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FOREWORD

The Sacramento Diversion Project presents an important new approach to a continuing
problem: how to deal effectively with runaways, youths “beyond control” of their
parents, unmanageable youths and other troubled adolescents.

In Sacramento County, youngsters and their families receive immediate counseling
from specially-trained probation officers. The goal is to improve communication among
family members, to send the youngster home rather than to court or a detention facility,
and to deal with the problem at the time of crisis rather than days, weeks, or even months
later.

During the first year of the project, petitions were filed on only 3.7 percent of the
youths. Overnight detention was reduced by half and recidivism by 14 to 25 percent. The
cost of treatment, detention, and placement was about half that for those cared for under
traditional procedures.

The National Institute believes the Sacramento approach to dealing with juvenile
offenders is one that can successfully be adopted by other communities. Several
jurisdictions, in fact, are already implementing similar efforts.

This handbook has been prepared to assist communities who wish to consider similar
programs. It provides detailed information concerning the design and operation of a
family crisis counseling program.

Gerald M. Caplan, Director

National Institute of Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice

February 1976
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GOT A MOMENT?
We’d like to know what you think of this document.
The last page of this publication is a questionnaire.

Will you take a few moments to complete it?
The postage is prepaid.

Your answers will help us provide you with more use-
ful Exemplary Project Documentation Materials.




For further information concerning the Sacramento Diversion Project, contact:

Center on Administration of Criminal Justice
University of California

Davis, California 95616

(916) 752-2893

or:
Sacramento County Probation Department

Sacramento, California 95827
(916) 363-3161




THE SACRAMENTO COUNTY DIVERSION PROGRAM:
A SUMMARY

Virtually every siaic has a statute defining some
non-criminal behavior as delinguent. In California
youths beyond the control of their parents, runaways,
truants and others fall within Section 601 of the Welfare
and Institutions Code and are known as “601’s”. In
other states this kind of case is known as Persons in
Need of Supervision (PINS), Children in Need of
Supervision (CHINS), Minors in Need of Supervision
(MINS), stubborn child or some other equally revealing
fiame,

In most jurisdictions the 601-type case is a substantial
problem. These cases constitute over one-third of all
juvenile court cases in Sacramento County and high
percentages eisewhere in California and the nation. Many
judges and probation officers have long felt them to be
among their toughest cases and least appropriate for
handling through the juvenile court.

The Sacramento 601 Diversion Project began as an
experiment designed to test whether juveniles charged
with this kind of offense~the 60! or “pre-delinquent”
offense—could be handled better through short term
family crisis therapy at the time of referral than through
the traditional procedures of the juvenile court. The
project’s objective was to demonstrate the validity of the
diversion concept of delinquency prevention by showing
that:

;. ® Runaway, beyond controf and other types of 601
cases can be diverted from the present system of
juvenile justice and court adjudication.

“ e Detention can be avoided in most 601 type
situations through counseling and alternative
placements that are both temporary and volun-
tary.

@ Those diverted have fewer subsequent brushes

with the law and a better general adjustment to
~ life than those not diverted.

<~® This diversion can be accomplished within existing

~ resources available for handling this kind of case.

" The intent of the project was to keep the child out of

the juvenile hall, keep the family problem out of the

¢ court and still offer cotnseling and help to the family,

The approach developed relied on the following
features;

‘e Imamediate, intensive handling of cases rather than
piecemeal adjudication.

e Avoidance of compartmentalized service by the
creation of a prevention and diversion unit han-
dling cases from begianing to end.

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

e ‘The provision of special training to probation staff
involved.

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

® Avoidance entirely of formal court proceedings.

® Avoidance of juvenile hall through counseling and
the use of alternate placements that are both
temporary and voluntary.

© Maintenanice of a 24-hour, seven day-a-week tele-
phone crisis service.

;& Closer ties with outside referral services.

The project was funded through a grant from the
California Council on Criminal Justice and the Ford
Foundation and began handling cases on October 26,
1970. For purposes of the experiment the project
handled cases on four days of the week with the regular
intake unit handling the other three days as a control
group. Days were rotated monthly, so that each day of
the week would be included approximately the same
number of times for both the project group and the
control group,

A. Besults

After two years of the experiment the data indicated
that 601 cases could be diverted from court using
project techniques. The number of court pelitions, the
number of informal probations, the number of days
spent in detention, and the cost of handling were all less
for project than lor control cases. Recidivism was also
less.

Based on these findings Sacramento County adopted
the program as its basic method for dealing with 601
cases in Noverniber 1972,




In March 1974 the project was selected as an
Exemplary Project by the National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice—one of the first five
programs to be so chosen.

B. The Project

On project days when a referral on a 601 matter is
received—whether from the police, the schools, the
parents or whatever~the project arranged a family
session 1o discuss the problem. Every effort was made to
insur¢ fhat this session was held as soon as possible and

~most were held within the first hour or two after

referral. Through the use of family counseling tech-
niques a specially trained probation officer seeks to
develop the idea that the problem is one that should be
addressed by the family as a whole.' Locking up the
youth as a method of solving problems is discouraged
and a return home with a commitment by all to try to
work through the problem is encouragedIf the under
lying emotions are too strong to permit the youth’s
return home immediately, an attempt is made to locate
an alternative place for the youth to stay temporarily,
This is a voluntary procedure which required the consent
of both the parents and the youth,

Families were encouraged to return for a second
discussion with the counselor and depending upon the
nature of the problem for a third, fourth or fifth session.
Normally, the maximum number of sessions was five.
Sessions rarely lasted less than one hour and often went
as long as two or two-and-a-half hours. First sessions
took place when the problem arose.

All sessions after the first session were voluntary, and
whether the family returned was up to the family itself,
In many cases counselors were in contact with the
family by phone whether there was a followup visit or
not. All members of the family were encouraged to
contact the counselor in the event of a continuing
problem or some new additional problem,

C. The 602 Project

In April 1972 Sacramento County initiated a new
experiment designed to determine the extent io which
the 601 Diversion approach would work with some
kinds of criminal cases (which in California come under
Section 602 of the Welfare and Institutions Code). This
new project operated in the same experimental way
using family crisis counseling at intake as an alternative
to referral to juvenile court. The offenses handled
included minor offenses such as petty theft and drunk
and disorderly conduct as well as some medium level
offenses such as possession of drugs, receiving stolen
property and auto theft cases not involving damage 1o
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the car taken. Serious assaultive or sexual offenses, drug
selling and similar offenses were excluded as being too
serious for a technique that had not been tried with
criminal offenses,

The rtesults of this experiment were even more
encouraging than those for the 601 project. As with the
original project the number of court petitions, the
number of informal probations and recidivism were afl
less than for control cases. In addition for nearly every
indicator the rate of improvement was greater than that
in the original project.

D. Other Jurisdictions

Because of the widespread feeling that new methods
were needed for dealing with the 601 kind of case, other
jurisdictions from the beginning expressed great interest
in the project. Within a short period of time some began
to institute their own programs. Among the ealiest to do
so were Alameda and Contra Costa Counties in Cali-
fornia and Virginia Beach, Virginia,

E. Significance of the Project

The Sacramento approach is not a cure-all for the ills
of the juvenile justice system. Nor is it an approach that
will necessarily fit the needs of every community.
Rather it is a promising method that a growing number
of communities are considering as a way to help in
dealing with their problems,

The essential ingredients of the approach are two:
(1) the use of a powerful and relatively new therapeutic
technique, family crisis counseling, and (2) the organiza-
tion of court and intake services in a way that permits
the use of this technique at the eariiest possible time in
the crisis involved, Other departments and jurisdictions
have tried one or the other of these elements at various
times, Few, however, have brought them together into
precisely this combination—and it is the combination
which ultimately is the strength of thie approach,

In the pages that follow the components of this
approach will be spelled out in greater detail—along with
the evidence of its potency and some of the problems
that can arise in its use and implementation. Because
juvenile justice systems around the country differ
widely~not only in their terminology but also in their
structure—~some of the discussion may sound strange and
may fif inexactly into the way some systems operate, 1t
is the principles involved, however, which are important,
and these it is believed are generally applicable in most
systems,

The purpose of the discussion which follows is to
invite consideration of ihe approach, Such consideration




can be addressed solely to the 601-PINS type offense or
it can be addressed more broadly to include some
criminal offenses as well, The conclusions to be drawn
from such considerations must necessarily be biased on
the realities and the problems of the communities
involved.

It is not expected that the sclutions offered can be
adopted exactly or even that every community will want
to adopt such a program at all. It is hoped, however, that
the information offered will be of some assistance in
thinking and planning for the handling of an old and
persistent problem. :
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CHAPTER I. CONCEPTS AND ORGANIZATION

Almost from the beginning, the jurisdiction of the
juvenile courts has gone beyond youths violating the
criminal law. Thus, in Illinois where the first juvenile
court law was adopted in 1899, jurisdiction over
children in danger of becoming involved in delinquent
activities was added to that previously granted to the
court at the very next legislative session.! This pattern
was adopted in other jurisdictions and is the general
pattern for the country as a whole,

Section 601 of the Welfare and Institutions Code is
the California version of this law. 1t reads as follows:

Any person under the age of 18 years who persist-
ently or habitually refuses to obey the reasonable and
proper orders or directions of his parents, guardian,
custodian or school authorities, or who is beyond the
control of such person, or any person who is a
habitual (ruoant from school within the measing of
any law of this State, or who from any cause is in
danger of leading an idle, dissolute, lewd, or immoral
life, is within the jurisdiction of the juvenile court,
which may adjudge such person to be a ward of the
court, :

A. Project Background and History

Both teday and in the period prior to the beginning
of the Sacramento 601 Diversion Project, cases falling
within section 601 are among the most frequent in the
jurisdiction of the juvenile court. In California, for
example, in 1969, 601 cases consiituted about 30
percent of all cases reaching intake and over 40 percent
of all juvenile hall admissions.> More detailed data for
Sacramento County indicated that 601 cases comprised
over 32 percent of the cases handled at intske, over 40
percent of the detention petitions filed in juvenile court,
over 30 percent of the total petitions filed in juvenile
court, uver 35 percent of the cases handied by probation
supetvision and over 72 percent of all placements
involving delinquents.

Even inore important, however, than the workload
involved in handiing these youths were the dismal resulis
of this attempt to deal with delinquency through the use
of the juvenile court, Recidivism figures indicated that a
high percentage of all 601 cases came back into the
system in a very short time--many as a result of having

committed acts that are violations of the penal code.
(These are brought within the jurisdiction of the juvenile
court in California by section 602 of the Welfare and
Institutions Code.) In Sacramento County nearly 48
percent of all 601 juveniles were charged with a
subsequent offense—either 601 or 602—within seven
months.

In 1969 the Sacramento County Probation Depart-
ment and the Center on Administration of Criminal
Justice, University of California, Davis, conducted a
demonstration project to examine detention decision
making at both the intake and court levels. Part of the
project entailed. exiensive interviewing of juveniles
detained on 601 offenses and their parents. Interviews
were conducted after intake proceedings, but prior to
the court detention hearing. Reasons for detention were
examined along with the extent and nature of under-
lying problems.

In situadons in which parents ¢d not want their child
released to their custody or in which the juvenile did not
want to return home, alternative possibilities of places
for the juvenile to stay were examined with the juvenile
and his parents prior to the detention hearing. In many
of these situations, alterpatives were discovered that
were salisfactory to both the minor and his parents,
Bused on information to this effect presented by the
project personnel to the court at the detention hear'ng,
minors were released to these alternative placements
pending their jurisdivtional and dispositional hearings. A
follow-up study indicated that these placements proved
reasonably successful, and several resulted in permanent
placements,

In analyzing the problem of how to prevent the
recurrence of GO1 cases, the study suggested two major
factors:

® The traditional structure of the probation depart-

ment allows too litlle time for effective handling
of 601 cases.

® Legal handling is often an inappropriate method of

dealing with the problenss involved,

1. Too little time for handling. In Sacramento Coun-
ty in 1989 upon referral to the probation department all
cases other than project cases were handled by an intake
unit. This unit made the decision whether to file a
petition and whether {o detuin. During a sample pre-

1




project month eight intake officers handled approxi-
mately 650 cases. This rate of intake allowed the officer
very little time to resolve the underlying problems
involved in 601 cases, as well as affording little oppbr-
tunity to seek alternative placement with relatives or
friends where the parents did not want the minor
returned home or the minor refused to go home. The
tendency necessarily was to detain these juveniles, file
petitions on them, and let the court resolve the
problems.

Little more information and time was availble to the
juvenile court at the detention hearing, however. This
hearing must be held within 48 hours of the fime the
juvenile is taken into custody,? and normally lasts about
15 minutes. As a result many juveniles are detained for a
jurisdictional hearing, which ‘takes place within 15
judicial days from the date of the court detention
order.* A court officer is assigned to the case and spends
about two hours investigating it for the jurisdictional
and dispositional hearings. Typically, the outcome of
these 601 cases is that the juvenile is made a ward of the
court and returned home or placed. A supervision officer
is then assigned to the case and spends one-half to one
hour per month visiting with the juvenile and his family
to see what progress is being made. If indications are
that the situation is not improved, additional petitions
are filed and additional detention ordered in the
expectation that detention and court action will have a
deterring effect. The fact that over 65 percent of the
cases in one sample period had a prior or subsequent
record for 601 offenses, that 59 percent had a record of
two-or more other such offenses, that 32 percent had a
record of three or more other such offenses indicates the
general lack of success of this approach.

2. Inappropriateness of legal handling. The second
factor that stands out is the inappropriateness of
handling these cases through the legal system. These
cases usually involve family crisis situations and a long
history of lack of communication and understanding
between family members. Many probation officers feel
uncomfortable with the problems posed by 601 cases,
and rightly feel that this calls for family counseling or
family crisis intervention rather than legal treatment.

B. The Project

The Sacramento 601 Diversion Project was designed
as an experiment in order to test an alternative method
of handling juveniles charged with 601-type offenses.
The objective of this project was to demonstrate the
validity of the diversion concept of delinquency preven-
tion by showing that:

e Runaway, beyond control and other types of 601

cases can be diverted from the present system of
juvenile justice and court adjudication.

® Detention can be avoided in most 601-type situa-
tions through counseling and alternative place-
ments that are both temporary and voluntary.

o Those diverted have fewer subsequent brushes
with the law and a better general adjustment to
life than those not diverted,

e This diversion can be accomplished within existing
resources available for handling this kind of case.

The intent of the project was to keep the child out of
the juvenile hall, keep the family problem out of the
court and still offer counseling and help to the family,

This approach relies on the following features:

® [mmediate, intensive handling of cases rather than
piecemeal adjudication. .

® Avoidance of compartmentalized service by the
creation of a prevention and diversion unit han-
dling cases from beginning to end.

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

e The provision of special training to probation staff
involved.

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

e Avoidance entirely of formal court proceedings.

e Avoidance of juvenile hall through counseling and
the use of alternate placements that are both
temporary and voluntary.

® Maintenance of a 24-hour, seven-days-a-week tele-
phone crisis service.

& Closer ties with outside referral services.

In. addition to the extensive workload involved in
handling 601 cases, and the possibilities of delinquency
prevention through diversion indicated by the pre-
project study, the plan also sought to take into account
the growing body of evidence that crisis counseling and
short-term case work is one of the most effective ways
of dealing with problems arising out of family situations.

One recent study, for example, concluded that:

® Planned, short-term treatment yields results at
least as good as, and possibly better than, open-
ended treatment of longer duration.

@ Improvement associated with short-term treatment
lasts just as long as that produced by long-term
services.

® Short-term treatment can be used successfully
under most conditions if its objectives are appro-
priately limited.®

The report indicated that “extended casework was
three times as costly as short-term, with no better results
to show for it.” In explaining these results the report
stated that the brevity of the service period may have
“mobilized the caseworker’s energies and caused a more




active, efficient and focused approach” while at the
same time calling forth “an extra effort from the client
producing a better outcome.”

A highly successful program in Denver, Colorado,
developed by Donald Langsley and David Kaplan
demonstrated the potential of family crisis therapy as an
effective alternative to psychiates hospitalization. In
light of their experience they cuncluded that it was
“reasonable to assume that the principles of treating
families at times of crisis would be equatly applicable to
less serious crises among more healthy populations.”®

Projects such as the highly successful family crisis
counseling program developed for police officers by
Morton Bard and Bemard Berkowitz of the Psychology
Department of the City College of ‘New York have
demonstrated the utility of using these techniques at the
first tevel of contact in the criminal justice system.”

In 1967 the President’s Commission on Law Enforce-
ment and Administration of Justice argued that:

The formal sanctioning system and pronouncement

of delinquency should be used only as a last resort. In

place of the formal system, dispositional alternatives
to adjudication must be developed for dealing with
juveniles , . . Alternatives already available, such as
those related to court intake, should be more fully

exploited B

The Sacramento County 601 Diversion Project sought
to develop a practical method for implementing this
concept and was modeled in part on a paper by Ted
Rubin entitled “Law as an- Agent of Delinquency
Prevention,” which was presented to the California
Delinquency Prevention Strategy Conference in Febru-
ary 1970.

C. Project Operation

The project began handling cases on October 26,
1970. During the experimental pericd, the project
handled cases on four days of the week with the regular
intake unit handling the other three days as a control
group. Days were rotated monthly, so that each day of
the week would be included approximately the same
number of times for both the project group and the
control group.

On project days when a referral on a 601 matter was
received—-whether from the police, the schools, the
parenis or whatever—the project arranged a family
session to discuss the problern. Every effort was made to
insure that this session was held as soon as possible and
most were held within the first hour or two after
referral. Through the use of family counseling tech-
niques the project counselor sought to develop the idea
that the problem was one that should be addressed
by the family as a whole. Locking up the youth as a

method of solving problems was discouraged and a
return home with a commitment by all to try to work
through the problem was encouraged. If the underlying
emotions were too strong to permit the youth’s return
home immediately, an attempt was matde to locate an
alternative place for the youth to stay temporarily. This
was a voluntary procedure which required the consent of
both the parents and the youth.

Families were encouraged to return for a second
discussion with the counselor and depending upon the
nature of the problem for a third, fourth or fifth session.
Normally, the maximum number of sessions was five,
Sessions rarely lasted less than one hour and often went
as long as two or two-and-a-half hours. First sessions
1ook place when the problem arose,

All sessions after the first session were essentially
voluntary, and whether the family returned was up to
the family itself. In many cases counselors were in
contact with the family by phone whether there was a
follow-up visit or not. All members of the family were
encouraged to contact the counselor in the event of a
continuing problem or some new additional problem.

In November 1973 the experimental phase ended and
the project techniques became the standard approach for
all ranaway, beyond control, incorrigible type cases in
the county.

D. Staff

The Sacramento County Probation Department is
generally known as a progressive, well-run department.
The minimum requirement for a deputy probation
officer is a college degree and increasingly, staff is
encouraged to take advanced training. All deputy posi-
tions are civil service. The overall organization of the
department is shown in Chart 1-A.

The diversion unijt staff initially consisted of a
supervisor and six counselors. The unit supervisor had
approximately ten years experience and his assistant
seven years experience. The deputies ranged from no
experience in a probation setting to approximately four
years of experience. There were three male and three
female deputies, The three deputies without probation
experience all had some previous experience in a socjal
service agency, All staff members were volunteers for the
project and were chosen on the basis of interest and
aptitude.

The intake staff which handled both the control
group and the exclusions consisted of eight senior
deputy probation officers and a supervisor, This unit had
two supervisors duting the year, each with more than ten
years probation experience. Other members of the unit
ranged in experience from two to seven years.




