in my group. 

6. When I choc)se a gr0up of friends, I 
choose kidl3 who are not afraid to 
have a little fun even if it means 
breaking ~he law. 

7. Kids who' 8;et into trouble with the 
law are "put downu in my group. 

8. If you haven't gotten into some kind 
of trouble the kids in my group 
think you are "chicken" or something. 

Most of 
!.!.!!!I!. the Time 

c· 
.1 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

Some of 
the Time 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Seldom 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Never 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 
1 
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CONFORMITY OF PEERS 

Think of the people you consider to be your close friends. During the last six months 
how many of them have: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

helped someone who was badly hurt? 

donated money to charity? 

tried to comfort someone who was 
really sad? 

phoned for help when someone needed it? 

found something valuable and 
returned it? 

tried to cheer people up who were up­
set? 

offered to help you with your jobs 
around the house? 

visited someone who was sick? 

All Most Some 
of Them of Them of Them 

5 4 3 

5 4 3 

5 4 3 

5 4 3 

5 4 3 

5 4 3 

5 4 3 

5 4 3 

Very Few 
of Them 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

IMPORTANCE OF PEER GOALS & SUCCESS AT REACHING PEER GOALS 

None 
of Them 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

How important is it to you? How are you doing at this? 

1. to have lots of dates? 

2. to do well even in hard 
subjects? 

3. tc, nave a special bcyfriQndl 
girlfriend? 

4. to have friends ask to spend 
time and do things with you? 

Very 
Impor­
tant 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Not Im-
Somewhat portant 
Important at All 

3 1 

3 1 

• 3 1 

3 1 

Very 
Well O.K. -

5 3 

5 3 

5 3 

5 3 

Not 
Well 

at All 

1 

1 

1 

1 

':,,'" 
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DISAPPR.OVAL OF DEVIANCE - PEERS 

I'm going to read a list of behaviors to you and then ask you how wrong others would 
think it was if you were to behave in these ways. I'll repeat the list twice to learn 
how wrong your close friends would think it was if you did each thing. 

1. cheated on school tests? 

2. stole something worth less than $5? 

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

4. used marijuana? 

5. stole something worth more than $501 

6. hit or threatened to hit someone? 

7. used alcohol (beer, w~ne, or liquor)? 

8. purposely damaged or destroyed property 
that did not belong to you? 

9. broke into a vehicle or building to 
steal something? 

! 

Very 
Wrong 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Pretty 
Wrong 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

A 
Little 
Wrong 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Not 
Really 
Wrong 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Not 
Wrong 
At All 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

----------------............ ------------'---~----"'--------~--- --
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v. Self Reported Delinquency Measures 

SERIOUS DELINQUENCY 

How many times in the last six months have you: 

Felony Assau1.t 

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 :,ang fights 

Robbery 

4. used force (strong-arm methods) to get money 
or things from other students 

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

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

Felony Theft 

7. stolen (or tried to steal) a motor vehicle 
such as a ear or motorcycle 

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

9. broken into a building o~ vehicle (or tried 
to break in) to steal sOmething or just to 
look around 

Never 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

i 

1 

1 

1 

Once 
or 

Twice 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Once or 
Twice a 
Month 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Once a 
Week 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

More Than 
Once a 
Week 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

o 

, e 
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MINOR DELINQUENCY 

How many times in the last six months have you: 

Minor Assault 

1. hit (or threatened to hie) 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 

Minor Theft 

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

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

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

7. stolen (or tried to steal) things worth 
between $5 and $50 

Damaging Propertl 

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

9. purposely damaged or destroyed property 
belonging to a school 

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

Never 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

~-~= .. -.--~ .. -= .... : .. , .. =.-;",.c,-.,: ... =;c;;c:·::·:=:: .. :c~_:::c=:::~:"",":= .. ,.:."".:-... :.::.:::::.-."":;,.:.-:~.:,:.::;-,,::::;.o:," ••. ~:",,===,,,,", ~~~~~~l ~ __ ~~~ ____ .. "' . 