CHART 1-A
ORGANIZATION OF

SACRAMENTO COUNTY
PROBATION DEPARTMENT

656,000 Population ~ 883 Square Miles

1 Chief Probation Ofticer

1 Assistant Probation Officer

1 Administrative Assistant Il

1 Administrative Assistant |

3 Supervising Probation Officers i1

2 Psychologists
23 Supervising Probation Gtfficers |
57 Senior Deputy Probation Officers
97 Deputy Probation Officers

58 Clerical
1 Parole Commissioner
245
[ CHIEF PROBATION OFFICER 1
DIRECTOR DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES SUPERVISOR

' ASSISTANT

PROBATION OFFICER

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT ! TRAINING SUPERVISOR

0T-T

| Business and Clerical Services |

Superintendent

Superintendent

Superintendent

58 Clarical JUVENILE HALL BOYS RANCH GIRLS SCHOOL
| A R |
| JUVENILE DIvision | | ApuLT DIVISION |
[ , L
Juvenile Col[urt Services Juvenile Fleld Services ]
DIRECTOR DIRECTOR DIRECTOR

! 1

Divers

1 1 - .
I —
| Psycho- Specia)
Unit !lntake ” Court”Court ”Court ][Courtl' logists Supv §1Supy }| Supv ]| Supv || Supv]{supv]] Supv] | Court | | Court ICou:!-l Services | Isupv| lSupv Supv §} Supv

sion
37 Probation Officers 48 Probation Officers 69 Probation Ofticers
6 Supervising Probation Officers 7 Superviging Probation Qtficers 8 Supervising Probation Officers

2 Psychologiste Each unit consists of one supervisor

and six to eight deputies,



E. Family Crisis Counseling

The techniques of crisis intervention and family crisis
counseling are crucial to the concept of the project. The

central ideas of family crisis counseling are two: (1) that -

problems should be dealt with immediately as they
occur, and (2) that problems are best dealt with in the
context of the whole family rather than in the context
of the individual person whose conduct is the immediate
cause of the problem. The reasons for dealing with the
problem in the context of the whole family are well set
forth by Langsley and Kaplan:

® The family is not only the source of stress in many
cases, but has been a major resource in the
resolution of stress. The family is the one social
unit through which the troubles of all members
usually filter. Each person brings home his prob-
lems, and hehopes for the understanding and
support which will help him master life’s struggles.
The family is a potential source of strength for
individuals who are bruised in the course of
everyday living. When the family is functioning
well as a stress mediating system, it is a source of
enormous comfort and strength to its members.
When the family fails in this function, it often
adds to the burdens which individual family
members are already experiencing.?

The principles of intervention are perhaps most

clearly stated by Virginia Satir:

® Those of us who have studied family interaction as
it affects behavior in children cannot help wonder-
ing why therapy professions have so long over
looked the family as the critical intervening
variable between the society and the individual.

® The family system is the main learning context for
individual behavior, thoughts, feelings,

@ How parents teach a child is just as important as
what they teach.

@ Also, since two parents are teaching the child, we
must study family interaction if we are going to
understand what the {amily learning context is
like'®

The attempt of the project is to get the family to

approach the situation not as a question of blame
involving a child to be dealt with by some external
agency, but rather as a situation involving the whole
family and to which the whole family must seek to
respond. The attempt is to loosen the family communi-
cation processes and to help the family achieve both the
desire and the capability of dealing with the problem.

F. Cases Handied

The project does not handle all 601 cases. Out-of-
county and out-of-state cases, cases in which the juvenile

already has a case pending in court or a2 warrant
outstanding, cases involving youths who are in court
placement and cases involving youths who are already on
probation for serious criminal offenses were excluded
from project coverage because of administrative and
other problems involved in their handling. Cases involv-
ing referral by citation or other non-book referrals were
also excluded initially as they are not detained and do
not require handling as intensive as that of the project.
Cases falling in these categories are handled by the
regular intake staff.

Cases which are handled by the project are:

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

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

® All 601 cases in which the minor is on formal
probation for a 601 offense,

@ All 601 cases in which the minor is on formal
probation for a minor 602 offense, Minor offenses
included petty theft, malicious mischief, curfew,
alcohol offenses and other misdemeanors. Offenses
which are not considered minor include drug
offenses, robbery, burglary, grand theft auto and
offenses involving violence or sexual assault,

During the experimental phase, all repeat 601 behav-

jor continued to be handled by the project. The one
exception to this was a case in which the project filed a
601 petition. Any subsequent 601 behavior for this kind
of case was handled by regular intake as diversion was no
longer possible. “Handling,” in the sense used in this
section, refers to unit responsibility for seeing the case
and for dealing with it. For statistical purposes and
evaluation of unit effectiveness, a project case always
remained a project responsibility, irrespective of whetler
it was at some point operationally “handled” by some
other unit or not.

Project cases in which the child subsequently became

involved in 602 behavior were handled as follows:

e Minor 602 behavior—remained in project.

@ Serious 602 behavior—handled by regular intake,

During the first nine months of the project the total

number of project, control and exclusion cases was as
indijcated below.,

Total 601 Intake

(FFirst Nine Project Months)

Project 803
Control 558
Exclusions 1,077

Total intake 2,438

“Control cases” are those 601 cases handled by intake
which met the criteria set out above for project cases.
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“Exclusions’ are all 601 cases which did not meet the
criteria for project and control cases. “Exclusions” thus
includes excluded cases on both project and non-project
days,

A further breakdown of the exclusion cases is given
in the table below:

Delivered to Custody of Probation

Officer at Juvenile Hall
Cases already in placement 260
Qut-ofcounty or out-of-state 279
Ward for felony offense 140
Cases pending court 52
Warrant cases 24
Petition filed after project 17
inception
Other 60
Subtotal 832
Cited or Referred to Probation Officer 245
Without Being Detained
Total 1,077

G. Some Discarded Planning Options

At the outset of the program serious consideration
was given to several options other than the model of
crisis counseling by the probation department staff
members which was finally chosen. The principal atter-
natives considered were: {a) heavier reliance on referrals
to existing community agencies, (b) the creation of a
youth services burean as an independent agency in the
community for carrying out this function, and (c) intro-
duction of MSW's or other new kinds of staff to handle
this function. These alternatives were rejected because
the program adopted was believed to be the most
efficient, effective and economical way to achieve the
desired diversion.

A canvass of existing community agencies—-family
service agency, community mental health services, wel-
fare protective services and others—-indicated that they
were geared to accept some additional referrals and to
deal with parts of the problem. In general, however, they
appeared to lack the around-the<clock and immediate
response capability required to deal fully with the 601
problem. They were felt to be an important part, but
not the complete solution.

The creation of a fully staffed youth services bureau
with an around-the-clock capability was, on the other
hand, seen as an acceptable method of accomplishing the
desired diversion. Establishing such an organization for
this purpose was felt to be significantly more expensive
than the proposal adopted, however, and was in addition
felt to lack the self-sustaining aspects that the approach
adopted would bave after its initial phase.
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The use of existing probation staff rather than new
types of staff was adopted because existing staff with
additional training and professional assistance was felt to
be fully capable of handling the job, and because the
employment of MSW's or other similar types of staff
would be mere costly, harder to accomplish and not
demonstrated to be any more effective,

In the final analysis the approach chosen was felt to
be at least as workable as any of the alternatives and to
have the potential for being continued beyond the life of
the grant funds, The fact that this is what has occurred
does not prove that the judgments made with respect to
this were correct. The problems and the lack of staying
power exhibited by many other programs attempting to
work in this area, however, do indicate the importance
of the considerations involved.

H. Sponsorship

The project was a joint effort involving the Sacra-
mento County Probation Department and the Center on
Administration of Criminal Justice, a University of
California, Davis, research group. The Project Director
was Warren Thomton, then Chief Probation Officer,
Sacramento County. The Project Coordinator was Roger
Baron, Center on Administration of Criminal Justice,
University of California, Davis. The Project Officer for
the Sacramento County Probation Department was Ray
Roskelley, Supervisor of Intake Services. LeRoy Downs
was the Diversion Unit Supervisor,

. Funding

The project was begun with the assistance of grant
funds from the California Council on Criminal Justice.
The first year grant was $92,825; the second, $120,715;
and the third, $17,689 as indicated below. These funds
provided for staff, training and evaluation. Matching
amounis were supplied by the County of Sacramento
and the Center on Administration of Crirainal Justice,
University of California, Davis, through the use of Ford
Foundation funds. A more detailed budget is shown in
appendix B.

Sacramernito 601 Diversion Project

Year Grant Funds
197071 § 92,825
1971-72 $120,715
1972-73 $ 17,689

Since the conclusion of grant funding in November
1973, the project has been continued through the use of




county funds. The diversion unit currently is responsible
for the handling of all runaway, beyond control type
cases within Sacramento County.
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CHAPTER Il. DOES THE PROGRAM WORK?

The Sacramento 601 Diversion Project had four basic
goals. These were to:

® Reduce the number of cases going to court.

@ Decrease overnight detentions.

@ Reduce the number of repeat offenses.

® Accomplish these goals at a cost no greater than

that required for regular processing of cases.

Based on the project’s first year in which over 500
cases each were handled by the project staff and in a
control group of regular intake cases, the evaluation
indicated that:

¢ The number of court petitions was reduced by

over 80 percent.

® Overnight detention was reduced more than 50

percent,
® The number of youths involved in repeat offenses
of any kind was reduced by more than 14 percent.

® The number of youths subsequently becoming
involved in criminal behavior was reduced by 25
percent,

@ The cost of the new techniques was less than half

the cost of the previous procedures.

The results concerning recidivism are particularly
impressive. The whole delinquency literature sliows less
than 20 projects with some proven record of accomplish-
ment in recidivism reduction. Most programs are not
evaluated at all. Of those which have been, by far the
most frequent finding is that of no improvement or
change. The Sacramento approach on the other hand
shows a clear record of improvement for a large number
of cases.

A. Results—Diversion from Court

The first objective of the Sacramento 601 Diversion
Project was to test the idea that 601-PINS type cases can
be diverted from the juvenile court. Data for the first 12
months of the project indicate clearly that this objective
was accomplished. During this period the project
handled 977 referrals to the probation department
involving opportunities for diversion, but filed only 36
petitions. Court processing was consequently necessary
in only 3.7 percent of these referrals as compared with
19.8 percent for those handled in the control group.

Because a youth may be referred to the probation
department two, three or more times before a petition is
filed or without a petition being filed, the number of
referrals exceeds the number of individuals handled.

Referrals and Petitions

Number of Number of

Referrals Petitions Percent
Control 612 121 19.8
Project 977 36 3.7

This table is concemed with petitions filed while
there is an opportunity for diversion from court rather
than petitions filed as a result of recidivism. Conse-
quently, if a petition is filed on a youth handled by
either the project or the control group and that person
subsequently returns on another 601 matter and an
additional petition is filed, the additional petition is not
indluded in these totals. Similarly, if a youth handled on
a 601 matter by either the project or the control group
subsequently returns for some kind of 602 behavior and
a 602 petition is filed, that petition is also not included.

If these petitions were included, as well as those
resulting from referrals involving opportunities for diver-
sion, project data indicate that during a 12-month
follow-up period 41 percent of all control group youths
and 19 percent of all project group youths ultimately
went to court. The total number of petitions filed for
the youths handled in the control group in the first year
was 401, while the total for the project group youths
handled in the first year was 219.

In California a second entry point from intake into
the juvenile justice system is through informal proba-
tion. Informal probation is provided for by Welfare and
Institutions Code section 654 and is a voluntary proce-
dure entered into when the probation intake officer
believes the matter can be handled without going to
court but requires some probation supervision. During
the first 12 months of the project a total of 117 control
cases were placed under infarmal supervision as a result
of initial handling as opposed to 22 project cases.




Informal Probation

Number of Informal

Referrals Probations - Percent
Control 612 117 19.1
Project 977 22 2.3

Taking both petitions and informal supervision to-
gether, the number of cases going forward in the system
from intake were 38.9 percent of the control cases, but
oniy 6.0 percent of the project cases.

Petitions Filed and Informal Probation

Number of Petitions and
Cases Informals Percent
Control 612 238 38.9
Project 977 58 6.0

B. Results—Detention

A second major project concern is that of detention.
A great deal of evidence suggests that detention is itsell a
harmful factor which serves on the one hand as a school
for crime and on the other as an embittering factor
which makes family reconciliations necessary to the
resolution of 601 cases more difficult. The table below
compares the extent of overnignt detention in juvenile
hall as a result of initial arrests.

Under California law all cases involving detention
longer than 48 hours (not including weekends and other
non-judicial days) must be brought before the juvenile
court judge or referee for approval.

Overnight Detention in Juvenile Hall as a
Result of Initial Referral

(Youths Referred in
October 26, 1970—-0October 25, 1971)

Control Project

(Percent) (Percent)
No overnight detention 44.5 86.1
1 night 20.7 9.9
2-4 nights 19.2 3,0
5-39 nights 14.4 0.7
40-100 nights 1.1 0.3
Over 100 nights 0.0 0.0

These figures indicate that more than 55 percent of
all control group youths spent at least one night in
juvenile hall as compared with 14 percent for youths
handled by the project. These initial differences in the
amount of detention are also reflected in the average

number of nights each youth spent in detention. Thus,
while project group youths had an average of 0.5 nights
in detention as a result of initial handling, control group
youths spent an average of 4.6 nights in detention.

In addition to spending more nights in detention as a
result of initial referral, control group youths also spent
more nights in detention over a 12-month follow-up
period.

Overnight Detention in Juvenile Hall
Either as a Result of Initial Arrest or
Subsequent Arrest Within 12 Months

(Youths Referred in
October 26, 1970-October 25, 1971)
Control Project
(Percent) (Percent)

No overnight 30.6 57.7
1 night 14.8 12,9
24 nights 17.1 12,5
5-39 nights 24.5 104
40-100 nights 11.2 6.1
Over 100 nights 1.7 T

These figures indicate that considering both initial
arrest and subsequent case history more than 69 percent
of the youths handled by control spent at least one night
in juvenile hall as compared with 42.3 percent of the
project youths. The average number of nights spent for
project youths was 6.7 per case as compared with 14.5
for control youths.

C. Results— Recidivism

Perhaps the single most important test of project
results is that of recidivism~the number of youths
becoming involved in repeat problems. In order to test
the effect of the project all cases—project and control—
handled during the first year of the project were
followed for a period of 12 months from the date of
initial handling. The rate for both groups of repeat
behavior involving conflict with the law was high.
Project cases, however, did noticeably better than did
control cases.

Thus while at the end of the one-year period 54.2
percent of the control group youths had been rebooked
for either a 601 offense or for a violation of the penal
code (Section 602 of the California Welfare and
Institutions Code) the comparable figure for the project
group was 46.3 percent. Out of any 100 youths handled,
7.9 fewer will repeat urider project handling than will
repeat under control handling. In percentage terms this
represented a decrease in repeat cases of over 14 percent.
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If consideration is limited to felony and 602 drug
cases, generally regarded as the more serious cases, the
improvement is greater still. The percentage of project
youths having rebookings for these offenses was 13.1 as
compared with 22.1 percent for the controls, a decrease
of over 40 percent. )

There are also substantially fewer project youths who
are rebooked twice, 24.6 percent as compared with 31.6
percent for two or more rebookings of any kind; 7.4
percent as compared with 12.2 percent for two or more
602 rebookings and 3.6 percent project versus 5.9
percent controls for two or more rebookings for felony
or drug offenses.

Percent of Juveniles Rebooked Within 12 Months

{ Youths Initially Referred October 26, 1970~ October 25, 1971)

Project Control Net Percentage
(674 Youths) {526 Youths) Reduction® Reduction*
Any recidivism 46.3 542 -1.9 -14.6
602 recidivism; 22.4 29.8 <14 -24.8
Serious 602 (drug 13.1 22.1 -9.0 -40.7
or felony)
Two or more 24,6 31.6 -7.0 222
Two or more 602 7.4 12.2 -4.8 -39.3
Two or more 3.6 5.9 2.3 -39.0

serious 602

*The net reduction is the difference between the percentage of rebookings for project and control
cases (col. 2 - col. 1), The percentage reduction is the net reduction as a percent of the control

rebooking rate (col. 3 as a percent of col, 2),

The figures above reflect the number of youths
rebooked for a new offense within the 12-month period.
Since each youth may be rebooked more than one time,
the figures above do not show differences in the total

number of new offenses. This aspect of the problem was
consequenily examined separately. In the table below,
one repeat offense is counted as one and four repeat
offenses by the same youth as four. In the previous table
each of these two situations counted as one.

Number of Bookings for a New Offense Within 12 Months R
Per 100 Youths Initially Handled |

{Youths Mitially Referred October 26, 1970—Qctober 25, 1971)

601 602 601 or 602
Repeat Bookings Repeat Bookings Repeat Bookings
{per 100 (per 100 (per 100

Youths Handled) Youths Handled) Youths Handled)
Control 71 49 120 i
(526 youths) - ‘“
Project 64 35 99
(674 youths)

What this table shows is that for each 100 youths
initially handled, the control group had 71 subsequent
bookings for 601 offenses, 49 subsequent bookings for
602 offenses, and a total of 120 subsequent bookings.
This compared with totals of 64, 35 and 99 for the
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project. These figures in effect indicate that for each 100
project youths there were 17.5 percent fewer new
bookings than there were for the same number of
control youths, 9.9 percent fewer 601 new bookings and
28.6 percent fewer 602 bookings.




These and other figures suggest that most of the
project impact comes early in the process. Given the
project emphasis on providing immediate help to youth
and families, this is not too surprising. The fact that the
difference in the number of repeat bookings persists over
a period as long as a year suggests in addition that the
improvement is of relatively long duration and not
simply temporary.

In order to provide additional information as to the
important jssue of repeat offenses, all project cases
handled during the second year were followed for 12
months from the date of initial handling. Available funds
did not permit a similar follow-up of control cases but
the second year project follow-ups were compared with
both control and project follow-ups from the first year.

This comparison indicates that the project cases
handled during the second year have had fewer repeat
cases than those handled in the first year. While 46.3
percent of the first year project follow-up had some kind
of repeat cases during the follow-up period, only 41.8
percent of the second year cases had such a repeat case.

Other recidivism indicators, including 602 repeat cases,
showed similar improvement,

Percent of Juveniles Rebooked

Within 12 Months
Project-1st year  Project-2nd year
(674 Youths) (522 Youths)

Any recidivism 46,3 41.8
601 recidivism 22.4 19.5
Serious 602 (druw and

telony 13.1 13.0
Two or more 24.6 21.3
Two oy more 602 7.4 7.1
Two or more serious 602 3.6 34

If the figures for the second year project cases are
compared with first year control cases, project results
appear even more substantial,

Percent of Juveniles Rebooked Within 12 Months

Project Control

2nd Year 1st Year Net Percentage

(522 Youths) (526 Youths) Reduction™ Reduction™
Any recidivism 41.8 54,2 -124 -22.9
602 recidivism 19.5 29.8 -10.3 -34.6
Serious 602 (drug 13.0 221 - 01 41,2

or feloay)

Two o1 more 213 316 -10.3 -32.6
Two or more 602 7.1 12.2 - 5.1 41.8
Two or more 34 5.9 - 2.5 42.4

serious 602

*The net reduction is the difference between the percentage of rebookings for project and control
cases (col. 2 - col. 1), The percentage reduction is the net reduction as o percent of the control
rebooking rate {col, 3 as a percent of col. 2).

While this is not an altogether legitimate way of
measuring results, it is suggestive of the improvement

achieved by the project,

D. Workload and Diversion

. Costs, From the beginning one important
objective of the diversion project has been to demon.
strate not only that the diversion idea was sound from 4
treatment point of view, but also that this kind of

service was no more costly and perhaps less costly than
the kind of service more regularly provided.

Prior to the project a detailed analysis of the time and
workload factors involved in the regular intake and court
processing procedures was made. This analysis was baged
on extensive observation of the procedures involved as
well as discussions with officers engaged in the process.
The figures below were developed as estimates of the
time involved. (See appendix E for more detailed
figures,)
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Process Involved - Time Required

Decision as to filing a petition 2 hours
Total time file and disposed of pztition 9 hours
Probation supervision 2 houts per month
Placement 10 hours

Placement supervision 3 hours per month

In order to determine how these time and workload
factors were employed in regular operations a sample

Handling of 601 Y ouths Referred to Probation-—-
Time Factors Involved in the First Year

(186 Youths Referred in April 1968}

Number of
Disposition Youths

Dismissed at intake 52
Informal probation 39
6 months court probation S
Formal 54
Placement 16
Dismissed in county 3
Commitments (county) 11
Commitments (non-county) 6

Total 186

Based on these figures an average handling time of
21.3 hours was estimated for handling a youth from the
paint of referral to probation through one year.

In order to compare these pre-project figures with
experience from operation of the project, the same time
estimates were applied to youths handled in February
1971 by both the project and the conirol groups.
Because these are based on seven-month follow-up data,

month (April 1968) was chosen and the cases for that
month analyzed to see what processes they actually
went through, Using the time estimates indicated above,
calculations were made based on what happened in the
individual cases. Not counting juvenile hall time these
figures indicated a total time of 3,955 hours for handling
the 186 youths in the sample for a period of one year
beginning with the date of initial handling,

Hours per Total
Cuse Hours
2 104
14 546
23 115
35 1,890
51 816
11 33
35 385
11 66
3,955

these figures are not fully comparable with the earlier
projections. The results for the control group, including
all repeat cases, are indicated in the table below.

Because the table reports actions involved in the
handling of repeat cases as well as initial handling, the
number of occurrences exceeds the number of youths
handled.

Control Group Handling of 601 Referrals~
Time Factors Involved in the First Year

(49 Youths Referred in February 1971)

Numniber of

Disposition Qccurrences
Dismissed at intake 44
Informals 10
Petitions 30
Months of probation 122

supervision

Placements [
Months of placement 30

supervision
Total number of consumed hours

Average time per youth

12

17.0 hours

Houns per Total
Qccurrence Hours

2 88

2 20

11 330

2 244

10 60

3 90

832




In order to compute comparable time estimates for
youths handled by the project, it was necessary to
develop the time factors involved in the diversion
method of handling, This method, as preyiously indi-
cated, involves greater expenditures of time and effort at
the outset of cases and less at later points. Calculations
were consequently made as to the average length of each
crisis counseling session. Based on February 1971 cases,
these calculations indicated an average time for each
session—including dictation and telephone follow-up--of

three hours. Each case not involving a repeat booking
was found to require 1.4 counseling sessions, while
repeat cases invelved approximately the same number of
sessions prior to the repeat booking. Each repeat
situation was also treated as involving one additional
session. Formal court actions were assigned the same
time value as comparable actions involving the control
cases, Since project counselors sometimes meet families
in teams, additional time was added to the project cases
where this occurred,

Project Group Handling of 601 Referrals—
Time Factors Involved in First 7 Months

{67 Youths Referred in February 1971}

Number of
Disposition Qccurrences
Dismissals
No repeats 55
1 repeat 9
2 repeats 3
Other 3
Teaming 11
Informal probation 5
Petitions 13
Months of probation 37
supervision
Placements 3
Months of placement 8
supervision

Total number of consumed hours

Average time per youth 9.9 haurg

Based on this method of calculation, each control
group youth consumed an average of 17 hours in
handling time as compared with 9.9 hours for each
project youth. Recomputation of these figures based on
all cases referred during the first year of the project and
following these for a one-year period shows the average
totat handling time for each of the 674 project youths to
be 14.2 hours, The comparable time for the 526 control
youths was 23.7 hours.

Based on these figures the average cost of handling a
single control group youth at intake, in the court and in
probation supervision is considerably higher than the
average cost of handling a project group youth. (Costs
are figured at $8 per hour, the average figure during the
pre-project cost study.) Costs are indicated both for
handling arising out of the initial offense (“initial
handling”) and for “all handling” which includes han-
dling resulting from repeat offenses.

Hours per Total

Occurrence Hours
4.2 231
7.2 65
10.2 3
2.0 6
4,2-7,2 49
2.0 10
11.0 143
2.0 74
10,0 30
3.0 24
663

Average Handling Cost per Youth

Project Control
Initial handling $ 27.72 § 74.94
All handling (including $113.60 $189.60

repeats)

In addition to these costs for handling there are
substantial - costs involved for juvenile hall. These also
show higher costs for the control group. Using the
detention figures above and an average cost of $14.75
per night, the figures are as follows:

Average Detention Cost per Youth

Project Control
Initial handling $ 1.76 $.77.96
All handling (including $98.98 $214.27

repeats)
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A further important cost is that involved in cases
placed in foster homes, boys ranch or other out-of-home
care. On the average these cases involve both a high
monthly cost and a substantial aumber of months per
case. The figures below are based on average monthly
placement costs during the pre-project period ($180 per
month),

Average Placement Cost per Youth

Project Control
Initial handling None $ 69.00
All handling (including $61.43 $157.76

repeats)

If placement, detention and handling costs are com-
bined, the total cost to the county for the first year of
handling is as follows:

Average Total Cost per Youth

Project Control

Handling $113.60 $189.60
Detention $ 98,98 $214.27
Placement $ 6143 $1572.76
Total $274,01 $561,63

These figures do not include the cost of training the
diversion unit. Part of this cost is a one-time expense.
Part, however, should be regarded as an on-going cost.
Amortizing these expenses over u year's period, a
reasonable estimate is $5 per youth for initial training
and $5 for on-going training and consultation, If these
figures are included, the average cost for complete
handling of each project youth would be $284.01 as
compared with $561.63 for each control youth,

The cost to the probation department of regular
intake care for this type case is thus ncarly twice as
expensive as the cost of diversion.

2. Workload displaced, The cost advantage that
the diversion method of handling 601 cases has over the
normal method should recessarily result in manpower
savings as well. One method of evaluating the extent to
which this occurs is by comparing the manpower
required to handle the diversion caseload with that
which would be required to handle the cases in the
normal way,

In making this comparison it will be helpful to refer
to the established departimental workload measures,
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These are:

Intake Post position. 1 for each 60
cases per month

Court 1 for each 15 cases per month

Supervision 1 for each 70 cases per month

Placement 1 for each 35 cases per month

At first blush the use of these figures is not very
favorable to the diversion concept, since the present unit
has 6 officers handling approximately 90 cases per
month. Under the formula the diversion unit would, as
an intake unit, be entitled to only one and one-half
officers.

The concept of service involved in the diversion unit
is quite different, however, from that generally involved
in probation work, and none of these measures is very
appropriate for use in measuring the diversion workload.
The diversion concept, which emphasizes providing total
one-stop service at the beginning of the client’s problem
rather than dispersing service at various points along the
way, embodies some aspects of each of the other kinds
of service listed above. The diversion unit is a specialized
intake, but performs other functions as well.

Despite the inappropriateness of established measures
for measuring the diversion workload, it is possible to
use the established measures for estimating the impact of
the diversion project on departmental workload, This
involves estimating the extent to which diversion dis-
places work at intake and at each of the stages of regular
service beyond intake.

The table below indicates the average amount of
work required to handle an average youth for the initial
referral and the following seven months.

Average Work Required for Handling in First Year

{Based on First Year Refervals)

Project Control
Average number of 32 .76
petitions per youth
Average months of 1.06 3.67
supervision per youth
Average months of 34 .88

placement supervision per youth

In each category youths handled by the project
required less work. If both the project and control
figures are multiplied by the number of youths that the
diversion unit handled during a month and the results
subtracted, the difference will be the work displaced by
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diversion at points past intake. The table below indicates
the results of this kind of calculation based on the
average number of youths handled in the first year of
the project.

Work Displacement
Number of Work Units Displaced Number of Officers Displaced

235 court cases per month 1.7 court officers

147 supervision hours per month 2.1 supervision officers

30 placement supervision hours .9 placement officers

per month

90 intake cases pir month 1.5 intake officers

Total 6.2 positions

Taking these figures all together the total is 6.2
positions. This is the total workload displacement
resulting from operation of the diversion unit. Given the
fact that the unit itself has only 6 officers, it is easily
seen that the work of the unit is resulting in a net
displacement of two-tenths of a position within the
probation department—not including such other savings
as detention, court or placement cosfs.

3. Observed changes in workload. If the workload
data developed in the two preceding sections is valid,
actual workload figures for the project year should show
a substantial drop over the preceding year in terms of
petitions filed, days of detention and the amount of
supervision and placement.

In order to test the accuracy of these projections, a
comparision of this kind was made. This kind of
comparison assumes, of course, that the intake caseload
initiglty arriving at the probation department was essen-
tially similar for the two years. It also assumes that the
impact of the diversion project is large enough relative to
the total departmental workload to show up in the
general statistics.

The table below indicates the total departmental
intake by project year (November-October) for four
relevant years.

Total Probation Intake

(Project Years)

1968 1969 1970 1971

Boys 7,662 8,257 8,111 8,171
Girls 2,315 3,012 3,497 3,360
Total 9,977 11,269 11,608 11,531

As this table'indicates, the total intake for the project
year differs by less than 1 percent from that of the

preceding year. Girls’ intake is down about 3.6 percent
and boys’ intake is up about 0.7 percent.

Intake for the two years is thus reasonably similar,
The number of petitions, detention days, supervision
cases and placement cases, however, is down.

Net Change in Workload—
1970 Versus 1971 Project Years

Pre-Project  Project  Net Change
(1970) (1971)
Petitions 4,057 3,703 - 354
Detention days 54,623 53,361 -1,262
Supervision cases 1,665 1,558 - 107

(at the end of October)

Placement supervision 283 234 - 49
cases (at end of Qctober)

Although these figures indicate a substantial down-
turn in petitions, detention, supervision and placement,
they do not fully show changes due to the project
because project cases make up a limited portion of the
departmental workload, As indicated by the table below,
boys’ cases handled by the project in particular make up
a relatively small percentage of the department’s total
work load for boys.

Departmental Workload

(Project Year)

Boys Girls
All cases 8,171 3,360
All 601 cases (estimated) 1,730 1,730
601 cases handled (estimated) 400 600

Cases handled as percent of 5% 18%
department cases

Because the proportion of boys® cases handled by the
project make up only about 5 percent of the department
total, changes in the number of petitions, or the amount
of supervision or placement would be hard to distinguish
from normal yearly variations. Even a drop of 50
percent in project boys’ petitions, for example, would
mean 4 change of less than 100 out of a total of more
than 3,000 cases,

The tuble below compares all boys’ cases for the
departmeni for the project year with those for the
pre-project year.
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Net Change in Boys’ Workload—
1970 Versus 1971 Project Years

Pre-Project Projecy Net
Year Year Change
Intake 8,111 8,171 +60
Petitions . 3,104 3,056 -48
Detention days 36,865* 40,458% +3,593
Supervigion cases 1,259 1,235 -24

Placement cases 155 142 -13
"*10 months each year

The percentage of girls’ cases handled, however, is
much higher. The changes are consequently much more
visible.

Net Change in Girls® Workload—
1970 Versus 1971 Project Years

Pre-Project Project Net
Year Year Change
Intake 3,497 3,350 -137
Petitions 953 647 -306
Detention days 17,758* 12,903* 4,855
Supervision cases 406 323 -83
Placement cases 128 92 -36

*10 months each year

What this table shows is a 3.6 percent drop in intake,
but drops of 32,1 percent in petitions, 27.3 percent in
detention days, 20.4 percent in supervision cases and
28.1 percent in placement cases.

While some part of the drop in petitions, detention,
supervision and placement for girls’ cases can be ex-
plained by the 3 percent drop in girls’ intake, it seems
clear that the greater portion is not explainable in this
way. The impact of this project can be even more clearly
seen by comparing these results for girls with those
determined by comparison with the standard workload
measures in the prior section.

Net Change in Girls’ Workload—
Caseload Sample Estimate Compared
With Observed Change

Caseload Sample Observed Drop
Estimate of Work- in Department

oad Displaced* Workload
Petitions (per month) -18.9 -25.6
Detention days -15,040 4,855
Supervision cases (per month) -83.4 -83.0
Placement cases (per month) -22.2 -36.0

*Calculated by taking 60 percent of the totals in chapter 2-D(2).

Since these two sets of figures were developed on
wholly different bases—one from a comparison of
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project and control caseload samples and the other from
a comparison with pre-project departmental workload
figures—the fact that they each reach essentially the
same conclusion tends strongly to confirm the soundness
of the finding that the project has resulted in substantial
¢ost and manpower savings.

E. Characteristics of Cases

The most striking characteristic of the cases handled
is the extent to which at least one natural parent was
absent from the home. Thus, while in the general
Sacramento community over 80 percent of all children
live with two parents,! only 65 percent of those handled
by the project in the first year lived in a home in which
two parents were present and less than 40 percent in a
home in which both natural parents were present.

Minority groups were represented in the cases handled
to about the same extent as in the general population.
Approximately eight percent involved black and six
percent Mexican-American children. This compares with
overall totals of six percent black and nine percent
Mexican-American for Sacramento County.?

Somewhat surprising is the extent to which the cases
handled came from families at higher income and
education levels. Thus, while the largest proportion of
cases came from the lower end of the scale, over 10
percent came f{rom families with an income of over
$15,000 per year, and over 14 percent from families in
which at least one person had some college education.
About 25 percent of all Sacramento families have
incomes above $15,000 and about 30 percent have one
member with some college education.?

Otherwise the characteristics of the group are largely
what might be expected. The peak ages are 14-16; there
are somewhat more females than males; more kids are in
school than not (85 percent to 15 percent); the youths
tend to be average students; more are not suspected of
drug involvement than are (44 percent versus 30
percent); and at least half have run away from home at
least once. Case characteristics are described in greater
detail in appendix D.

NOTES TO CHAPTER {1

1. 1970 U.S. Census of the Population: Characteristics of the
Population, Vol. I, Part 6, Section I, U.S. Department of
Commerce, page 1040, table 120,

2

1970 Facts and Figures for the County of Sacramento,
prepared by Sacramento County Planning Department.

3. 1970 U.S. Census of the Population, supra note 1, pp. 1040,
1060, tables 120, 124, The figures for college education are
based on averaging the levels for men and women.




CHAPTER lll. THE SACRAMENTO 602 DIVERSION PROJECT

The early results of the 601 project were highly
encouraging, and led to a decision to expand the
experiment beyond the runaway-—beyond control cate-
gories originally covered, to include some criminal
categories as well.

This expansion was known as the Sacramento 602
Diversion Project, as section 602 of the California
Welfare and Institutions Code is the section which brings
all behavior which is criminal for adults within the
jurisdiction of the juvenile court.

A. The Project

The expanded project began in April 1972. The
principal cases handled were petty theft, possession of
drugs, auto theft not involving damage to the car taken,
and minor offenses, such as drunk and disorderly
conduct. Serious assaultive or sexual offenses, drug
selling and similar offenses were excluded as being too
serious for a technique that had not been tried with
criminal offenses. Less serious behavior, including cases
referred to the probation department but normally
handled without being booked into juvenile hall were
also not included at the outset because the majority
were felt to be minor matters not necessarily warranting
the time, expense, and intrusion of diversion handling.

Also excluded from the project were cases in which
the juvenile already had a case pending in court or a
warrant outstanding; cases involving juveniles currently
on any form of probation; and cases involving juveniles
with a prior commitment to the California Youth
Authority, the Sacramento County Boys Ranch or Girls
Schoeol. Initial project plans called for the inclusion in
the caseload of minor burglaries. Ultimately, however, it
was decided that this category should not be included
initially but should be considered for later inclusion.

Some indication of the appropriateness of diversion-
type handling for the cases selected was provided by the
high percentage of cases in the 602 categories selected in
which there was a history of prior or subsequent
behavior. During a sample period, for example, there was
a prior 601 record in 26 of 55 grand theft auto offenses,
37 of 78 burglary cases, and in nearly one-half of all
other 602 offenses in which a petition was filed.

The general approach of the 602 diversion project has
been essentially the same as that of the 601 project: the

use of intensive family crisis counseling at the earliest
point of contact by transforming the normal intake
procedure from a time of decision as to whether a
petition will be filed in the case into a time for delving
into the problems faced by the youth and his parents.

As with the 601 project, the week initially was
divided into four project and three non-project days in
order to establish a control group for measuring the
effectiveness of the approach. Project and non-project
days were rotated monthly.

The rules above essentially defined whether a given
case became a part of the experiment when it was
initially handled. If the youth involved subsequently
again became involved in some kind of delinquent
behavior, additional rules were necessary to establish
who had responsibility for handling the case. This was
hecause a project might come back on a non-project day,
or because a project youth might become involved in an
offense too serious to be handled by the project. For
statistical purposes and evaluation of unit effectiveness,
a project case always remained a project responsibility,
irrespective of whether it was operationally “handled”
by some other unit or not. The same was true for
control cases.

Actual handling of repeat behavior was governed by
the rules adopted for the 601 project. Under these rules
once a case was handled by the project, it continued to
be handled by the project insofar as any 601 behavior
was concerned regardless of the day of the week. Repeat
handling brought about by minor 602 behavior also
continued to be handled by the project. Repeat handling
caused by major 602 behavior, however, was handled by
regular intake. Offenses which are not minor include
robbery, burglary, grand theft auto, drug offenses and
offenses involving violence and sexual assault.

B. Organization and Staffing

Initially it was contemplated that the 602 project
would be established as a separate organizational unit,
As the unit was to have only four officers, however,
further planning indicated that the workload could more
easily be handled and that the training process would be
enhanced by combining the 601 and 602 project staffs.
This provided a better pattern ol coverage and made it
possible for new staff to work with more experienced
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staff. The combined staff for the two projects thus
became the six officers from the original 601 project and
four additional officers selected for the 602 project. The
four new staff members for the project were also
volunteers and chosen on the same basis, They included
three males and one female officer. The supervisor of the
original unit, with over ten years of experience at the
outset of the 601 project, became the supervisor of the
combined unit, No distinction was made between the
two staffs and each was expected to handle both 601
and 602 cases.

The control group was handled as with the 601
control  group by the regular intake staff. The staff
included six deputies with two to seven years of
experience and was headed by a supervisor with over ten
years of experience. At the outset of the project the
intake staff was reduced by one from its previous level
because of the cases to be handled by the project,
Because the intake staff must provide coverage for up to
16 hours a day this created some problems for the intake
staff and caused some reshuffling of hours and work-
load. To the great credit of this staff and its supervisor
these changes were accomplished in good grace and the
close working relationship which is required for the
operation of both the diversion and regular intake units
was muaintained, Particular credit is due to the regular
intake staff for their willingness to participate in the
experiment as the control group,

C. Training

The training program for the project was similar to
that at the outset of the 601 project. Both old and new
staff underwent an initial week of training, supple-
mented throughout the year by regular consultation
with the project psychiatrist and the project psycholo-
gist and by special short-term programs,

The initial training was based on the assumption that
the family counseling techniques appropriate to 601
cases were also appropriate to 602 cases. The legal
factors involved in the handling of 602 cases were also
covered in this period.

Project experience during the year indicated that the
problems encounteved in handling 602 cases of the types
covered were for the most part similar to the kinds of
problems encountered in handling 601 cases. There was
one area, however, in which a substantial difference was
noted. In 601 cases conflict between the youth involved
and his parents was often quite high in the initial
gounseling session. In many instances this session of
necessity was focused entirely on reducing this hostility
and establishing conditions under which both the youth
and the family were willing to try to work out their
problems.
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In 602 cases, however, this initial hostility was often
not sc visibly present. This changed the dynamics of the
counseling session and sometimes made the counseling
more difficult, particularly as the staff was not accus-
tomed to the new situaiion, Several training sessions
were subsequently developed to assist in dealing with
this problem.

D. Funding

As with the 601 project, the 602 project also began
with a grant from the California Council on Criminal
Justice. The 602 first year grant was $52,187 and
subsequent years were as indicated below. These funds
provided for staff, training and evaluation. Matching
amounts were supplied by the County of Sacramento
and the Center on Administration of Criminal Justice,
University of California, Davis, through the use of Ford
Foundation funds. A more detailed budget is provided in
appendix F.

Sacramento 602 Diversion Project

Year Grant Funds
1972-73 $52,187
1973-74 $26,094
1974-15 $13,047

Because the 602 project operated as a single unit with
the 601 project, there were some savings in the 602
project over what would have been required for a wholly
independent unit,

E. Results

The objectives of the 602 project are essentially the
same as those of the 601 project. The accomplish-
ments—based on available data—are for the most part
even better:

@ Court petitions were reduced by over 99 percent.