Once 
or 

Ttl1ice --

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Once or 
Twice a 
Month 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Once a 
Week --

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

More Than -
Once a 
Week 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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Public Disorder 

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

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

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

14. been drunk in a public place 

15~ begged for money or things from strangers 

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

Never 

1 

I 

I 

1 

1 

1 

ALCOHOL & DRUG USE 

Hard Drugs 

1. used h4llucinogens 

2. used amphetamines 

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

4. used barbiturates 

5. used heroin 

6. used cocaine 

!!:ijuana 

7. used marijuana 

8. sold marijuana or hashish 

Alcohol 

9. used alcoholic beverages 

10. bought or provided liquor for a minor 

Never 

1 

1 

I 

I 

1 

1 

1 

! 

1 

I 

Once 
or 

Twice 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Once 
or 

Twice 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

-

Once or 
Twice a 
Month 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Once or 
Twice a 
Month 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Once a 
Week 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Once a 
Week 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

More Than 
Once a 

Week 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

More Than 
Once a ~) 

Week 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

01 
I 

i. 
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DELINQUENT BEHAVIOR 

Once Once or 
or Twice a 

Never Twice Month 

How many t~es in the last six months have you: 
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 

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

5. hit (or threatened to hit) one of your 
parents 

6. hit (or threatened to hit) other students 

7. stol~ (or tried to steal) a motor vehicle 
such as a car or motorcycle 

8. 

9. 

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

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

10. used force (strong-arm methods) to get money 
or things from other students 

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

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

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

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

15. avoided paying for euch things as movies, 
bus or subway rides, and food 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

Once a 
Week 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

More Than -
Once a 
Week 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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stolen (or tried to steal) things worth 
between $5 and $50 

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

18. purposely damaged or destroyed property 
belonging to a school 

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

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

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

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

23. been drunk in a public place 

24. begged for money or things from strangers 

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

Never 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Once 
or 

Twice 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Once or 
Twice a 
Month 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Once a 
Week 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

More Than 
Once a 

Week 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

f) 
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DEVIANT BEHAVIOR 

Never 

How many times in the last six months have you: 
1. attacked someone with the idea of seriously 

hurting or killing him/her 1 

2. had (or tried to have) sexual relations with 
someone against their will 1 

3. been involved in gang fights 1 

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

5. hit (or threatened to hit) one of your 
~~nts 1 

6. hit (or threatened to hit) other students 1 

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

8. stolen (or tried to steal) something worth 
more than $50 1 

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

10. used force (strong-arm methods) to get money 
or things from other students 

11. used force (strong-a~ methods) to get money 
or things from a teacher or other adult at 
school 

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

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

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

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

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

::::..:......;..:.:::.-----"-~..:.::.....--------~-~-~------ --

Once 
or 

Twice 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Once or 
Twice a 
Month 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Once a 
Week 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

More Than -
Once a 

Week 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
/l 

Ir 

5 

5 

5 
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stolen (or tried to steal) things worth 
between $5 and $50 

purposely oamaged or destroyed property 
belonging to your parents or other family 
members 

IS. purposely damaged or destroyed property 
belonging to a school 

19. 

20~ 

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

thrown objects (other than snowballs), such 
as ro~ks or bottles, at cars or people 

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

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

23. been drunk in a public place 

24. begged for money or things from strangers 
I 

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

26. used hallucinogens 

27. used amphetamines 

2S. sold hard drugs such as heroin, cocaine, 
or LSD 

29. used barbiturates 

30. used heroin 

31. used cocaine 

32. used marijuana 

33. sold marijuana or hashish 

34. used alcoholic beverages 

35. bought or provided liquor for a minor 

Once 
or 

Never Twice 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Once or 
Twice a 
Month 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

~----.--------

Once a 
Week 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

More Than 
Once a 

Week ;t, \' 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

.5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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VI. ADDITIONAL IMPACT 

NORMLESSNESS 

Here are some questions about your feelings and beliefs. I'd like you to tell me how 
much you agree or disagree with each of these statements. 

1. It is sometimes necessary to lie 
to teachers to stay out of trouble. 

2. At school it is sometimes necessary 
to play dirty in order to win. 

3. You can make it in school without 
having to cheat on exams/tests. 

4. It is important to do your own work 
at school even if it means some kids 
won't like you. 

5. Making a good impression is more 
important than telling the truth 
to teachers. 

6. It is important to be honest with 
your parents~ even if they become 
upset or you get punished. 

7. Making a good impression is more 
important than telling the truth 

" to parentis. 