® The number of youths committing new criminal

acts was reduced over 50 percent.

@ The number of youths involved in any type of

repeat behavior was reduced over 40 percent.

® The cost comparisons developed for the 601

project are essentially valid for the 602 concept as

well,

1. Results—~diversion from court. As with the 601
project one important objective of the project is to test
the idea that 602 cases can be diverted from the juvenile
court. Data to date indicate rather clearly that this
objective has been accomplished. During the first two
years 982 youths were received for handling by the
project. Six petitions were filed on these youths as a




result of initial handling. Sixty-two petitions were filed,
however, for the 211 youths handled in the control
group in the first six project months.

Petitions at Initial Handling

Number of  Number of

Cases Petitions Percent
Control (first six months) 211 62 294
Project (first two years) 982 G 0.1

This table is concerned with petitions filed on the
initial referral rather than petitions filed as a result of
the recidivism of project or control cases. Consequently,
if a petition is filed on a youth handled by either the
project or the control group and that person subse-
quently returns and an additional petition is filed, the
additional petition is not included in these totals.

If these kinds of petitions were included as well as
those resulting from the initial referral, project data
indicate that during a seven-month follow-up period
42.2 percent of all control group. youths and 14.7
percent of all project group youths ultimately went to
court. The total number of petitions filed for 211
youths handled in the control group was 89, while the
total for 218 project group youths handled in the same
period was 32.

During the first six months of the project 43 control
cases were placed under informal supervision as a result
of initial handling, This compares with 22 project cases
during the first two years,

Informal Probations at Initial Handling

Number of  Informal

Cases Probations Percent
Control (first six months) 211 43 204
Project (first two years) 982 22 0.2

2. Results—repeat offenses. A second major test
of project results is the extent to which cases become
involved in repeat offenses. Results for cases handied in
the first six months of project operation indicate a
substantial difference in repeat cases between project
and control groups.

Each group of cases—project and control—was fol-
lowed up for a period of seven months. At the end of
this period, 35.1 percent of the control group youths
had been rebooked for either a 601 or a 602 offense.
The comparable figure for the project group was 25.7.

Considering only offenses involving criminal conduct,
the improvement was even greater. For these cases the
repeat rate for control group cases was 33.2 percent and
22.9 percent for the project group. For felony or drug
repeat offenses, project handling results in an even
greater improvement as indicated below.

Recidivism Within Seven Months

(Youths Referred Between April 11, 1972 and October 10, 1973)

“

Project
(111 Youths)

Any recidivism 21.6
602 recidivism 17.2
Serious 602 11.7
recidivism (drug
or felony)

In Percent
Control Net Percentage
(105 Youths) Reduction®* Reduction®
38.1 -16.5 -43.4
36.2 -19.0 -52.5
24.8 -13.1 -52.8

* The net reduction is the difference between the percentage of rebookings for project and control
cases (col. 2 - col, 1), The percentage reduction is the net reduction as a percent of the contral

rebooking rate (col, 3 as a percent of col, 2).

For these cases project handling is more than 40
percent better for all forms of recidivism and more than
50 percent better for 602 and serious 602 repeat
behavior.

3. Cuses handled. The most frequent type of

project case during the first two years was drug-related.
This category totaled 33.8 percent of the 982 cases
handled. The second most frequent category was that of
petty theft totaling over 22 percent of all cases. No
other single category constituted as much as ten percent.
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Type and Number of Offenses Handled
(April 11, 1972--April 10, 1973)

Type of Offense Number Percent
Drug-related 332 33.8
Petty theflt 217 221
Curfew 86 8.8
Alcohol-related : 83 8.5
Grand theft auto 64 6.5
Possession of stolen S1 5.2
property
Other minor offenses 99 10.1
(loitering, trespassing,
prowling, illegal entry,
disturbing the peace)
601 repeat offenses 50 5.1
Total 982 100,1*

*Total is greater than 100 percent due to rounding.

4. Citations. During the latter part of the second
year the project began to handle citations as well as
custody referrals. In these cases the youth involved
receives a citation from the police officer which requires
his appearance before a probation officer at the proba-
tion department. Generally, these are cases which the
police feel do not require detention. Upon receiving a
copy of this citation, the probation officer schedules an
appointment for the youth and his family, usually
within a two-week period from receipt of the citation.
The project handled these cases on two days of the week
while intake handled them on three days. Days were
rotated monthly, so as to get a random sample of cases.

These citation cases were handled by the project in a
fashion similar to that for custody referrals, that is, as a
family problem. In this way 345 cases were handled
resulting in four petitions and 26 informal probations,

Citations

(September 27, 1973--April 10, 1974)
Petitions at Initial Handling

Number of Number of
Cases Petitions Percent
Project 343 4 0.1
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Informal Probations at Initial Handling

Number of Informal
Cases Probations Percent
Project 345 26 7.5

The largest groups of cases handled in this way were
petty theft, burglary, drug-related offenses and malicious
mischief.

Citations
(September 27, 1973~ April 10, 1974
Type and Number of Offenses Handled

Type of Offense Number Percent

Petty theft 62 18.0
Burglary* 53 15.4
Drug-related 51 14.8
Malicious mischiel 49 14.2
Curfew 30 8.7
601’s (runaway, truancy, 18 5.2
beyond control)
Possession of aleohol 17 5.0
Other minor offenses 37 10,7

loitering, illegal entry,
trespassing, disturbing the
peace)
Other felony type offenses¥ 28 8.1
(grand theft auto, grand
theft, assault, receiving
stolen property)

Total 343 100.3¥

*Note: These two categorics accounted for all four of the
petitions filed and over 60 percent (16/26) of those placed on
informal probation.

*+Total is greater than 100 percent due to rounding,




CHAPTER IV. A PROGRAM FOR YOUR COMMUNITY

A. Evaluating the Need

Perhaps the most difficult part of deciding whether a
Sacramento-type program makes sense for your com-
munity is evaluating the need for a program. The first
issue is simply how many cases there are. Available data
show that the problem of the status offender is common
in almost every state—that many of these youths are
referred, detained, the subject of petitions and ulti-
mately recidivists. Inevitably, however, someone will
ask: ““What data do we have for this county or city to
indicate that such a problem exists here?” In fact
someone might just state that there is no such problem
in your community. Therefore, either prior to an
organizational meeting or as a result of such a meeting, it
is important to initiate a study which can answer this
kind of question.

Other questions which such a study should answer
are:

@ the extent to which cases of this kind are being

detained and adjudicated

¢ the extent to which such cases recidivate or

reappear in the system.

The conclusions to be drawn from the study results
are a matter which each community must settle for
itself—using its own sense of values and its own
priorities.

There are some indicators, however, which may be of
some value. Because communities differ so greatly in
both their character and in the way that their juvenile
justice systems operate, these indicators should be taken
as broad guidelines rather than precise prescriptions.
Each is intended as a separate measure of need. The
indicators suggest that if:

® the number of 601-PINS type cases is 20 percent

or more of the total number of cases going to
court,
OR
® 20 percent or more of the 601-PINS type cases
received at intake recidivate within one year of the
date of handling (this figure depends a great deal
on police practices),

OR
® 20 percent or mare of the 601-PINS type cases
that are received at intake go to court,

OR

e 30-40 percent or more of the 601-PINS type cases

received at intake recidivate within one year of the

date og handling (this figure depends a great deal
on police practices),
OR

® there is a substantial amount of feeling among

probation officers and court personnel that they

are not successful with these cases,
then, there is a good chance that a Sacramento-type
program may be useful for your community. In the last
analysis the decision is one that must be made at the
local level,

1. Persons to be included in the planning proc-
ess. Generally the most important people in establishing
a diversion program for status offenders are the juvenile
court judge and the chief probation officer. Other
important people are the district attorney, the public
defender and the police. In some communities the
mental health and welfare departments are also impor-
tant. In other jurisdictions these agencies need not be
included until a later time when other community
agencies are brought into the planning process. Essen-
tially the key people are those involved in or responsible
for the intake decision,

The juvenile court judge is probably the single most
important person in the planning process, since many of
the cases handled in the program will be diverted from
the juvenile court. Generally the judge will be interested
both in the fact that there will be fewer cases coming
before the court and in the kind of services to be
provided as an alternative.

The chief probation officer is the official most likely
to have administrative responsibility for the program.
Generally this officer will be concerned with the
program concept, staffing, details of operation, costs and
the effect a new program can be expected to have on
other departmental units. Creating a diversion unit will
almost inevitably cause staff reassignments and some
restructuring of intake and court functions. Other top
probation administrators will also be highly interested in
program operation.

The districi attorney or the representative of the
district attorney’s office in charge of the juvenile court
office may also be a key figure. This is true particularly

oy
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in those jurisdictions in which the district attorney has
control over which cases go to juvenile court,

The public defender should also be brought into the
planning process at an early date. Because the decision
to divert is usually made prior to assignment of counsel
and because of the penerally beneficial nature of the
program, the public defender is likely to encourage
rather than object to the program. It is best, however, to
avoid any misunderstanding by including the public
defender from the very beginning.

The local police department and sheriff’s office
should also be included at an early stage in the planning,
as they are usually the main source of referrals for a
family crisis diversion unit.

2. The organizational meeting. This meeting
should include the juvenile court judge, the chief
probation officer and representatives of all other agen-
cies directly concerned with intake into the juvenile
court, If a successful 601 type diversion program exists
in a nearby county or area, the program director or
supe¢rvisor would be a useful additional participant.
Similarly if someone within the community has been
heavily involved in developing the idea for the program,
that person should also be included.

The purpose of the meeting should be to introduce
the idea of a possible project, describe the approach, get
some initial reactions, and develop a plan for analyzing
thie problem. If a study of the need for a program has
not already been completed, responsibility for making
such a study should be assigned or determined.

3. The sndy, The study should begin with a
preliminary determination as to the kinds of cases that a
project might encompass. If the project is to be limited
to 601 or PINS type cases, the study should primarily
concern itsell’ with this kind of case. If criminal cases are
also to be included, these should be tabulated as well. If
no decision has yet been made as to the kinds of cases
that a project might handle, the study should analyze
separately the categories under consideration. If it is
clear that some cases are likely to be excluded from any
project—probation cases, tor example—they should
either be excluded from the study or kept as a separate
group.

The starting place for this kind of study is the intake
logs, the written records of youths booked into juvenile
hall--whether by the police, their parents, the schools or
whomever, Most departments have such an intake log
and from this the number of youths coming into the
department can be determined. The intake log also
generally provides the names of youths and the offenses
they are charged with.

As the first objective of the study is to determine
how many cases there are now and are likely to be in the
future, the most important figure is the number of cases
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in recent months. If possible the number of cases in each
category should be given for each month for a year or
more, This will show whether there is an even flow and
whether the problem is a continuing one.

The next step is to make a list by name of the last
100 referrals to intake in the categories under study.
These names can then be checked to see whether they
were detained or if they went to court.

Finally, a third set of data should be collected. This
should be based on a list of names taken from referrals
to intake a year or more prior to the date of the study.
The case file for these cases should then be pulled and
analyzed to determine how many of the cases recidi-
vated and how many were placed outside the home.
Generally all cases should be followed for one year from
the date of referral. This information, along with that
from the other parts of the study, should then be
tabulated, put into report form and presented to the
planning group. The report should provide answers to
three basic questions: how many cases, how often are
they detained and sent to court, and how frequently do
they recidivate?

B. Developing a Plan for Action

If the planning group decides that there is a need for
a program, the next step is to develop a plan foraction.
As with any plan, there are a great many different
considerations which somehow must be woven together
into a workable package. The most important initial
questions are:
® the kinds of cases to be handled
@ the number of cases to be handled and the size of
staff required
® ihe relationship of the project fo other intake
functions
o the financing of the program.

1. The kinds of cases to be handled, If an
agreement to have a project has been reached, there is
likely to be little disagreement that it should include
601-PINS type cases. Even within this category, how-
evel, some projects have excluded or limited the
coverage of truancy cases and cases in which the youth
involved is already on probation, Cases from out of the
jurisdiction are also often excluded.

A more complicated issue is whether any criminal
cases should be included. Generally, there is less agree-
ment that these cases should be diverted. On the other
hand, the data indicate that there are many criminal
cases that can be effectively dealt with and a number of
jurisdictions have programs which have handled criminal
cases from the beginning.

Generally, if there is serious resistance to the idea of
including criminal cases, it is better to limit a new




project to the 601-PINS type case, If this works out
successfully, the question of whether the approach
should be extended to some criminal cases can be faced
at that later time.

2. The riumber of cases to be handled and the size of
the staff required, 1ike most other parts of the plan, the
number of cases to be handled necessarily relates to
mauay other things: the kind of cases to be handled, the
staff and finances available, and so on. Ultimately the
number of cases to be handled can be arrived at in two
different ways: either by determining the number of
cases it is desirable to have handled in this way or by
determining the amount of staff available and calculating
the number of cases they can handle.

How is this computation to be made? How many
cases can a counselor handle? How many workers will be
needed to handle the cases in our jurisdiction?

In Sacramento the caseload for diversion counselors
was planned for 17 to 20 new cases per month. This was
based on an estimate that the counselor would see 40
percent of the families one time, 40 percent three times,
and 20 percent five times. It is also assumed that family
crisis situations may take from one to three hours to
handle effectively, with the average time per case being
one and a half to two hours.

Under this system each counselor would have roughly
three sessions per day—one new and two follow-up
sessions. A unit of six was planned for 100 new cases per
month.

In practice the number of follow-up sessions turned
out to be something less than the number originally
planned. The workload calculation as a whole, however,
turned out to be reasonably correct. The need to do
telephone follow-ups, allowances for the use of co-
therapy and the time required for other matters compen-
sated for the lower number of follow-ups.

At various times in the Sacramento project the
workload varied both up and down. When the number of
cases dropped below the 17 to 20 level, the project
counselors tended to have time on their hands and not
enough to do. In theory this time could have been put to
good use through stronger efforts to carry out follow-up
counseling. Urgings to this effect, however, seemed to
have little impact in practice.

On the other hand, when the workload increased
beyond the 17 to 20 level, the counselors tended to
become rushed in their handling of cases, to become
even less involved in follow-up counseling, and the whole
process began to look like the intake system the project
had been intended to replace. Among other things as
workload increased, both the petition rate and the
recidivism rates increased. These considerations under-
line the importance of estimating caseload accurately,

This is not always as easy as it sounds. In Virginia
Beach five people weré hired to handle an estimated
caseload of 100 cases per month. For the first several
months, however, the caseload ran between 10 and 20,
or only two to four new cases per month per officer.
This resulted in staff getting discouraged and bored. The
reverse problem occurred in Humboldt County, Cali-
fornia. There two or three officers were planned to
handle what was thought to be 40 to 50 cases a month.
The initial estimates were too low, however, and coupled
with the fact that new cases had been solicited from the
police and schools, created the possibility of over 100
cases per month or over 30 cases per counselor,

3. Relationship to other intake functions. The

" Sacramento approach is not an approach that can be

applied to all cases referred to probation or the juvenile
court. No matter how widely it is applied, some cases
will remain to be handled through other procedures. One
major organizational issue therefore is the relationship
between the diversion unit and the unit which handles
the other intake functions.

How this issue is handled will depend upon many
factors: the number and type of case being handled by
the diversion unit, the number and type of case being
handled by the other unit, the physical location of the
units, the general level of staffing available, the geo-
graphical coverage to be provided, hours of operation,
the size of the department and perhaps others.

Because these factors vary greatly, it is difficult to
specify ideal forms of organization. It is possible,
however, to state some general principles:

& The diversion unit should handle only diversion

cases.

e Diversion cases and phone calls should go directly
to the diversion unit rather than by referral
through some other unit.

® Both units should report to the same supervisor.

The first principle is directed to the problem of how
to handle work overflows. Suppose the police bring in at
one time more youths than intake can handle, This puts
a strain on the intake personnel and the temptation is to
ask the diversion staff to help out. Or if more diversion
cases come in at the same time than diversion can
handle, does intake help out?

While it may seem logical in these situations for the
two staffs to cooperate, it is neither feasible nor
desirable for them to do this. The most important reason
for this is the difficulty in switching back and forth
betweenr the roles required. Each position requires a
¢ertain attitude and approach which is substantially
different from that of the other. These attitudes are
complicated to create and cannot be taken on and off
like hats. To switch is to create confusion and reduce
overall effectiveness.
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Crossing back and forth ta handle overflow also
creates a high likelihood that the appropriate staff will
not be available to handle the next incoming situation—
thus muddying further the already murky line between
units when switching is permitted.

If matters are properly planned, a no-switching policy
should not present serious problems. There will be some
overflow situations in which crossing over would have
been helpful, but the overall problem should not be
great.

A second problem is that of the allocation of cases
between regular intake and the diversion unit. This
should be as automatic as possible and the categories of
cases to be handled by each should be specified in
advance. Referral from one unit to the other should be
avoided if possible, as this creates confusion as well as
making workload difficult to predict.

There is no question that having two intake units
rather than one poses some important problems of
coordination and cooperation. These problems can be
minimized by having both units report to a single person
who has administrative responsibility for the entire
intake function. To the extent that size warrants it, it is
desirable that each of the two units have its own
supervisor.

4, Financing the program. A Sacramento-style
diversion program is essentially self-financing or cost-
saving. In Sacramento the staff costs of the program
were cousistently the same or less than the staff costs of
traditional handling. If the costs of detention and
placement are included, the program clearly resulted in
substantial dollar savings, The only unusual program cost
is the cost of training. While this cost is large by
traditional probation standards, it is small in terms of
total dollars and easily covered by the overall savings
generated.

These facts do not answer the question totally,
however. There are start-up costs involved in any
program and there may be doubts about whether the
Sacramento approach will work in any particular juris-
diction. Basically there are two approaches for dealing
with these problems:

® through a grant for operation of the program

@ through a program created in stages.

a. Grants, The Sacramento program, the program in
Contra Costa County and the program in Virginia Beach,
Virginia, all began with grants from the state planning
agencies in their states. Generally the grants covered the
cost of training, evaluation and some or a large part of
the cost of operating the unit itself.

This approach has obvious advantages, The prinicipal
burden of starting up is shifted to the granting agency, as
are whatever financial risks there are that the program
will not work, In particular the cost of training is often
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easier to cover in this way than through a regular
departmental budget. Outside financing may also make
it easier to solve some of the organizational and
administrative problems that new programs are likely to
have by creating a little breathing space within which the
program can experiment and adapt.

b. Beginning in stages, One altemative to beginning
with a grant is to begin in stages. In this approach a size
is set for the program to grow to—such as four or six
officers. All the officers that are expected to become a
part of the unit are then trained in the new approuch.
Rather than begin with the full group, however, the
program begins with two. After several weeks it should
be appareni whether these two officers are making a
dent in the number of cases going to court. If this is
progressing as expected, the next two officers are then
released to the unit. And so on until the full uanit size has
been reached.

Generally, the impact that the beginning members of
the unit are having will be highly obvious, Even if it is
not, however, it is usually easy to calculate this effect. If
the petition rate for 601-PINS type cases generally is40
percent and the unit is referring no one to court, uniess
something unusual is happening the number of petitions
is being reduced by 40 percent of the fotal number of
cases handled by the new unit.

This approach is harder than beginning with a full
complement of officers and puts a great deal of pressure
on the unit members at a time when they are already
trying to learn a new and difficult job. It is a feasible
way of beginning, however, A procedure something like
this was used in Alameda County, California.

C. More Detailed Pianning

Once the basic outlines of the program have been
settled, a myriad of other details must then be worked
out. These include:

@ the details of program operation, including how to

handle repeat behavior and referrals to court
scheduling and availability of staff
location of the unit
evaluation
the type of record keeping needed.
i, Repeat behgvior gnd refervals to court. Fam-
ilies with children who run away or who become
involved in incorrigible or »wtond control behavior
frequently have subsequent problems, Family counseling
is more likely than other methods to prevent these kinds
of problems, but it is not 4 panacea. Even with the use
of family eounseling, therefore, it can be expected that
there will be a sizeable number of repeat problems.

In Sacramento this fact led to an additional preven-
tive step—an attempt to deal with new problems prior to
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bright as possible. It should be informal rather than
formal, and situated so that it is private and that outside
noise and interruptions are kept to a minimum,

Many juvenile halls are not set up for this kind of
counseling as they were designed for individual inter-
viewing. Every effort should be made, however, to
provide facilities as adequate as possible. II adequate
facilities are not present, it may be possible to make
arrangements for using larger, more comfortable offices
at night and on weekends.

In addition to counseling rooms, it is desirable that
each counselor have a separate workspace of his own.
This can be used for developing case reports, making
telephone calls and carrying on other unit busines; not
involving counseling.

A second issue concerning space is its location with
respect to other intake facilities. As there must neces-
sarily be a close working relationship between these two
units, it is desirable that they be located physically close
to each other.

In Sacramento County the diversion unit was located
in a wing of the juvenile hall near the normal intake
facilities but separate from them. Physically this worked
out reasonably well. Other departments have approached
the problem differently. The unit in Virginia Beach is
located in a two-bedroom house about two blocks from
the probation department. The use of the house created
a nice atmosphere for both staff and families. The living
room provided a lot of space to work with families and
the caseload was such that some space was always free,
Initially there were some problems with referrals, how-
ever, because all cases went through the intake unit in
the probation building. As a consequence, many never
got to the diversion unit. The initial contact was made
by intake officers who did not fully understand what the
diversion unit was doing, did not fully agree with the
approach, and wanted to handle things their own way.
Families decided that they didn’t want “to go over and
see those people”; they wanted to go to court; and
preferred dealing with the intake officer before them,
rather than the diversion unit down the road.

This situation was corrected by creating better
communication between intake and diversion and by
making intake more aware of what diversion was about,
what kinds of cases they handled, and what the
procedures for referral were, In addition the receptionist
was instructed to refer incoming cases to the diversion
unit directly rather than calling the intake officer who
would in turn do the referral,

It is essential that the diversion unit be located at a
place acceptable to law enforcement. Experience with
youth service and other community programs indicates
that the police may be suspicious of programs physically
located outside juvenile hall or other places with which
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they are familiar, The closer the facility to the probation
department, the less confusion there will be as to what
the unit is and what it is doing.

Physical location also has some other aspects, There
are always problems in creating a new specialized unit
that may be seen as different from the rest of the
organization. The more such a unit is isolated in a
physical sense, the more these problems are likely to
surface.

4, Eraluation. There are two basic ways of con-
ducting the evaluation. One is to compare what happens
during the project with what happened in the period just
prior to the project-what happened in 1974, for
example, with 601-PINS type cases handled by regular
intake with what happened in 1975 with the same kinds
of cases handled by a family crisis diversion project. This
kind of evaluation has a number of advantages and some
drawbacks. One problem is that the time periods are not
always comparable. In 1974 the police may have
referred all status offenders to the probation depart-
ment, whereas in 1975 they developed their own
diversion program and reduced the proportion of kids
referred. This means that the 1975 case is different from
the 1974 case and makes it difticult to draw conclusions
about the results of the new program.

A second way to conduct an evaluation is to use a
control group—to divide the incoming cases into two
groups—one handled by the project and one handled in
the same way as in the previous year. This is what was
done in Sacramento. The project handled 601 cases four
days of the week and regular intake handled them three
days a week. Both groups handled the same kind of case
and the days in which they operated were rotated
monthly so as to eliminate any bias.

From a research standpoint this second method is
preferable to the before and after evaluation. It does
create some serious problems, however, Administratively
it is much more cumbersome, It is likely to create
uneven work flows, and since most cases come back into
the system later there is likely to be some confusion as
to which case belongs to which group. It may foster or
create a competitive atmosphere between the two staffs
involved, and the difference in treatment provided will
almost surely be seen a8 unfair or discrimatory by some.

This form of evaluation may also create some
additional problems at the completion of the project,
Because the project handles less than all of the cases
during its life, full institutionalization will be somewhat
more complicated. In addition to the decision to make
the project permanent, there will likely be a need for
additional staff or for some restructuring to deal with
the cases previously handled by the control group,

If a decision is made to use the control group type of
evaluation, this decision must be made early in the




any new involvement with the legal system, The counse-
lor was instructed to tell the family—~both parents and
children—-that if any member felt a new problem was
arising, he should either call the counselor to talk about
the problem or arrange for the family to come back in
voluntarily, The idea of this was to deal with the
problem as it was occurring rather than after it had
resulted in some new problem behavior,

Even with the policy-~which worked reasonably
well—there were many cases in which repeat behavior
involving the legal system occurred. The instructions as
to these situations were as follows:

® Repeat 601-PINS type behavior--handle through
family counseling and project procedures,

® Minor criminal behavior-handle through family
counseling and project procedures.

@ Serious criminal behavior—refer to court.

It seems clear that repeat 601-PINS type behavior is
attributable to the same kind of family problem that
leads to such behavior in the first instance. It is likewise
clear that it is both amenable to handling by the same
techniques and that these techniques are effective for
handling it.

Minor criminal behavior is also often attributable to
family problems, and in Sacramento repeat behavior of
this kind prowed hithly amenable to handling through
project techniques, Indeed it was the project’s success in
handling this kind of behavior that ultimately led to the
creation of the Sacramento 602 Diversion Project.

How many times should a case be allowed to repeat?
Again, this is a question which each jurisdiction must
answer for itself, In Sacramento the initial instructions
were that no matter how many iimes the case came
back, 601-PINS type and minor criminal behavior was to
be handled through family counseling and project
techniques. In theory this is sound, and many cases were
handled successfully in this way. If a case repeated itself
too often, however, counselors often felt that there was
nothing more they could do. In this situation they were
encouraged to turn the case over {o one of their
colleagues or to seek assistance from one of the training
consultants. If this did not help, they were authorized to
use informal probation or refer the case to court, Every
effort was made, however, to limit the extent to which
this was done,

When it is necessary to file a petition, it is better that
the project file the petition rather than some other unit.
The project officer is more familiar with the case than
anyone else, and can best present the information to the
court, This means project officers must have the training
necessary to be able to know what thi elements of a
petition are and how to set out a proper allegation. In
jurisdictions in which this function is carried out by the

district attorney or some other officer, this is, of course,
less important.

2. Scheduling and availability of staff. Since
crises can occur at any time, morning or night, workday
or holiday, a family counseling program should ideally
be a 24-hour, seven-day-a-week service. Practically it
may not be possible to have staff available to this extent.
To whatever extent staff can be supplied, however, it is
important that coverage correspond to workload, 1f
most cases come in the evening or on Friday and
Saturday night, then that is when the largest amount of
staff should be scheduled. It is not possible to operate a
successful Sacramento-type diversion program on a 9 to
5, five-day-a-week basis. 1f possible, the operating hours
should be sufficient to handle at least 80 percent »f all
cases on an immediate crisis basis. In Sacramento this
was accomplished through coverage from 9 am. to 2
a.m.

In Sacramento an attempt was made to cover the
remaining hours through a crisis hotline system under
which the juvenile hall staff would contact a project
duty officer at home. This procedure never worked as
planned, however, partly because the procedures were
unclear and partly because of the reluctance of project
staff to undertake the role of duty officer, What
generally occurred was that families calling in at 3 or 4
a.m. were told that the diversion unit would be in at 9
a.m. This experience suggests that if diversion-type
services are not provided on a 24-hour, seven-day-a-week
basis, care should be taken to work out effective
procedures during hours in which the project is not
operating.

One real problem in family crisis intervention work is
seeing families. Often it is easier to see working parents
during the evening or on weekends, and project coverage
should take this into account. To the extent possible,
follow-up sessions should be scheduled when new cases
are least likely. If only two counselors are working on 4
given shift, no more than one follow-up session should
be scheduled at the same time so that at least one
counselor will always be available to handle any new
intake. Particular attention should be paid to having
enough hours available to cover return visits.

Whenever possible it is desirable to have at least two
staff members working during program hours. This
provides the staff with the opportunity to work together
as co-therapists and helps in providing emotional sup-
port.

3. Location of the diversion unit. The first re-
quirement is having enough space for counselors to work
with families. Since Tamily counseling includes all
members of the fumily, typically there is a need for
space for four to ten people for counseling sessions, It is
desirable that this space he as open, comfortable and
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planning process as it will affect the workload to be
handled and other important details of operation. If
there is to be an evaluation, it is generally a good idea to
select the evaluator during the planning period. If the
control group method is to be used, this is essential.

3. Record keeping. The project should seek to
keep record keeping to a minimum, but as any other
unit it must have an adequate record keeping system.
The exact nature of this depends upon the kind of
iveords maintained in other parts of the department and
any special needs for evaluation purposes. The basic
recor:ds to be maintained should include:

@ an intake log

o an intake and evaluation report

& 3 personal or family history form

® an alternative placement consent form,

a. Intake log. This lists the date and time the youth
first came in, what the offense was, who handled the
case, and what the disposition was. (See appendix G for
examples of these forms).

b. Intake and evaluation report. This provides an
account of the counseling session. In Sacramento it was
generally dictated shortly after the counseling session.
Separate reports were dictated for each subsequent
session,

Due to the nature of family crisis counseling, the
counselor gets into a variety of very personal issues--
extramarital affairs, aleoholism, ete. As the counselor’s
report usually becomes part of the departmental records,
the counselor must exercise great care and discretion in
handling this kind of information, limiting the report to
that which is necessary and relevant, Before the project
begins the specific information needed should be identi-
fied and the uses to which this information will be put
determined,

Many probation departments allow probation officers
some discretion as to whether or not a record should be
made in certain situations. It is important to take a close
look at this possibility, particutarly for situations involy-
ing walk-in problems. If one goal of the program is to
encourage families with problems to come to juvenile
hall or to the family crisis intervention unit to talk about
whal is going on in the family, it seems inappropriate to
create a regular probation department file on matters
initiated by family as opposed to agency action, Some
departments use informal records in this situation, often
simply some handwritten nates which are available in
the event the family recontacts the counselor but which
can be destroyed atter a {ime if not further needed.

¢. Personal or family history form. Some method for
providing background information about the youth and
his family—name, age, sex, school, etc., is necessary. In
Sacramento a family history form was used. This
covered all the basic background about the family plus a

great deal of additional information. The additional
information was very useful in learning about the kinds
of families seen. The specific form used is lengthy,
however, and the information included may be more
than some projects feel necessary.

One concern in gathering this information is how ta
do it. Traditionally, probation officers at the point of
intake gather this information themselves. Often the first
communication from a probation officer to a family is a
series of questions about where they live, how long have
they lived there, where the father works, the child’s
birthdate and so on. In a diversion project it is desivable
if possible to stay away from that kind of information
gathering. The counselor should seek to create an
atmosphere in which there is a free exchange of ideas
and feelings rather than one of questions and answers. In
order to avoid this process which sets the tone for the
family session, a form was designed for the family to
complefe themselves immediately prior to or following
the family session. Any problems with completing the
form were dealt with after the session,

d. Alternative placement consent forms. This records
the agreements of the parties in a'ternative placement
situatios,

Some additional forms used in Sacramento were:

e. Family inventory form. This was designed to help
in the therapeutic process. Each family member was
given a copy at the close of the first counseling session,
asked to complete it and bring it back to the next
session,

The form first asked the family member to describe
his or her owsn perception of the family problem. After
completing this part of the form, each family member
was also asked to participate in completing a form for
the family as a whole,

These forms were designed to accomplish two things,
First, they were structured so as to require the family to
communicate with each other in certain ways—the effort
being to get the family to work on their problem even in
the absence of the counselor.

Secondly, they were intended to provide the counse-
for with information that would be useful in the next
session, How did the family go about completing the
task? What happened when they sat down together with
the family inventory and tried to agree as to what the
family problem was? Were they able to talk together?
Were they able to exchange ideas freely? Were they able
to agree and complete the form? I not, what went on in
the process that made that difficult to do? Did people
have difficulty listening to each other? Were certain
family members left out?

f. Referral forms. This was a form used in Sacra-
mento to determine how many referrals took place and
how successful they were,
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D. Beginning the Program

Once the details of the program have been worked
out, action can be taken to get the program underway.
This involves:

e selecting a supervisor

@ selecting staff

@ developing a training program

e developing procedures for alternative placements

and referrals.

1. Selecting a supervisor. The selection of an
effective supervisor is one of the most important
elements in developing a worthwhile family crisis inter-
vention unit, The supervisor of this unit must have all
the traditional adiministrative skills needed by any good
supervisor, plus the capacity to work eifectively in a
family crisis unit.

deally the supervisor should have prior administrative
experience and be skilled in family crisis counseling
before beginning, becanse the staff will want to have
help with problems involving families. It the supervisor
has no prior training in family crisis counseling, the staff
may rapidly become more expert in the use of family
counseling techniques than the supervisor—even it the
supervisor goes through the same training as the staft,
This tends to undermine the supervisor’s authority and
to create problems in case supervision, The supervisor
may feel out of touch and uncomfortable. Because
family crisis counseling is a relatively new field, however,
supervisors with prior training may not be available, In
that case it is essentinl that the supervisor maintain a
minimum caseload so that the supervisor's expertise
grows along with that of the staft, In this way the
supervisor can maintain a supervisory role and be able to
help the staft with their cases,

In a family crisis intervention unit, one of the ways in
which the staff learns about families is by learning to
conmunumicate more clearly with each other. Just as
members of a family must learn to express their feelings
toward each other if’ they are going to change and grow,
members of the unit must learn to express their feelings
toward one another if they are going to work effectively
together, As a result of this training experience, the staff
may feel freer to criticize their supervisor than in some
other setting, They probably will also be freer in their
praise and more understanding of the supervisor's
probiems.

This kind of shaving requires a strong individual with
a great dJeal of emotional stability. A supervisor should
be aware ol these aspects of’ the program before taking
the job or being assighed to it, Generally it is desirable
that the supmvisor be a department member who
volunteers for the position rather than one who is
assigned toit.
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The supervisor must also be a person who is sensitive
to the concerns of the departmental administration, the
court and the unit staff, The supervisor must not only be
aware of each of these concerns, but also be able to
communicate effectively about them, In a new program
there are bound to be problems and questions. The
supervisor must be able to identify these as they oceur
and provide rapid information about them to the
administration and court, '

The supervisor must also be able to communicate
about the program with zgencies having an interest in
it-—-the police, the schools and the community generally,
The supervisor must have a good grasp of the program
concept and be dedicated to its success.

2. Selecting the project statf, Family crisis coun-
seling in a probation setting is u highly demanding job.
Generally, the position requires an open person with a
willingness to work and leam. and a great deal of
emotional stability. Among other things it {s not possible
to do effective counseling without becoming emotiop-
ally involved to some extent with the families seen, This
means that the counselor must be capable of dealing
with a high degree of emotional stress on a daily basis.
Because the emotions of the families encountered are at
a peak, the counselor must expend g great deal of energy
just to stay on top of the situation, much less get down
to counseling. In addition the experience of working
with another family often brings up memories and
teelings from one's own family and life--often in a very
intense way.

Staft members should be persons willing to examine
their own attitudes, values and family backgrounds. By
far the best method of selection is from probation staft
interested enough to volunteer after being fully in-
formed as to what will be expected of then.

Previaus probation is not essential but is helpful. The
Sacramento program started with three female counse-
lors who had worked in the welfare system and with
three male counselors all of whom had been probation
officers for at least three years. All developed into
effective counselors, Probation experience is helpful in
that the officer knows the system, how it works, and
why change could be beneficial. On- the other hand. the
experienced probation oflicer may have sonre difficulty
in changing to a new system.

Someone new to the department may be eusier to
train in the new approach. On the other hand, since the
pruject must internct with the existing system and the
people in it, a Jack of understanding about that system is
likely to lead to communication and other probiems.
Particularly it the whole unit is new, there is likely to he
distrust and suspicion. Having staft members who are
known and respected in the department can help to
prevent or dispel this,
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It is Jesirable, if possible, that there be some balance
of male and female staff. Often, in working with
families, there is a particular need for either a male or
fernale therapist. Many families seen in a juvenile hall
setting, for example, are single parent families. In such
situations a therapist of the sex opposite to that of the
head of the family can often be helpful in working out
the problems which exist because of the missing family
member. Having both male and - female counselors
provides the unit with the capacity of modeling—
threugh joint counseling--what effective parents can be
like.

The general experience of the staff, both in the
Sacramento project and elsewhere, has been one of great
satisfaction with the job. Initially there was some
concern that the staff might “burn out™ within a year or
two because of the pace of the work. At the end of the
first year in Sacramento, however, the whole staff
volunteered to stay with the program, and it was not
until the fourth year that they started requesting to
leave the unit. Even then this was largely because they
felt that this was necessary to gain other experience for
promotional purposes. Generally, the reasons given for
staying in the unit so long were the challenge of the job,
the feeling of accomplishment and personal growth.

3. Alternative placements. If the counselor is
successful in getting the family to begin to open up
about the situation within the family, they will generally
leave together at the close of the session and there will
be no major issue as to whether the youth should stay in
juvenile hall or not.

Sometimes the issue is not resolved so simply,
however, and either the parents or the youth insist that
he not return home. In that event an effort should be
made to see if some place other than juvenile hall can be
worked out for the youth to stay. If asked, either the
parents or the youth often can come up with a place
that i{s acceptable to both. This may be the home of a
grandparent, some other relative or a family friend. If an
agreement about this is worked out, it should cover both
the length of time the stay is to last and what each
family member is to do in the meantime about trying to
resolve the problem. This may be no more than simply
“come back in for another counseling session on
Tuesday,” but it should be specific enough that the next
steps are clear.

This type of alternative placement avoids the prob-
lems of juvenile hall and keeps the family working on
the problem. Often the procedure is much easier to work
out than expected and very constructive in its effect.

As a part of getting the program underway, the
procedures for making these kinds of placements must
be worked out and the staff trained in their use.
Generally, because the procedure is based on the consent

of the parties, it does not require processing through the

court, 1t is generally desirable, however, to have a record
of the agreement signed by the parties.

4. Referrals. As a program based on short-term
therapy the Sacramento approach of necessity must
refer long-term problems'to other community agencies.
Program staff will also encounter many problems that
require some kind of specialized handling-drug over-
doses, mental retardation, etc. In order to deal effec-
tively with these problems, it is important that the
program have a well-developed set of referral procedures
and sources.

If the likely referral agencies have not been involved
in the planning process, they should be visited prior to
the program getting underway and informed about
program plans. The help of the agencies should be
solicited and methods of referral worked out.

E. Some Probiems of implementation

1. Controlling cascload. Just as it is important to
estimate caseload accurately in the beginning, it is also
important to maintain it at the right level, One problem
in this regard may be how the unit is viewed by the
community. If it is not made clear at the outset that the
function of the diversion unit is to handle only those
cases that would traditionally have come to juvenile hall
or the probation department, there is a risk that the unit
will be swamped by a large number of new cases from
throughout the community.

The schools or the police may think well enough of
the approach to refer cases that they would never send
through regular probation channels.

If there is a conscious desire by the program
organizers that the family crisis unit handle this kind of
case—and it is staffed to do so~this of course poses no
problem. In most cases, however, such an increase would
pose a serious problem. The project director or super-
visor must be very careful therefore about how far he
goes in encouraging this kind of referral.

If the mission of the unit is extended to cover cases
that would not normally come to probation, considera-
tion should alse be given to what this extension will
accomplish, At some point it is possible that the unit
might be providing counseling to families who are not in
need or for whom the services provided will not be
particularly effective.

2. Should the unit be limited to family counsel-
ing? There are many approaches to delinquency and
delinquency prevention other than family crisis counsel-
ing. Among these are group therapy, transactional
analysis, behavior modification, 1-level and parent-effec-
tiveness training. How successful these approaches are in
the intake setting and how successful they are in
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comparison to family crisis counseling is not something
that has been adequately researched.