S. Sometimes it's necessary to lie to 
your parents in order to keep their 
trust. 

9. It may be necessary to break some of 
your parents' rules in order to keep 
some of your friends. 

10. It is not worth breakingr,Jlles or 
laws just to keep your friends. 

11. Making a good impression is more 
important than telling the truth 
to friends. 

12. It's okay to lie if it keeps your 
friends out of trouble. 

13. In order to gSla the respect of your 
friends, it's sometimes necessary 
to beat up, en uther kids. 

14. You have to be ~dlling to break some rules 
if you want to be popular with your friends. 

Strongly 
Agree Agree 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

Neither 
Agree nor Strong 
Disagree Disagre! Disagr 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

.1 
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J 
• j • 

,·1 
; 
I 

I 
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NEGATIVE ATTITUDES TOWARDS DEVIANCE - RESPONDENT 

For this next set of questions, please tell me how wrong you think each of the following 
things is for you or someone your age. 

Not Not 
Very Pretty A Little Really Wrong 
Wrons Wrons Wrona Wrons At All 

How wrong is it for someone your age 
to 

l. cheat on school tests? 5 4 3 2 1 

2. purposely damage or destroy property 
that does not belong to him or her? 5 4 3 2 1 

3. USt! marijuana? 5 4 3 2 1 

4. steal something worth less than $51 5 4 3 2 1 

5. hit or threaten to hit someone without 
any reason? 5 4· 3 2 1 

6. use alcohol? 5 4 3 2 1 

7. break into a veh icle or building to 
steal something? 5 4 3 2 1 

8. sell hard drugs such as heroin, 
cocaine and LSD? 5 4 3 2 1 

9. steal something worth more than $50? 5 4 3 2 1 

BLIGHTED NEIGHBORHOOD 

• tell me whether you think each is a problem in your neighborhood, whether it's a 
Big Problcmp Somewhat of a Problem, or Not a Problem at all. 

Big Somewhat 
Problem of a Problem 

1. Buildings and personal belongings 
b~oken and torn up 3 2 1 

2. Winos and junkies 3 2 1 

3. Abandoned houses 3 2 1 

4. Burglaries and thefts 3 2 1 

5. Run down and poor ly kep t buildings and 
yards 3 2 1 

6. Assaults and muggings 3 2 1 

r'~' 
1": If' 
~ " 

! 
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~l 
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(} 

I; 
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FIGHTING RISK 

How often in the last six months have you thought you might have to fight because 
other kids were bothering (threatening) you in your neighborhood? 

(1) Never (4) Once a week 
(2) Once or twice (5) More than once a week 
(3) Once or twice a month 

2. How often in the last six months have you thought you might have to fight because 
other students were bothering (threatening) you at school? 

(1) Never (4) Once a week 
(2) Once or twice (5) More than once a week 
(3) Once or twice a month 

RELIGIOUS INVOLVEMENT 

1. How important is religion in your life? (READ RESPONSES) 

(5) Very important 
(4) Pretty important 
(3) Somewhat ~portant 

(2) Not too important 
(1) Not important at all 

2. How often do you attend church, synagogue, or other religious services? (READ 
RESPONSES) 

(5) Several times a week 
(4) About once a week 
(3) Once or twice a month 

(2) Several times a year 
(1) Never 

\ 
~,\ 

... 
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SOCIAL ISOLATION - COMMUNITY GROUPS 

Think about the group (such as service club, religious youth group, recreation group, 
hobby club, or athletic team) in which you are most active. Tell me hOll1 much you agree 
or disagree with these statements about that group. 

1. I don't fit in very well with other 
people in that group. 

2. I am close to people in that group~ 

3. Sometimes I feel lonely when lam 
with that group. 

4. Other people in that group don't 
take much interest in me. 

5. It often seems like no one in that 
group cares about me. 

: 

Strongly 
Agr!!, 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Neither 
.. Agree nor' Strongly 

Agree Disagree pis agree ~agree 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

it, 
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PARENTAL HARMONY & CONFLICT 

Next are some questions about your parents. Please tell me how much you agree or 
disagree with each statement. 