In this situation there are three major reasons for
advocating the use of family crisis counseling. First, and
most important, is that family crisis counseling has
demonstrated its effectiveness in this kind of setting.
This cannot be said of any other approach.. Second,
while ather kinds of techniques are perhaps useful in
other kinds of settings, there are both theoretical and
practical reasons for thinking that family crisis counsel-
ing may be particularly effective in this setting. At the

- very least the fact that so many seemingly promising

techniques have, when put to the test of a controlled
experiment, failed to show any change in the experi-
mental group suggests caution in the use of other
approaches outside a research setting. Finally, the family
crisis counseling approach is one within the means of
most jurisdictions if they care to use it. As compared
with individual and group counseling techniques of
longer duration, it is highly efficient in terms of the
amount of staff time required.

The fact that other approaches exist, however, and
are currently being used in the probation field, suggests
that one issue that is likely to come up in developing and
operating a family crisis intervention unit is whether the
unit must be limited to this one approach.

Generally it seems desirable that they be so limited.
Aside from the reasons discussed above, there are several
operational considerations involved. The most important
of these is that mastering any of the techniques
currently in use is a major task. Developing good
techniques of family crisis counseling takes several years
of intensive training and experience and mastering them
fully even longer. This is particularly difficult for
probation officers with little theoretical background and
whose prior experience may conflict with some of the
basic techniques such as avoiding blame, taking sides,
and giving advice. Trying to learn other new approaches
at the same time is not only likely to add confusion but
delay the learning process. It seems far preferable to
master one technique well rather than several poorly,

It is also important from an organizational perspec-
tive that the unit as a whole be trained uniformly. Much
of the value of an intake trained in counseling is lost if
each member goes his own particular way. Families are
inevitably shifted from counselor to counselor to some
degree and this is traumatic enough without involving a
change in treatment techniques as well. The same point
applies to consistency over time. The unit that succumbs
to each passing fad—and the temptation to do so is
great—will not only find itself unclear as to its purposes
and technigues but will transmit this uncertainty to the
families it is supposed to serve as well,
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Since rrobation officers traditionally utilize several
different forms of intervention and because family erisis
intervention is a difficult approach to master, there may
be some resistance from the staff to this limitation—
particularly after several years of operation, One positive
way to deal with this is to distinguish between actually
doing other forms of therapy and learning about them.
This is useful because it is important that the staff know
something about other forms of intervention,

Because family crisis intervention is based on a brief
therapy model of no more than five sessions, long-term
problems may need to be referred to various community
agencies. The problem is when to refer and to whom to
refer, Learning diagnostic skills and something about
different approaches to problems is wseful in making
appropriate referrals. Providing staff with an overview of
different therapeutic approaches will give them a broad-
er perspective on the therapy process as a whole.

In addition, as the training program progresses, it may
be possible to introduce certain other forms of therapy
that fit well with the family model. One technique used
in psychodrama, for example, is called “doubling.” Here
the therapist “doubles” or becomes the patient and
expresses what the therapist believes is on the patient’s
mind. This turns out to be very useful in working with
youngsters who are exuwemely quiet or who refuse to
talk. The probation officer-family therapist simply
“doubles” for the youngster and talks to che parents: I
feel like you are glad I ran away and you don’t want me
at home.” This starts the communication going and
often the youngster involved will start talking once these
more difficult issues are ont in the open.

Even with a rather comprehensive and intense train-
ing program limited to this one approach; it took at least
three years for the Sacramento staff to become compe-
tent family therapists. It took several months for them
to be merely comfortable in the same room with a
family in crisis, and probably a year before they felt in
control of the situation.

The purpose of this section is not to say that family
crisis counseling is the best and only approach for all
time and that others should not be used. It undoubtedly
is desirable that experience be gained as to the results of
other approaches. Generally, however, given the state of
the art it is probably better that these approaches be
attempted in a research setting in which their effective-
ness can be measured.

3. The problems of change. As with any new
program, the Sacramento approach as it develops iz
likely to generate some mixed feelings. Some will
inevitably feel that the old way of doing things was
better. In addition, some problems are likely to arise
that no one thought of or that are more serious than was
expected.
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This kind of problem can be minimized through
sound planning but probably cannot be eliminated. It is
helpful if the court and the departmental leadership stay
in close touch with what is going on, Similarly it is
essential that the program director manage to communi-
cate effectively with all concerned. In the end the best
solution is simply a commitment by all concerned to
giving the approach a fair chance to show what it can
and cannot do. This means a trial period of a year or
more in which the program can develop its staff and its
procedures without having to be concerned about every
little wind that blows.

This does not mean of course that an ineffective
program should be allowed to continue indefinitely. If
the program fails to jell after a fair run, as with any
other new program, it should be reformulated or
abandoned.

F. Some Special Questions

1. Is this program applicable to small comnuni-
ties? The Sacramento approach is adaptable to almost
any size community. It originated in a major metropoli-
tan county (600,000 population) requiring a unit of six
to handle the 601-PINS type cases in the jurisdiction. A
number of other smaller communities have successfully
developed similar programs, however, including Hum-
boldt County, California, and others.

2. Will the program work with minority families
or in the inner city? While the Sacramento metropolitan
ared is one of the 50 largest in the country, it does not
have a particularly large minority populition. Roughly
ten percent of the families seen by the project were from
minorities, however, and while the data is not as clear as
one would like, the project appears to have been as
successful with these as with other cases,

The communities served by the Contra Costa County
and the Alameda County programs both include larger
minority populations. These programs have found no
particular difficulty and only minor differences in
handling cases from minority families. These two pro-
grams serve portions of the San Francisco Bay Area—the

nation’s seventh largest metropolitan area—that are
essentially inner city areas.

3. Would the program work as successfilly after
court? One question which might be asked is whether
family counseling would work as well after adjudication
as before. Generally the answer to this would appear to
be that it will not. This is not to say that family
counseling after court is not useful; on the contrary,
there are indications that it can be.

There are also reasons, however, to believe that this
kind of counseling is not as likely to be effective after
adjudication as before. If counseling is delayed many of
the attitudes that are tentative at the time of the crisis
will become fully set and much more difficult to deal
with. It is particularly likely that the youth involved will
be permanently labeled as a troublemaker by all con-
cerned. For these and other reasons a few hours of
counseling at the time of crisis is often equal to a great
many more hours at some later time.

4. What are the limits of the program? The
program has shown itself to be successful in handling
both the 601-PINS type cases and medium level criminal
offenses. Could it be used successfully with other cases?
What are the limits of the program?

These questions cannot be fully answered on the basis
of present knowledge. At least two issues are involved:
are the treatment methods used likely to be successful in
reducing recidivism, and to what extent is the com-
munity willing to use this approach for additional
offenses?

The data available suggests that the treatment meth:
ods involved could be used successfully with additional
offenses. Many youths involved in burglaries exhibit
characteristics similar to those of youths already being
handled through family crisis diversion programs. Some
other offenders could perhaps be included as well.

The questions invoived generally stir deep feelings,
however, and it is probably better for programs at least
initially to include only those categories with which the
community will feel generally comfortable. If the
program is successful with these cases, then considera-
tion can be given to including other kinds of cases.
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CHAPTER V. TRAINING

Family crisis counseling and crisis intervention are
techniques normally employed by therapists who have
ungergone long periods of training., In addition, the
application of these techniques at the intake point of
probation presents some novel and difficult questions.
The training portion of the Sacramento approach is
therefore one of its most crucial aspects,

The aim of the training program is to enable
probation officers to become effective counselors.
Among other things this requires that they learn:

e the concepts of family process and family rules
and the extent to which the way that families
make decisions is often as important as the
decisions themselves;

® the concept of the family as a system and the ways
in which the actions of one family member affect
other members of the family;

® how to enlist the family’s own efforts to work on
its problems;

@ techniques for improving communication among
family members;

® how understanding one’s self and one’s own family
system is important in becoming an effective
family counselor.

In establishing a training program there are a number
of important points to bear in mind:

® It is extremely helpful but not essential that the
training consultant have extensive experience in
family counseling.

@ Cases which probabtion counselors handle differ in
significant ways from those seen in clinical or
private practice settings, particularly in the degree
to which there are voluntarily present.

@ Training for the most part must be conducted on
the job—thus posing important questions of access
and continuity for the trainers.

@ It is important to get across at the earliest possible
time that becoming good family counselors means
in part learning to understand themselves, their
own family system, and the way in which they
interact with others, pacticularly the families they
see and their co-workers.
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A, Initial Training

There were two components to the training program
ultimately developed in Sacramento, The first was an
initial training week designed to familiarize the project
staff with family counseling and project congepts. The
second was a program of on-going training and consulta-
tion. :

It is important in developing a project such as this
that the staff be provided with some very intense initial
training experiences. In Sacramento, the initial training
took place over a week’s period of time, prior to the
handling of cases. The schedule for this week was as
follows:

Monday, October 19th

9:00 a.m, — Opening Remarks
10:30 am.  Warren E. Thornton, Chief Probation
Officer, Sacramento County
Floyd Feeney, Executive Director, Center
on Administration of Criminal Justice
LeRoy Downs, Unit Supervisor, 601 Di-
version Project
Roger Baron, Project Coordinator
Dr. Doris Gilbert, Consulting Clinical
Psychologist

10:30 am. — Laboratory Exercise - Patterns of Family
12:00 noon Communication
Ike Sofaer, Psychodramatist

1:00 p.m. — Laboratory Demonstration and Discus-
5:00 p.m. sion

Dr. Doris Gilbert, Consulting Clinical

Psychologist

Dr.  Stephen

Psychiatrist

Silberstein, Consulting

Tuesday, October 20th

9:00 a.m. — Family Conjoint Therapy, Theory, Qbser-
3:00 p.m. vation and Techniques
Mr. Preston Wright, Psychiatric Social
Worker, Marin Family Therapy Insti-
tute
Mrs. Cynthia Werthman, Psychiatric So-
cial Worker




Wednesday, October 21st

8:30 a.m. — The Treatment of Families in Crisis

9:30 am.  Dr. Donald Langsley, Chairman, Dept. of
Psychiatry, College of Medicine, Uni-
versity of California, Davis, and Direc-
tor, Sacramento County Mental Health
Services

10:00 a.m. — Probation Officers and Family Therapy

1:00p.m.  Dr. Charles Fulweiler, Clinical Psycholo-
gist in private practice, Berkeley (10
years experience as Staff Psychologist
with Alameda County Probation De-
partment)

2:00 p.m. — Delinquent Behavior as a Family Problerm

5:00 p.m.  Dr. Paul Watzlawick, Research Associate
and Principal Investigator, Mental Re-
search Institute, Palo Alto

Thursday, October 22nd

8:30 a.m. — General Discussion

9:30 a.m.

9:30 a.m. — Laboratory Demonstration and Dis-

5:00 p.m. cussion

Dr. Alan Leveton, Director of Psychiatry,
The Family Therapy Center, San Fran-
cisco
Eva Leveton, Associate, The Family Ther-
apy Center, San Francisco
Friday, October 23rd

8:30 a.m. — General Discussion
9:30 a.m.
9:30 a.m. — Laboratory Demonstration and Discus-
12:30 p.m. sion
Dr. Doris Gilbert, Consulting Clinical
Psychologist

1:30 p.m. — Sumimary and Review
5:00 p.m.

One of the goals of this initial training was for the
staff to experience some of the best family therapists in
the area working with families. In particular, there was
interest in having the family therapists work with
situations similar in nature to those that the probation
officers would be seeing once fhe project started, To
accomplish this, several demonstrations were set up at
the juvenile hall with the families of youths who had
been booked into fuvenile hall for 601-type offenses.

Generally, the therapists opened by providing some
background on their theoretical approach to families,
some of the techniques they used and their goals for the
initial interview. After the demonstration, they discussed
the case. The staff was encouraged to express what the
experience was like for them, what touched them in the
family, with whom they identified most, what they
understood was happening in the session, and what
confused them. The therapists provided some perspec-
tive on what the experience was like for them as
therapists—what they felt good about and where they
could have done better,

Most of the didactic material presented to the staff
was presented in the context of the case demonstrations
or in group workshops. Lecture presentations were kept
to a minimum. Experiential training was seen as more
interesting and having a more lasting impact on the staff.

The group workshops provided a setting in which the
staff could get to know each other and to begin work on
communication processes, how people communicate and
how to tell which- communication is clear and which
dysfunctional. The workshops helped emphasize the fact
that the unit was really like a family, with shared
problems and goals and differences in the way they
think and feel. Finally, by watching and experiencing
the family therapists work on their own group process,
the staff began to learn in a very personal and powerful
way some of the techniques useful in working with
families. The group workshops also emphasized role-
playing. Staff role-played family members. In one game,
for example, each was given a rule to be followed no
matter what the conversation was about. (“When a
decision must be made, don’t decide.”) This got the staff
in touch with what a strong system a family is and how
difficult it is to change. It also helped develop empathy
for the family members.

Staff also role-played some special problems, such as
the initial phone call to a parent at 12 midnight to come
down to juvenile hall for a family session. This gave the
staff some understanding of how they came across to the
parents receiving the calls and also what it was like to be
the parents. Other problems dealt with were how to
introduce oneself to a family and how to close the initial
session.

Staff was exposed to several different therapists.
They began to understand that there are different ways
of working and that each person must develop his own
unique style and approach to family counseling.

Readings were assigned to help the probation officers
organize what they were learning into some basic
theoretical framework. The most important of the
readings was Virginia Satir's book, Conjoint Family
Therapy. Questions about this were handled in the
workshops or in discussions.
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In summary, the goals of the initial training period
were to expose the staff to various styles of family crisis
intervention, to see how these styles were applied to
cases similar to those the staff would be handling, to get
them started looking at their own individual and group
processes, to provide some basic information on the
theory and practice of family crisis counseling and in
general to prepare the staff for the kinds of problems
they would be facing once the job started.

B. On-Going Training and Consultation

While the initial training week is important, it is even
more important that the training continue on an
on-going basis—not just during any period of funding but
during whatever time period the program operates.
On-going training provides expertise in the handling of
difficult cases and a method for developing and improv-
ing skills. In Sacramento, a number of different training
methods have been used in the on-going training: case
demonstration, individual consultation, role-playing, vid-
eotape feedback, and group process workshops.

1. Case demonstration. In the case demonstra-
tion, an experienced family therapist works with a
family in the staff's presence. Staff can hear the
therapist’s theory, see it applied, and finally have an
opportunity to discuss it afterwards. A big advantage of
this method is that it is not very threatening, yet it is
one of the best ways of learning how to do family
counseling.

Another variation of the case demonstration is for the
family therapist to work as a co-therapist with one of
the staff members. In this way, the probation officer
gets a sense of exactly what the therapist is doing and
why. As a result, his involvement and learning is
probably more intense and lasting. This is also a good
way for the probation officer to get help on a difficult
case. .

A third variation, which is really quite different, is for
the staff member to work with the family with the
training consultant present as an observer rather than as
a co-therapist. This gives the training consultant a chance
to observe more carefully what the trainee does. Of
course, the training consultant always has the option of
coming in if the situation warrants.

2. Individual consultation, This involves setting aside
a certain time for the training consultants to work with
each member of the staff individually. Staff can present
a troublesome case or raise other matters that the staff
member wants to work on. While this kind of consulta-
tion is highly necessary and less threatening to the staff
than some other training methods, some may view it as
“therapy” and be resistant. A lot depends on the style of
the training consultant and the degree of trust the staff
has for that person,

34

3. Role-playing families. Role-playing families is
useful not only in the initial training period but as a part
of on-going training as well. This can usefully be done
after case demonstrations 25 a way of discussing problem
cases, or in a variety of other situations, If the staff
role-plays a problem family, for example, the consultant
can demonstrate some of the techniques he might use in
working with that family. In this way the staff can
experience in a very personal way what the intervention
was like. An alternative is for staff to role-play the
therapist as well as the family, with the training
consultant then commenting on the therapist’s work.

While most people have no difficulty role-playing and
the experience is very real to them, some will be
resistant to “acting” and see it as a poor substitute for a
real family.

4. Videotape feedback. Videotaping family ses-
sions can be extremely valuable in training staff. The
simplest way to do this is for one staff member to
videotape the session of another. The videotape can then
be presented to the training consultant with some or all
of the staff present, and the consultant can discuss what
he observed on the tape. Staff can also provide input as
to their observations and reactions. Videotape gives
consultants a chance to see what goes on when they are
not present and to observe the progress of any or all
staff members. Certain staff can be given an assignment
each week or month to make a videotape to be used
during training. It also provides the probation officer
with an opportunity to see how he comes across to the
family, which is very valuable information that is
otherwise not available to him.

One disadvantage of this is that being exposed in this
fashion to anyone, especially to one’s peers, can be a
traumatic experience. While much can be learned from
this approach, there may well be a great deal of
resistance. The staff should all have training in how to
use the equipment, since not knowing is the simplest
way to avoid using it.

5. Group process workshops. Once the staff are
acquainted with each other and know some of the basic
concepts of family counseling, it is easier for them to
understand the parallel between how they work with
families and how they relate to one another. To become
good family therapists and be able to teach families how
to express feelings and communicate clearly with one
another, they must be able to do this themselves. One
way to learn this is for a training consultant to work on
their group process.

How does the staff feel about their supervisor, their
training consultants, each other? Can they express these
feelings? If not, why not? What is it about themselves or
other persons that makes it difficult to express feelings?
Can they ask for help from a co-worker when they are




struggling with a difficult case or are tired? How does
the staff handle differences of opinion? These are all
questions that are important for the staff to explore
with families, Learning how to deal with them in the
context of the group will provide some valuable insight
into both the nature of the problem and the techniques
that are effective in dealing with it.

While working on the group process has many
benefits for the staff and the families they see, there is
likely to be some staff resistance to working on
themselves, A second problem is finding a training
consultant skilled enough to work with the group
process and the resistance. The third is being able to
hold these sessions on a regular basis (at least once a
month) over a sizeable period of time (at least six
months). In Sacramento, it took over two yers to get
these workshops going, and while they provided a very
important training experience for the staff, a lot of its
value was lost because they were held too sporadically,
Much of what was gained in one session was lost before
the next.

6. Sequence of training. In the Sacramento pro-
gram, almost all the consultation in the first year took
place in the form of case demonstrations in which the
therapist worked a case with a staff member and if
possible discussed it afterwards. The pressure for the
staff to handle other cases was so great, however, that
there was often little time to talk about it afterwards,
The staff members went on to handle another case,
while the consultant went on to work with somebody
else.

During the second year, emphasis was placed on
individual consultation. This worked reasonably well but
not always as planned. On some days the staff member
who was supposed to consult was tied up with a case,
Part of the problem was resistance to the format, but
much was just the nature of the work involved.

During the third year, the individual consultations
continued but group process workshops were empha-
sized. Even at this late date, the workshops met with
some resistance.

In retrospect, it seems clear that staff in Sacramento
was so hungry for training that something was to be
gained from almost any kind of training offered. When
asked which training was the most useful, they found it
difficult to say because each contributed something to
fill the vast gap between their experience and their
understanding.

Generalizing on the basis of the Sacramento project,
it seems important to use all the various methods from
the beginning to the extent possible, The training
consultants should do family demonstrations in front of
the group and work individually with staff members in
closed sessions. Time should be provided after these

sessions for feedback and discussion. Each staff member
should have a certain time to meet individually with the
training consultant but the staff member should have the
freedom to use that time in whatever way he sees fit.
This will insure that this process actually takes place and
yet minimize any problems of resistance.

Group process workshops should start at the very
outset so that problems are dealt with immediately as
they occur., These workshops should be on a regular
basis. Some of the staff problems can be dealt with in
weekly staff meetings, but the more personal issues are
probably best left for training consultants,

C. Developing a Training Program

The most immediate task is to train the staff in the
theory and practice of family crisis counseling. Staff
must learn how to handle the initial crisis, to avoid
detaining the youngster and still provide meaningful help
to the family. They will also need to know: (a) how to
best use the sessions they have to work with, (b) when
to try to handle the case themselves and when to refer,
and (c) if referring, to whom they should refer and how
to make sure the referral is completed.