1. I feel that my parents like each 
other a lot. 

2. My parents like living together 

3. My parents get along very well with 
each other. 

4. When my parents don't agree, they 
manage to work out their differences 
in a pleasant manner. 

5. It seems like my parents are always 
fighting. 

6~ My parents don't care what happens 
to each other. 

Strongly 
~gree 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Neither 
Agree nor 

Agree Disagree Disagree 

4 3 2 

4 3 2 

4 3 2 

4 3 2 

4 3 2 

4 3 2 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

The next questions about your parents (parent figures) are about how often certain things 
happen at your house. 

7. How often do your parents have 
disagreements over money matters? 

8. How often do your parents have 
arguments about who does what work 
at your house? 

9. How often do your parents get really 
angry with each other? 

10. How often do your parents have really 
serious fights? 

11. When your parents fight, how often 
does it get physical? 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

-
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APPENDIX C 

SERVICE DATA COLLECTION FORMAT - LONG 

--~--~...--------~ ----~ 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

.. C-l -

Birthdate BRI ID if 
PROJECT ID if: 

Sex 0) Male (2) Female DATE OF ARREST 
OFFENSE 

Ethnicity: 
(1) White (3) Hispani~ (5) Asian (7) Other 
(2) Black (4) American Indian (6) Puerto Rican 

Date agency rece i ved referral (mo/yr) 

Referral Source: 
(1) Police (5) Judge or Referee 
(2) Court Intake (6) Schools 
(3) Prosecutor (7) Other service agency or provider 
(4) Supervising Prob$ (8) Self or family 

Officer 

Was client enrolled? (1) no (2) yes _. 
Did client receive services beyond intake? ___ (1) no .. _(2) yes 

Justice status at time of referral: 
__ (l)diverted without further jeopardy 
__ (2)case held open prior to hearing 

_____ (3)case continued after hearing 
(4)diverted while client on -- formal probation 

Were goals for service or a service plan recorded? _____ (1) no __ (Z) yes 

Rating of client adjustment at intake: Use these categories, writing 
appropriate number in each blank: 
(a) Home (5) Very Good (2) Poor 
(b) School (4) Good ( 1) Very Poor 
(c) Work (3) Fair 
(d) Peers ----

11. Date terminated _______ -._(mo/yr) 

12. Reason terminated: 
_____ (1) Service completed 
_____ (2) Declined to participate (includes never contacted) 

(3) Failure to cooperate (includes unable to locate) ----
(4) Moved or died 
(5) Rearrest 
(6) Inappropriate 

Referral 

13. Was client returned .to justice system for further proceasing?_(l) no_(Z) yes 

14. Most UDportant service as rated by ser~ice provider (use numbers in parentheses on 
back page to code) _____________ --

15. Was treatment plan completed? ____ (1) no __ (2) yes 

__ (2) yes 164 Does client need more services? (1) no 

17. Probab.ility 
(5) 80-100% 
(4) 60-79% 
(3) 40 ... 59% 

---
of further trouble with justice system~ ______________________ __ 

(2) 20-39% 
(1) Less than 20% 

--
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18. Probability of further delinquent activity: (use categories from J17) -----
19. Rating of client adjustment at time of termination: (use categories from #10) 

(a) Home (b) School (c) Work (d) Peers ---
20. Using the entries noted in the record of services, count the number of contacts 

for each month and enter that number in the appropriate box below to indicate 
the exact number of service contacts each month. 

JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV 
1927 1) '2) 3) 4) :5J 6) 7) rt8l 1(9) 
1978 Ion "12) ''13) 14) 15) 16) 17) '18 ) IfI9) 20) [(21 ) 
1979 (23) ",24) (25) 26) 27) 28) 29) 30) (31) _. (32) (33) 

21. Date of first services _________________ (mo/yr) 

22. Date of last services ___________________ (mo/yr) 

DEC 
lCiO) 
1(22) 
(34) 

23. Total number of months services were provided (count entries in question 20) ____ 

24. Longest gap between services (mos) --------
Using the entires notes in the record of services ,. indicate. the number of hours and 
contacts for each service received. If an activity is regularly scheduled, calculate 
total Hours and number of contacts and enter at appropriate service line. Count onll 
actual contacts between clients and service providers, except telephone contacts with 
the family. If "Beneficiality to Youth" has been indicated, place that in the rating 
column using these categories: (1) Very beneficial (2) Somewhat beneficial (3) Not very 
beneficial (4) Not beneficial at all. 