The staff will also need to take a good look at how
they personally feel about therapy. As long as they feel
that therapy is only for “sick” people or people who are
“bad” or “evil,” they are going to function poorly as
family counselors, They must begin to view family crisis
counseling as a learning experience, in which both they
and the family learn how to communicate better and
how to handle problems which previously seemed
insurmountable,

The training program should include both an initial
training period and some provision for regular, on-going
training. Both parts are essential, and it is almost
impossible to overemphasize the importance of the
training program. The on-going training is particularly
critical and should be included as a part of the program
if at all possible.

1. Selecting a consultant. To develop these atti-
tudes and skills it is important to have an outside
training consultant if possible. Generally, the training
consultant should be a person trained in counseling and
therapy—a psychiatrist, a clinical psychologist or some-
one with other developed skills in this area. [t is very
helpful but not essential that the training consultant be
an expert in family crisis counseling. This is important to
bear in mind because it is very difficult to find people
who are expert in this field. It is essential, however, that
the consultant understand and believe in family crisis
counseling and be dedicated to the goals of the program.

It is also important that the training consultant be
someone that the staff will be able to trust. Effective
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training requires a close, personal relationship, and in the
long run this is probably more important than technical
expertise. The trainer must also be a good teacher as well
as a good clinician,

The training consultant must be flexible in approach
and able to adapt to working in a probation setting. This
poses some problems for a clinician. He may not be used
to meeting with families in a crisis situation or familiar
with the problem of detention, and how to deal with it
in a therapy session. If it is possible, as in Sacramento, to
find someone who has experience with the probation
setting, this is helpful. Again, however, this is not
essential, ‘and ‘it is more important to get the best
therapist and teacher available.

If several different consultants are to be involved in
the training as was the case in Sacramento, it is
important to plan in advance what each is to do, taking
into account what each would like to do and what the
person responsible for developing the training programs
feels should be done. It is also important that the staff,
the unit supervisor and the training consultant all have
some input into the final plan.

2. Cost factors. One problem involved in getting
good training consultants is the amount of money that
can be paid. The training money available is generally
below that which a clinician can earn in private practice,
On the other hand, the opportunity presented to the
clinician is an attractive one, both in terms of his own
learning experience and in the excitement of being
involved in an innovative and meaningful program. It is
generally possible, therefore, to get good consultants to
work with the program. In order to do this, however, it
may be necessary to mold the training schedule to fit the
consultant’s available time.

The cost of the training program will vary by the size
of the unit, the community involved, and the amount of
money available., As a general proposition, it is not
possible to “overtrain® the staff, while even a small
amount of training is likely to be worthwhile.

In Sacramento the cost of outside consultants for the
initial training week for a unit of six to ten persons ran
$1,000 to $1,500—primarily for demonstrations and
discussions of counseling techniques. The cost of on-
going training for the same six to fen person unit was in
the vicinity of $500 to $700 per month (in 1975 prices),
primarily but not exclusively for four days of consulta-
tion per month. Neither of these figures include the cost
of organizing and arranging the training or the staff time
involved in receiving the training.

The cost per consultant day varies enormously. A
nationally known therapist brought in for a single
session can run $300 to $400 per day. A highly
competent local person may be available for one-half to
one-third this amount. Generally a consultant who
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works with the unit on a regular basis will receive
somewhat less than one brought in for a single session or
two. Generally also it is desirable to reserve some part of
the training budget for other,events that are scheduled in
the larger comimunity and which provide highly unique
training opportunities (a workshop by Virginia Satir, for
example, arranged by a local college or psychiatric
association).

Training should not be viewed as a one-time cost. In
addition to staff turnover which obviously creates new
training mneeds, the need for on-going training will
continue throughout the life of the program and should
be budgeted for if at all possible. Without this kind of
continuous contact the staff will rapidly become stale,
fall into bad habits, lack the resources to deal with
particularly troublesome cases and in general be much
less effective than they might be.

This -concept of training is largely a new one in the
probation field although commonplace in other profes-
sions. Despite their best efforts, some agencies will not
be able to budget in this way at the outset of the
program. It is highly important, however, that every
effort continue to be made to develop the resources
necessary to make it possible. While the dollar cost
involved is sizeable in terms of the size of training
budgets in probation departments generally (often zero),
the cost involved is very small in terms of the overall
program cost and only a small fraction of the amount
saved by the program in most jurisdictions. On a per
dollar basis a soundly developed training program for
this kind of project may well be the most efficient and
effective expenditure in the whole department.

Suppose that no training funds are available at all. Is
it still possible to develop a Sacramento-type program?
The answer to this is yes. A program that is superior to
the methods generally used for handling 601-PINS type
cases can be developed. It is clear, however, that progress
will be slower and the ultimate effectiveness less than if
training funds were available.

Even where little or no training money is available,
however, there may still be ways to develop a training
program. The chief ingredients required are ingenuity
and persistence, The family crisis intervention project in
Alameda County operated without a training budget and
still received a substantial amount of good training.
Some of the methods which can be used are:

® demonstrations by agencies or individual therapists
LEEP or other state or federal funds
university or college extension courses
assistance from local mental health agencies
assistance from a local graduate school.

a. Demonstrations by agencies or individual thera-
pists. Family crisis intervention units often refer cases
for long-term treatment to community agencies and




private practitioners. These agencies and individuals can
be invited to visit and make presentations. This often
provides excellent training in addition to providing good
information about referral possibilities. Alternatively the
unit can visit the agencies or individuals and go through
the same process there,

b. LEEP or other state or federal funds. There
may be federal or state money available for training
criminal justice personnel. It is worth exploring this with
vour local or state criminal justice planning agency. In
particular it may be possible to structure some or all of
the training needed so as to qualify for LEEP funds.
There is also some possibility that training funds may
become available under the provisions of the federal
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974. If there are other jurisdictions with programs in
your state it may also be worthwhile seeking special
training funds from the legistature.

¢, University and college extension courses, Ex-
tension courses offered at a nearby University or college
also might fit your training needs, These are often
_inexpensive and worthwhile, Also some staff may be
motivated to work toward a master’s degree in psychol-
ogy or correctional counseling. In some jurisdictions
there are programs specially designed to make this
possible for staff members who carry full-time jobs.

d. Assistance from local mental health agen-
cies. The local mental health department may have
funds to train or consult with other local agencies, By
contacting them, it may be possible to get some free
consultation time. Even il no specially-funded program
is available, they may be willing to provide some free

training as a community service. There may also be some
private practitioners who are so motivated.

e, Assistance from a local graduate school 1f
there is a graduate school in the area with a clinical
program, it may be possible to find advanced students
who are looking for some clinical experience and who
would be willing to come out and work cases with the
staff.

3. Training aids. If training funds are available, there
are also several fraining aids your program may wish to
consider,

a. Videotape equipment. This équipment is high-
ly useful both for training and counseling purposes.
Counseling sessions can be videotaped and later replayed
for the training consultant. This enables the training
consultant to comment on a wider variety of cases and
makes it possible for the counselor to see for himself
how he comes across to a family. The same tape can also
be useful for the family. They can see how they interact
with each other, and what they look like to other
members of the family. This is particularly valuable
where there is a discrepancy between what a family
member says he feels and how he looks.

b. Films. Films can also be a valuable training
tool by providing examples of therapists doing family
counseling, There are a number of these available which
are helpful and interesting.

¢. Additional training materials, A selected listing
of training materials, films and resource persons is in
appendix I, a discussion of training problems and issues
by four training consultants in appendix J, and a
syllabus on family counseling in appendix K.
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CHAPTER Vi. SOME POINTERS FOR SUPERVISORS

Perhaps no single individual has more to do with the
suceess or failure to a diversion program based on family
counseling than the program supervisor.

As with any other programi or unit, he will be
responsible for scheduling, maintaining harmonious re-
lationships. within the unit, the handling of personnel
problems generally, consultation on individual cases, the
handling of major problems, and communication to and
from the upper echelons of the department.

As the supervisor of a new program, he will also find
himself charged with a great many additional duties. The
most important of these is that of defining the program
itself. In the ordinary supervisorial job the question of
what the caseworker is supposed to do is more or less
determined by expectations that are widely known and
commonly shared. In a new program, however, this is
not the case, Things are much more open and up for
grabs. The supervisor involved may or may not have
been involved in working out the program concepts.
Whether he was or not, however, he will be the person
primarily responsible for translating these concepts into
reality for the staff members.

Not only will the staff be looking to the supervisor to
define the program, the administration is likely to do so
as well, at least to some degree. Because the program is
new, the administration will be more eager than usual to
know what is going on and how the new concepts are
working out. They will also have less familiarity with
what actually is done, and the supervisor may find that a
big part of his job is educating the department about
this. Becuause the process is new and uses a new
terminology the supervisor may also find that he must
deal with some hostility and suspicion as well as simple
curiosity.

The supervisor may also find that because of the
training and experience in working with the communica-
tion process, his staff members feel freer to criticize or
let him know what they expect than in a more
traditional situation. Similarly, they are also likely to be
freer in their praise and more understanding of his
prablems. ,

It is desirable that the supervisor be skilled in fahily
crisis counseling before the program begins. This makes
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it possible for the supervisor to provide help with cases
right from the start and minimizes the problem that the
staff will become more expert than the supervisor. It is
feasible, however, for the supervisor to begin with no
prior training in this kind of counseling. If the supervisor
does begin in this way, however, it is important that he
be included in the initial training and that he carry a
minimum caseload so that his expertise grows along with
that of his staff and so that he will develop some
capability of helping them with cases.

The supervisor is also likely to find that many tasks
which supervisors normally do—such as scheduling—will
be much more complicated than in the more usual
situation, Werkloads will not already be adjusted to the
avajlability of staff in the same degree as in the more
usual situation. The requirements of the new task are
likely often to require new solutions even to old
problems.

These facets of the job are both problems and
opportunities for the supervisor, They are part of the
challenge which has made this a very interesting and
rewarding position for those who have had the job in
other communities.

Some of the most important points about the
supervisor’s job are:

® The urgent need at the beginning of the program
for the supervisor to help the staff to have
confidence that they can do the job,

e The continuing need as the program progresses to
provide the staff with support—to be the thera-
pist’s therapist, able to listen to discussion of cases
without being judgmental or critical.

® The problem as projects succeed and grow of
maintaining contact with staff and cases.

e The fact that project success does not seem to
lessen the uncertainty as to the future of the
program; the everpresent concern that the program
may be discontinued or radically altered to meet
some unknown administrative contingency.

@ The excitement and challenge that the job pro-
vides; surprise at the depth of involvement in the
program.




CHAPTER Vil. SOME POINTERS FOR
PROBATION COUNSELORS

The use of family counseling as a method of diverting
cases from juvenile court is a new idea in most
jurisdictions. For many the use of family counseling in
any way is a new concept and a new approach.

The purpose of diversion through family counseling is
to keep the child out of the juvenile hall, the family
problem out of the court and still offer counseling and
help to the family.

The basic idea involves;

® immediate, intensive handling of cases rather than
piecemeal adjudication,

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

® avoidance entirely of formal court proceedings.
the provision of special training to staff involved.

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

This approach has worked well in Sacramenio,
California, and other communities, and can work in your
community, too,

The most important aspect of the family counseling
approach to diversion is the work of the family
counselor-probation officer. Making it possible for the
probation counselor to apply his or her skill to the
problems of the youth and the family is essentially what
the concept is all about.

A. What Is the Job Like?

Different projects handle different kinds ol cases.
Many start with the 601-PINS or status offender~the
runaway, beyond control, incorrigible or truant. They
usually do not handle runaways from other jurisdictions
since there is little likelihood of getting the family in for
counseling. They often do not handle youngsters already
on probation, since they have already been exposed to
the system and working with them creates many
organizational problems, one of which is the fact that
they are already being supervised by someone else in the
department. If successful in handling the status offend-
ers, projects may expand into handling the minor
criminal matters, such as petty theft, disorderly conduct,

and possession of drugs. Some handle this kind of case
from the start.

For the staff member, being involved with  juvenile
family crisis intervention unit can be a highly unique and
rewarding experience. One member of the Sacramento
unit, after three years, had this to say:

The training has been great, both in terms of the new

approach I have learned, and in making me more

aware of who I am. I enjoy working with families and

feel good about what we are trying to accomplish. I

have been able to relate a lot of what I see going on in

families to my own family, and this has brought

about some real positive changes in my personat life. I

highly value the relationships 1 have with others in

the unit.
Like most jobs there may also be some negative aspects,
however. Another comment:

Although T've gone through some real personal
growth, this change is surprising and confusing to
other members of my family. Working in this unit has
also isolated me from other members of the depart-
ment. I sometimes feel | am gaining the image with
some of my peers as being in a unit of do-gooders
who let everyone out instead of sending them to
court.

When an eligible case is received whether from the
police, the schools, the parents or whatever-you must
arrange a family session to discuss (ke problem. Every
effort should be made to insure that this session is held
as soon as possible. Most should be held within the First
hour or two after referral, Through the use of family
counseling techniques you should seek to develop the
idea that the problem is one that should be addressed by
the family as a whole, Locking up the youth as a method
of solving problems should be discouraged and all should
be encouraged 1o return home with a commitment to try
to work through the problem. If the underlying emo-
tions are too strong to permit the youth’s return home
immediately, you should attempt to locate an alternative
place for the youth to stay temporarily. This should be a
voluntary procedure which requires the consent of both
the parents and the youth,
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Families should be encouraged to return for a second
discussion and depending upon the nature of your
project and the problem for a third, fourth or fifth
session. In many projects the maximum number of
sessions is five. Sessions rarely last less than one hour
and may go as long as two or three hours.

All sessions after the first session should be voluntary,
and whether the family returns, left to the family itself.
In many cases you may be in contact with the family by
phone whether there is a follow-up visit or not, Members
of the family should be encouraged to contact you in
the event of a continuing .problem or some new
additional problem.

While it is difficult to predict how any particular day
will be spent, you are most likely to be involved in:

e Handling a new intake situation, arranging a family

session and seeing the family.

e Holding a follow-up session with a family you have

_ seen before.

® Handling an incoming phone call from someone in
the community who has a problem and wonders
whether you can be of help.

¢ Handling an incoming phone call from someone
you are currently seeing or have previously seen
who wants some more help.

@ Phoning families on your caseload that you are
concerned about.

@ Dictation and paperwork; dictating information on
families you have seen and entering information in
intake logs, case files and various other forms you
are required to complete for departmental records
and research purposes,

® Discussing cases with your colleagues or training
consultants.

B. Am i Qualified?

Generally there are no formal qualifications for
becoming a probation counselor. The job is a very
demanding one, however, and should be undertaken
only if one is interested in working with families as a
whole and willing to undergo the introspection and
self-examination necessary to do that successfully. The
experience is likely to have a powerful emotional impact
both on yoeur work and your personal life. You must be
both prepared for this and stable enough to handle it.

The qualities thought most important by the Sacra-
mento stalf were:

® “A sense of humor to help you keep your balance;
willingness to take a chance, to risk giving of
yourself; time and energy; willingness to change
and adapt to situations,”

e “Willingness to took at self and own family rules:
sorheone who is genuinely concerned about people
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and their pain; willingness to be open with
people.”

® “Desire to learn and experience new and perhaps
radical ways of dealing with old problems-
flexibility.”

@ “Someone who has a goal of becoming a thera-
pist.”

® “The demonstrated ability to work in concert with
co-workers; commitment to family therapy as a
valid technique; desire to help families; and pu-
tience,

C. Should | Volunteer?

This is a question which only you can answer, and
which should be carefully considered. Here are some of
the reasons offered by the Sacramento staff:

& “It sounded like a very intriguing experiment and

captured my imagination,”

& “Sounded like something I believed in. Opportu-

nity for self-development.”

® ‘It was a challenge—something new and I liked the

concept.”

® “Wanted to get involved in some counseling.

Needed it for my own professional growth. Job
sounded exciting.”

e “T volunteered for the training offered and to

broaden my experience as a probation officer. 1
had no juvenile probation experience when I
volunteered, The experimental nature of the proj-
ect appealed to me.”

D. The Concepts of Family Counseling

All probation departments recognize that working
with families is an important part of their work to some
degree. Many seek to involve the family in some way in
the decision-making process—having the parents come to
the probation office to talk about the youth's problem.
Some even call this kind of activity “Tamily counseling”
or a “family crisis program.”

“Family counseling,” in the sense that it is used in
the Sacramento and similar projects, means something
quite different, however. It is a whole system of
counseling that you will learn more about during your
training and involvement in the unit. For now it is
important to emphasize three basic concepts: (1) coun-
seling with the family as a unit rather than as individuals,
(2) focusing on the family as a whole rather than on the
individual wrongdoer, and (3) insuring that communica-
tion during the counseling session is basically between
the family members directly rather than through the
counselor as an intermediary.

1, Seeing the family as a whole. This means not
talking to the chiid separately and the parents sepa-




rately, but seeing the child and his family together at the
same time for counseling, “The family” is for this
purpose not just the mother and the father. but also
brothers, sisters or anyone else who is involved in the
home or the situation, including grandparents, boy-
friends and others.

The importance of this principle is illustrated clearly
in the situation of the split family in which the child is
continually running away fromj the parent with
whom he lives to be with the other parent, who lives
elsewhere. This problem is obviously difficult to selve if
the only people present are the child and the parent he
lives with. Part of the problem clearly is communication
between the two households, and this can best be dealt
with if all the parties can be brought together in the
same room. [f one member of the group is left out, it
will be very easy for that person to sabotage whatever
plans are worked out.

Another common situation involves a grandparent or
other relative. not in the immediate family. In such
situations the mother may be out of the house a lot,
leaving the grandmother to supervise the child. If the
grandmother’s rules for the child are very different from
the mother’s, this can get the child confused and angry.
By trying to please one, he may be displeasing the other,
If the only persons included in the therapy sessions are
the parents and the child, it will be difficult to
understand that process. If, on the other hand, the
grandmother is included, the kind of conflicts that arise
at home will generally surface in the counseling sessions.
The parents may be saying, “Detain him. He’s bad and
should be locked up;” the grandmother, “This child is
really good. I would like to have him come home.” The
counselor is in a good position to point this process out
to the family by saying, “If [ were Johnny, I’d be really
confused about how you all feel about me. Do you
usually disagree when it comes to dealing with Johnihy?"
The process is out in the open and can be dealt with.

There is some difference of opinion as to what age
children to include in the session. Some family therapists
will see all kids no matter what age. Others feel children
should be at least around five years old so as not to
create too distracting an influence. Including all mem-
bers of the family clearly gives the most information.
Suppose the problem is a 16-year-old runaway whose
mother has remarried and has a one-year-old daughter. If
the baby comes to the counseling session a great deal can
be learned from the way in which the parents deal with
her. Perhaps the parents are overly attentive to the
younger child, and the son’s facial expressions show that
he resents it. Having the child there will make the
problem more apparent. On the other hand, the one-
year-old might cry a lot or cause some other problems

that the counselor would rather not deal with. Essen-
tially the decision is one of personal choice.

2. Focusing on the family as opposed to the
child, Very often the child that is arrested is the one
who is referred to in family counseling terms as the
“identified patient,” the one who is conceived to be
responsible for all problems in the family. This is rarely,
if ever, the case,

Often there are problems between the parents,
between the parents and other children and between the
children themselves, They all might be grieving the loss
of a loved one, worried about Dad’s losing his job, or
fearful that Mom’s going crazy.

The theory of family crisis counseling is that the
acting out of one member of a family is usually a
symptom of a family problem and by bringing together
members of that family at a time of crisis, you have the
best chance of helping the family leamn better ways of
handling their situation,

3. Direct communications. Another important
principle of family crisis counseling is that communica-
tions between family members should be made directly
rather than through the counselor. Direct communica-
tions avoids the temptation to provide the family with
answers to questions and to take sides with one person
or another about issues such as what time should curfew
be or should a 16-year-old girl go out with a 23-year-old
marn.