Diagnostic Services (1) 
Individual Counseling (2) 
Family Counseling (3) 
Group Counseling (4) 
Employment/Career Counseling (5) 
Job Placement (6) (Count only time actually 

placed in job) 
Job Training (20) 
Tutoring (7) 
Education Placement (8) (Count only if placed) 
Residential Placement (9) 
Athletics/Games (10) 
Arts/Crafts (11) 
Cultural Enrichment (12) 
Big Brothers/Sisters, etc. (13) 
Youth Advocacy (14) (15) 
Camping/Wilderness (16) 
Medical Ser~ices 
Drop-in Activity (18) 
Volunteer Placement (19) 
Emergency Assistance (21) (food, clothing 

money, etc.) 
Telephone contacts-client (22) 
Telephone contacts-family (23) 
Other (24) ______________ _ 

TOTAL SERVICE 
HOURS 

days 

TOTAL NUMBER RATING OF 
CONTACTS SERVICES 

N/A 

---

~o,;:. 
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25. Was there a referral to any other agency for services? (1) No (2) Yes ----- -----
26. Is there any indication that the referral resulted in any services? ____ (I) No ___ (Z) Yes 

27. If yes to #26, were services recorded in the chart above? ____ (1) No __ (2) Yes 

1 
~. " 
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SERVICE DA~ COLLECTION FORMAT - SHORT ! 
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1. Birthdate 

------------------2. Sex (1) Male (2) Female 
~--

3. Ethnicity: 
(1) White 

--(2) Black ----
(3) Hispanic 
(4) American Indian 

BRI ID 11 
PROJECT ID 11-------

DATE OF ARREST, _______ _ 
OFFENSE 

-----------------------
(5) Asian ---(6) Puerto Rican ---- (7) Other ----

4. Date agency received referral _________________________ (mo/yr) 

5. Referral Source: 
(1) Police ----(2) Court Intake 
(3) Prosecutor ----(4) Supervising Probe 

-- Officer 

(5) Judge or Referee ----(6) Schools --
(7) Other service agency or provider ---__ (8) Self or family 

6. Was client enrolled? (1) no --- (2) yes ---7. Did client receive services beyond intake? __ (1) no . __ (2) yes 

8. Date terminated _________________ (mo/yr) 

9. Reason terminated: 
(1) Service completed --
(2) Declined to participate (includes never contacted) ---
(3) Failure to cooperate (includes unable to locate) ----

10. Date off first services, ________ (mo/yr) 

11. Date of last services _________ (mo/yr) 

(4) Moved or died 
(5) Rearrest 
(6) Inappropriate 

Referral 

\, 

\ 
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Appendix E 

EVALUATION OF THE DERIVED TYPOLOGY 

The importance of evaluating a numerically cClnstr'ucted typol,ogy has often 

been noted (Huizinga, 1978a; Everitt, 1974; Ling, 1971; and Hartigan, 1975). 

In this appendix, a brief evalu:;'tiou of the distinctness and homogeneity of 

the clusters described in the main body of this report and the identifiability 

of the cluster solution is offered. 

In Table E-1, the cluster centroids, intercentroid distances, and the 

cosine of the angle between cluster centroids are given. A central density 

parameter measuring the proportion of points in each cluster that are gathered 

near its centroid and the deviation scores are provided in Table E-2. Table 

E-3 lists the variable, cluster, ~~d variable by cluster homogeneities as 

defined, by Tryon and Bailey (1970). 

As Tables E-1 and E-2 indicate, the clusters are not well separated and do 

not meet the criteria for a ideal clustering; i.e., objects in anyone cluster 

are more similar than objects in different clusters. (Of course, such a 

clustering is almost never found in practice.) The central density parameter~ 

indicate that the points are not tightly grouped around the cluster centroids. 

The homogeneity values contained in Table E-3 also indicate that none of the 

clusters ar.e homogeneous and that no one variable is particularly good in 

segregating or defining the clusters. l. 

Thus, the clusters do not represent clearly isolated types. Rather, they 

represent a partition of ~he multivariate data set into regions that are not 

) 



T.able E-1 
Centroids, Distances, Cosines of the Original 

CLUSTER CENTROIDS 
Clusters Variables 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 -1.413 .989 . 1.523 1.167 1.169 .915 
2 -.509 .544 .348 .352 .813 .359 
3 -.465 .129 .269 .385 -.551 -.979 
4 .237 .081 -.350 -.3.;8 -.236 -.115 
5 .743 -.204 -.051 .115 -.065 .722 
6 .807 -1.241 -1.100 -.983 -.792 -.503 

INTER-CLUSTER CENTROID DISTANCES 

1 0.000 2.572 3.813 4.825 4.296 6.236 
2 2.572 0.000 1.994 2.430 2.129 3.853 
3 3.813 1.994 0.000 2u006 2.460 3.083 
4 4.825 2.430 2.006 0.000 2.050 2.053 
5 4.296 2.129 2.460 2.050 0.000 2.674 
6 6.236 3.853 3.083 2.053 2.674 0.000 

COSINE OF THE ANGLE BETWEEN CLUSTER CENTROIDS 

1 1.000 .910 .146 -.760 -.213 -.941 
2 .910 1.000 -.067 -.643 -.161 -.897 
3 .146 -.067 1.000 -.162 -.605 -.171 
4 -.760 -.643 -.162 1.000 -.154 .604 
5 -.213 -.161 -.605 -.154 1.000 .190 
6 -.941 -.897 -.171 .604 .190 1.000 

Clustering 

7 8 

1.103 1.493 
.252 .248 
.094 .241 

-.775 -.080 
.552 -.732 

-.720 -.799 

9 

-1.381 
-.464 
-.121 

.823 

.025 

.36'4 

! i 
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! 
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Table E-2 
Central Density Measures and Deviation Scores of Original Clustering 

MAXIMUM RADIUS AND CENTRAL DENSITY PROPORTION FOR ONE-HALF THE M...uIMUM RADIUS 
1 2 345 6 

Maximum Rad ius 2.9209 2.9963 2.9560 2.9821 2.9304 2.9754 
Central Density .0465 .2316 .1622 .1236 .1148 .0769 

CLUSTER SQUARED DEVIATION SCORE AND NUMBER OF ELEMENTS 

1 198.918 43 

2 369.247 95 

3 279.598 74 

4 380.185 89 

5 279.158 61 

6 321.395 65 

Average Squared Deviation • 4.28 
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Cluster and Variable 

VARIABLE X CLUSTER HOMOGENEITIES 
Variable 

1 2 3 

1 .270 .687 .628 

2 .671 .565 .358 

3 .250 .123 .661 

4 .790 .607 .625 

5 .584 .400 .548 

6 .373 .510 .622 

7 .530 .464 .581 

8 .504 .403 .535 

9 .290 .714 .613 

VARIABLE HOMOGENEITIES 

1 2 3 

.552 .482 • 571 

CLUSTER HOMOGENEITIES 

1 2 3 

.474 .564 .574 

Table E-3 
Homogeneities of Original Clustering 

Cluster 
4 5 6 

.548 .438 .561 

.604 .357 .329 

.658 .521 .384 

.538 .366 .380 

.397 .479 .513 

.456 .680 .360 

.475 .533 • 477 

.558 .494 .567 

.445 .480 .401 

4 5 6 7 8 

.545 . .412 .506 • 505 .506 

4 5 6 

.520 .483 .442 
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particularly separated. A plot of the six clusters in the space spanned by 

the first two discrimir~nt functions (not shown) shows the lack of cluster 

separation. 

In evaluating a clustering produced by the K-means algorithm, it is 

particularly important to examine the identifiability or uniqueness of the 

clustering. Conceivably, there may be many solutions or different clusterings 

all attaining essentially the same minimum sum of squares. For this purpose, 

a different initial starting partition was employed to see if the same cluster 

solution would be obtained. While this does not "prove" the uniqueness of the 

solution, it often provides a good check on its identifiability • 

Table E-4 contains the centroids, inter-centroid distances, inter-centroid 

cosines, and deviation scores of the second or new clustering. Table E-5 

provides a crosstabulation of the two clusterings. Examination of these 

tables indicates that although the two clusterings group cases quite 

differently, they attain similar average squared deviations. Thus, it·must be 

concluded that the clustering solution is not identifiable • 

The relationship of the reported (original) clustering and the dense 

points of the density seeking method used to initiate the original K-means 

algorithm is presented in Table E-6. Only the dense points, located by the 

density algorithm, are used so that the cluster sizes are smaller than in ~he 

original clustering. Although not perfect, there is a reasonable degree of 

correspondence between the two clusterings. That the initial K-means and tbt! 

mode algorithm produced similar clusterings provides the justification for our 

selection of the origj,nal clustering in the analysis. Although the se1ection 

was somewhat arbitrary, given the lack of identifiability for the original 
"'1 

solution, the similarity of the two solutions provides some cross-

validation of methods. 
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Table E-5 
if 

Crosstabulation of Original and Second Clusterings 
~ 

Table E-4 
\,.\ 

N 
M 

Centroids, Distances, and Cosines of Second Clustering 
i Second Clustering 

CLUSTER CENTROIDS 
Variables 

Clusters 1 2 :3 4 5 6 

1 .049 -.849 -.167 -.891 -.524 -.453 
2 .604 -.129 .040 .088 .584 .702 
3 -.906 .725 1.078 .982 -1.111 .747 
4 -.631 .617 .262 .400 .044 -.188 
5 .171 .259 -.272 .021 -.615 -.529 
6 1.056 -1.056 -1.339 -.845 -.754 -.444 

INTER-CLUSTER CENTROID DISTANCES 
1 2 :3 4 5 6 

1 0.000 2.206 3.932 2.291 1.905 2.237 
2 2.206 0.000 3.230 2.196 2.133 2.861 
3 3.932 3.230 0.000 2.101 3.925 5.619 
4 2.291 2.196 2.101 0.000 1.990 3.853 
5 1.905 2.133 3."25 1.990 0.000 2.312 
6 2.237 2.861 5.619 3.853 2.312 0.000 

COSINE OF THE ANGLE BETWEEN CLUSTER CENTROIDS 
1 234 5 6 

1 1.000 -.255 -.620 
2 -.255 1.000 -.072 
3 -.620 -.072 1.000 
4 -.511 -.558 .764 
5 .091 -.265 -.696 
6 .611 .194 -.970 

CLUSTER SQUARED DEVIATION SCORE 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

225.518 
334.849 
305.301 
383.834 
283.466 
269.748 

Average Squared Deviation • 4.26 

-.511 
-.558 

.764 
1.000 
-.233 
-.854 

.091 
-.265 

. -.696 
-.233 
1.000 

.574 

.611 

.194 
-.970 
-.854 

.514 
1.000 

1&1 :L ~. 

Original 1 2 3 4 5 
Clustering 

7 8 9 

-.094 -.154 -.235 1 0 0 37 0 0 

-.113 -.696 .144 2 .957 .977 -1.005 1 16 24 53 0 

.239 .375 -.349 3 -.552 -.014 .867 18 0 0 39 16 

-.976 -.858 .832 ti 4 11 14 0 5 50 
C . i 5 9 41 1 3 4 

6 18 1 0 0 0 
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~ ~lt Table E-6 

--1 Crosstabulation of K means and Mode Clusters 

~i - f K means Clusters f 

R 
Mode 1 2 3 4 5 6 It Clusters 

(\ f 
1 33 9 0 1 0 0 . -
2 0 12 0 0 0 0 

3 0 3 1 4 0 0 (\; 

4 0 2 3 24 4 0 

5 0 0 0 0 4 0 
Ii 

6 0 0 0 0 0 9 e,:l ;1 
l 

\ 

./ 

• 