Communicating directly also assists in understanding
the family process—the way in which family members
relate to one another. Is one child the scapegoat in the
family so that all blaming statements are directed at
him? Is there a rule in the family which says protect
Mom, so that whenever the therapist gets close to Mom’s
pain, the children start creating a rumpus or the father
changes the subject? These are the kinds of things that
can best be learned from watching the family talk
directly with each other,

Requiring the family to talk to each other rather than
through an intermediary also helps in determining
whether they can, in fact, communicate with each other,
Often family members do not hear each other or
communicate what they want clearly.

This is a serious problem for many families, Topics
such as drugs or sex may make parents too angry or
upset to talk, or may find children too shy or inhibited,
As kids grow up and reach 16 or 17, they may find these
ate the things that concern them the most, while at the
same time they are the things that are most threatening
for the parents. A lot of yelling and screaming can
result—-with the parent saying, “No, you caii’t do that, I
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won’t allow it,” and the child saying, “I'll do what I
want to. You can’t stop me.”

It is important for families to find some way of
communicating about this kind of topic, The counseling
session cen provide an opportunity to do this. By
talking about these topics in the family counseling
session, the family will have opened the possibilities for
further communication when they return home, If all
communication between father and daughter is through
the probation officer, however, they may feel comfort-
able talking to him, but still feel uncomfortable talking
to each other when they return home, Direct communi-
cation on the other hand promotes a learning process
within the family. Communicating with one another in
counseling sessions shows that it is possible to talk with
one another about this kind of topie.

Another example of not communicating clearly is
referred to in family therapy as a “double message.” A
father might say to his son, for example, “That was
really terrible that you stole that car.” What you see on
the father’s face when he says this, however, is a smile,
and what you pick up is some sense of excitement or
pleasute about what the child did. Thus the child
receives a conflicting message. The father's words indi-
cate one attitude and his nonverbal behavior another,
Direct communication makes the process easier to
understand,

Having the family members communicate directly
with one another as opposed to through the probation
officer is a technique that is not used by all family
therapists. Some professional family therapists work in
the old psychiateie tradition of having the patient talk
only to them. For probation seulings aud in uiel
therapy, however, it seems clear that direct communica-
tion is much better,

E. Some Problem Areas

. Detention., Whether the youth involved in a
601-PINS type case should be detained or not is a crucial
issue, In part, the issue is a philosaphical one--there is no
apparent reason why kids who run away or are labeled
“beyond control™ or *incorrigible™ should be locked up.
There is an obvious family problem, but no clear reason
why one member of the family should be punished
because the family is having difficulties.

There are also practical considerations, The youth
may already be the “scapegoat™ of the family. By
detaining him, this role is confirmed. In effect the
detention says: “Yes, you're right, He's the problem,
and he needs to be punished.” This makes the problem
more difficult to resolve. Delention also seriously affects
the opportunity to deal with the crisis. IT the child is
detained for a day or two, the emotions, although still
high, will not be at the level they were when the youth
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was first brought in., The defenses will be back in
operation, and it will be more difficult to get at feelings.
In addition, in some states detention for any period of
time or for some particular period of time automatically
means the case must be refejred to court,

By detaining a youngster in this kind of case, the
probation department is, in effect, taking control of the
family’s problem. The message to the parents is “Okay,
we’ll lock up your kid, provide him room and board, and
see what we can do to straighten him out.”” By far the
better message is: “Hey, parents. This is your kid and
this is your problem. Get down here so we can get to
work and find out what’s going on in the family that
caused him to run away.” Once a family gets the idea
that the police or the court will take the problem off
their hands, it becomes that much easier for the family
to look to probation departments or the police to solve
their future problems.

Often, however, the issue is not-at least initially -the
agency’s posture toward detention, but rather that of
the parents or the child. The parents are angry and want
the child locked up. The youth refuses to go home,
saying he’d rather stay in jail.

How do you avoid detention in this situation? What
strategy does the counselor apply?

The best approach is to avoid confrontation, to stay
out of a power struggle with the family over who is in
control, Don’t argue with eithes the parents or the child
about detention. Go instead directly to the basic
problem. Find out what is upsetting the family and give
them a chance to express their feelings, including
whatever anger and concerns they may have. The
couiselor oan say to the parents, I you want to lock
up your kid, you must really be angry. I wonder if you
could tell me a little bit about what's going on.” To the
child the counselor can say, “It sounds like you're really
angry at Mom and Dad and you want to live somewhere
else. Maybe you can let them know what the anger is all
about. What goes on at home that gets you so upset that
you want to leave home,” The counselor should iry to
deal with the feelings behind the anger that have led the
family to decide that they don’t want to stay together.
Generally, it is real caring and concern for each other,
but that somewhere along the way someone began to
feel unloved or unwanted. If the counsclor can break
through some of the resistances und allow tamily
members to get in touch with some of the caring and
concern that is underneath the anger, detention will no
longer be an issue.

At all costs the counselor should avoid arguing with
paretits about whether or not kids should be detained,
Lecturing is equally bad. In one cuse observed, u
probation officer met with a couple who wanted their
child locked up. She pave them a lecture on how wrong




that was, arguing that the child would only learn more
about crime and would become even angrier and less
cooperative. She concluded by stating that it was the
worst way to handle this kind of situation. While
everything she said may have been true, the effect was to
tell the parents that they were wrong, that she knew
best, that she was in control of the situation and was
going to tell them what to do with their kid. This is no
way to start a counseling session.

This approach is as bad as siding wholly with the
parents. The problem is to get parents and child to work
with earh other. If either side is pushed into something
with which they do not agree, there will be no lasting
solution. Both the parents and the child ultimately have
the power to force the issue if they choose. The child
can run away or act out. The parents can refuse to take
responsibility or accept the child back.

Another problem is that if the counselor gets into
a power struggle over detention, this will lock the family
into positions. Suppose the counselor confronts the
parents and they tell him, “I absolutely refuse to take
him home.” Then the family is in a position of trying to

save face by not going back on what they’ve already -

said. The rule to follow as to power struggles is if you
can’t win them, avoid them.

There is nothing wrong with the counselor indicating
at some point late in the session why he feels detention
would not be a solution. Generally, however, this should
be done only as a last resort when the issue cannot be
ducked.

If in spite of the counselor’s efforts, the parents
refuse to have the child home, or the child refuses, an
attempt should be made to work out a temporary
placement. It is important that the parents and tempo-
rary foster parents understand that this is a voluntary
procedure on their part, and all that you are doing is
merely assisting them in working it out. Generally the
law permits this, but because the law varies you should
check with your supervisor as to when these kinds of
placements are permissible in your jurisdiction. In some
states, as long as the child is 16 or over, there is no
problem involved in a voluntary and temporary place-
ment. If the child is under 16 and the placement is with
a non-relative, a consent form signed by the parties will
alleviate legal problems that might arise from having the
probation department involved in placing a child with-
out consent of court,

Where a child is temporarily placed outside the home,
it is important to stay on top of the situatior by calling
up and checking witl the temporary foster parents, the
child and the parents to see how things are going. Also,
you should continue to work with the parents, child and
perhaps the temporary parents in continuing sessions to
see if more permanent solutions to the family problems

can be found. Ir the event that further counseling is not
effective and a longer-term placement seems necessary, it
is essential that this issue be talked about with the
family. There is no sense hiding the fact that they can’t
live together. They know it and you know it, and the
sooner that is put on the table and talked about, the
more progress you are able to make. It is important for
the family to realize that this is their lives, they are in
control, and they have to make the decisions. They are
better qualified to make them than you are or the
juvenile court judge. Your role, as before, will be to
assist them in working things out,

If a permanent placement becomes necessary, there is
no reason why this has to go through the juvenile court.
Sacramento and other projects have found that volun-
tary placements can be made with many agencies
including the county welfare department. You have to
keep in mind, however, that this is something the family
must decide for itself and your job as the [amily
counselor is 1o help them work this problem out. They
need a lot of encouragement and must be open and
honest in dealing with a most difficult situation.

2. The initial approach: consent and miranda
warnings. The Sacramento diversion approach is based
on consent. No one is forced to go through the process
who does not wish to. This point must be carefully
covered in the initial discussion between the counselor,
juvenile and the parents.

It is also necessary that the Miranda warnings be given
in this same discussion. How to cover both these points
without creating confusion requires some care.

On suggested approach is as follows:

My name is . 1 am a probation
officer specially trained to help families deal with the
kinds of problems that have led you here today. I
would like to work with the family as a whole so that
together we can better understand what led to this
present crisis and learn ways in which to avoid further
contact with law enforcement. You are not required
to work with me in this way, however, and can if you
wish choose to go to court. If you do decide to work
with me, this case will be dismissed after our talk
today. If you find this talk helplul, you are invited to
return for further sessions if you like. Whether you
choose to come or not, however, is strictly up to you.
You will be under no compulsion to do so.

Do you have any questions about what I have said?

Understanding what [ have just said, would you like
to work with me?

Assuming that the answer is yes, proceed as follows:
There is one further matter which I must cover with
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you. While 1 am basically not interested in what
has done or whether he is guilty or
innocent, there is some possibility that anything
which might be said could be used in court at some
time in the future. I am therefore required to advise
you that you have the right to remain silent, that
anything you say can be used against you, that you
have the right to an attorney, and that il you cannot
afford an attorney, one will be appointed for you.

Do you understand what I have just said?

Keeping in mind both what I have just said and what

I said earlier, would you still like to proceed ahead

with me?

If the minor or the parents refuse or are reluctant to
proceed, be sure they understood what was said. Make it
clear that it is not necessary for the minor to speak
about the alleged offense in order for you to work
together. You are more concerned with helping the
family and avoiding any future contact with law
enforcement than determining guilt or innocence. At the
same fime, indicate their option to proceed to regular
intake and fully explain that process to them.

If the minor or the parents indicate that they have or
plan to get an attorney, ask for the attorney’s name and
permission to speak to him. If they agree, discuss the
project with the attorney and see if he wishes you to
proceed. If not, refer the case to intake.

If explained clearly, most {amilies will choose to go
ahead with the diversion process. It is important that
they understand, however, that they are doing so on a
purely voluntary basis. In addition, it should be made
clear at the end of the initial session that the case has
been dismissed, that the youth is not on probation, and
that the family is perfectly free to come back for further
sessions or not come back as they choose, It is central to
this kind of program that this voluntary aspect be made
crystal clear, because the whole approach depends upon
the family taking responsibility for themselves, with
your providing encouragement that this is something
that they can do. The notion that the child has to be on
probation labels him as #e problem and the notion that
they have to come back for counseling indicates that
they are not capable of handling their own lives.

In most jurisdictions, discussions between a probation
officer, counselors, and family members are not confi-
dential in a legal sense, The probation officer can be
subpoenaed to testify in court as to what was said to
him. If the youth starts to talk about some criminal act
in which he was involved—~a burglary, for example—it is
important that he immediately be rewarned of his rights
so that he understands that even though the probation
officer is talking to him as a family counselor and wants
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to work on the family problems, he may still be
obligated under the law to testify at some future time as
10 any admission made.

3. Setting up initial interviews late ar night. Set-
ting up initial interviews late at night (particularly after
ntidnight) can be a serious problem., Much' turns on the
way the issue is approached. One way is that below:

Hello, Mrs. Brown? I'm from the family crisis

intervention unit here at juvenile hall. Your son has

just been arrested, I know it’s really late at night,

you're probably tired, and it will be most incon-

venient for you to come down here tonight, but T was

just wonderfing if it might be possible for you to get

down here or would you rather come in the morning?
The response to this kind of invitation is usually, “T'l]
see you in the morning” A different approach is:

Heflo, Mrs. Brown? I'm from the family ecrisis

intervention unit. Your son has just been brought in

here by the police. He is very upset. I've set an
appointment for you in a half hour and I look
forward to seeing you and your husband then so we
can make some sort of decision about what to do in
this situation.
This kind of affirmative statement is much more apt to
get the family in, If they give excuses or raise problems,
you can say, “I know it’s inconvenient but it is essential
that some kind of decision be made tonight. I'll be
happy to discuss any other concemns you have when you
get here.”

Obviously a lot revolves around your own feelings
about getting a parent in at the particular time involved.
If you feel that this is inconvenient or an imposition, the
family is probably not going to come down. If you feel
that it is important—that if it was your kid down there,
you’d sure be there~you are much more likely to be
able to persuade the family as well.

4. Follow-up sessions. The same type of dynam-
ics is involved in the success of getting families back
for follow-up sessions. If your approach is negative or
wishy-washy, the family is likely to have doubts about
whether they are wanted back:

Well, this has been a fairly good session. I hope that
you possibly got something out of it and that you
feel somewhat better about what’s happening. I wish
I could have done better. I Hope that maybe you’ll
come back to see me again, maybe next week. Do
you think that would be at all possible?
On the other hand, if your approach is positive, they
are much more likely to return:
Well, 1 feel really good about the way you and your
. husband conveyed your feelings to your son and
about the way he expressed himself to you. 1see a
great improvement in the way you communicate with
one another, I feel a 1ot of concern on your part, a lot




of caring and a lot of closeness, and it seems to me
that if we were to work for two or three more
sessions that things would really improve dramat-
ically. T would really enjoy seeing you next week at
the same time. How do you feel about that?

The therapist has conveyed that he or she enjoys
working with the family and is optimistic about the way
things are going. Of course, you can also convey your
concerns if you have specific concerns. It is important to
be absolutely clear that returning for any follow-up
sessions is completely at the family’s option. It is equally
important, however, that you be clear about wanting
them to return if that is the case.

Ultimately, the question again beils down to one of
attitude. How available am I as a person to this family?
How do I come across to them? Am I open? Do I seem
interested in them as individuals and as a family? Do 1
care what happens to them and does vy caring come
through? If you come across in the right way as a
person. then you will have much less trouble having
those families you wich to see again come back.

F. Role Conflict—Probation Officer vs Family
Therapist

One of the problems you should be aware of is that
each counselor is really two people rolled into one--part
is a probation officer and the other part is a family
therapist. The probation officer is the symbol of
authority—the one who meets the police officer at the
door, accepts custody of the youngster, introduces
himself to the family as a representative of the depart-
ment, the one who has been trained in some of the legal
aspects of probation- what constitutes a burglary or
robbery, who knows what kinds of cases usually go to
court and what the rules and regulations of probation
are. Parents often come with the notion that the
probation officer is going to solve the problem of the
youngster’s behavior by threatening him with juvenile
hall and court, and by telling him not to do it again.

In the family therapist role, however, you must not
blame or take sides with the child against his parents or
with the parents against the child. Instead of giving
advice, you must help the family solve its own problem.
You are there as a facilitator to help them communicate
better with each other, not to tell them what is best for
them to do.

The tendency is for family members to tell you what
the problem is so they can get your advice about what
they should do. So a parent might turn to you and say,
“Look, my daughter is only 16 and she often comes
home at two in the morning. What would you do if that
were your daughter?”” The probation officer might very
well say, “Well, T think two o’clock is too late, and
according to the law there is a 12 o’clock curfew, and I

think until she is 18 she should maintain that curfew.”
The family thzrapist does not want to get trapped in
that way. As soon as you say that, you have sided with
the parents against the child and it is going to be very
hard to reach the child in any meaningful way in any
further sessions. She has already said to herself, “The
probation officer is against me 1 am all by myself, and
he is not going to listen to me any more than my parents
do. I might as well just keep my feelings to myself and if
things get worse, I will just run away.”

The family therapist, when confronted with this
question about what they would do in a particular
situation, would simply ask the parent to discuss that
with the child: “Why don’t you talk to her about it
rather than to me? I understand that I am here and you
think this information is important for me to know and
it seems silly for you not to be talking to me, but the
way in which I work is that I want you to talk to each
other. You need to learn better ways of communicating
clearly with eacht other so that you can work out your
problems and that is what I can help you do.”

One of the first situations in which the conflict
between probation officer-family therapist shows itself is
in how you introduce yourself. Do you introduce
vourself as a probation officer, a family therapist, or
both? You have to be very clear in introducing yourself
as to who you are, and it seems that what you are is
really a combination of both--you are a probation
officer who is specially trained to work with families.

Role conflict also shows itself in the referral of cases,
The Sacramento program and most similar family crisis
intervention programs work on the brief therapy
model--up to five sessions and referral of long-term
problems to community agencies. At the outset there
usually is the assumption that there are a lot of agencies
which are available to deal with problems. The initial
feeling is, “I am a probation officer, not a family
therapist. Maybe I am learning to be one, but at least for
now T am going to refer these cases to other peaple who
are more competent to deal with them than I am.” The
Sacramento experience, as the project progressed, was
that counselors became aware that the agencies
supposedly available to help really weren’t. They would
not handle delinquents or families on welfare or they
would handle them but not for another month because
they aiready had too many cases on the waiting list,

The longer the project was in operation, and the more
experienced they became in working with families, the
more they realized they really were the experts in the
field. They could do a better job with these kinds of
situations than the “professionals™ out in the commun-
ity.

The Sacramento staff had this to say in describing the
conflicts they saw in the dual role:
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“Keeping out of the advice-giving role of P.O. This
is often expected by the families we see before the
ground rules are set up. Some families cannof
accept probation officers in a therapist role.”
“Some families expect an authoritarian approach
from a P.O. and are disappointed when respon-
sibility is shifted back to the family with a
different kind of help.”

“I get stuck with some families or parents who
want us to discipline und lock their kid up without
getting involved in any family process.”

These themes are also echoed in the differences seen
by the Sacramento staff between their role in the
diversion unit and their prior work in the department:

® “There has been no similarity between prior

probation experience and the diversion unit except
1 ‘worked with families.’ The difference is that my
potential for working with people was cultivated
and btegan to grow.

“It is different in that I am able to understand the
family process and make contact with the family. I
didn’t feel regular probation made any impact or
helped change what was happening,”

“In supervision 1 did some family counseling but
never at the level I have done in diversion. It has
been different because you work as a counselor
rather than as a probation officer.”

“The biggest difference has been the time available
to work with families and the degree and intensity
of my own professional involvement with the
families.”

“No major similarities. I feel a real attempt to
‘treat’ rather than offer surveillance.”

G. The Need for Training

Most people who do family counseling have under-
gone a great deal more training than you will be able to
receive, The ftraining that you do receive, however, is
likely to be one of the most important and most
rewarding aspects of the job.

The Sacramento staff found almost all the different
kinds of training helpful. When asked what they found
most helpful, they responded:

]

[

“Qriginally, watching experts work. Now I need
more work on myself, and where I am stuck.”
“Role playing; group encounters; observing other
therapists work.”

*“So far, I have enjoyed and felt that I got the most
from structured consultation days (teaching, or
observing consultants work) plus working cases
with a consultant.”

When asked, “Do you think more training would
help?”’, the staff was unanimous in emphasizing its
importance:
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“Continuous training is needed if for no other
reason than to rejuvenate you.”

“I need rejuvenation every now and then. Some-
times I’m afraid my approach is becoming ‘institu-
tionalized,” ™

“Staff on-going training is essential in all areas:
self, marital, family. Increase in knowledge equals
an increase in effectiveness.”

“More training would help. After a year’s ex-
perience the concepts would be grasped by
workers. They would have a frame of reference
from which to work.”

“Yes, training provides me with a ‘shot in the arm’
and I need this periodically. 1 get stale and almost
indifferent until rejuvenated.”

H. How Well Does the Experience Wear?

The Sacramento staff is made up of deputy probation
officers who volunteered to become part of the diversion
unit. After three years all of the original staff were still
with the unit. When asked how they felt about their
experience, they had these comments:

“IPm neutral right now. I enjoy the work, I'm
comfortable with the unit. Sometimes I feel that
being involved in diversion is risking later needing
personal therapy. It's a hazard of the job!”

“It's been highly successful with the intended
goal and a tremendous experience for me. I hope
that the concept will continue to expand within
the department.”

“I feel it is very vital to the department. I can’t
imagine having to go back to old intake way of
handling 601’s—it would be a big loss to families.”
“We have reached a plateau. Our techniques are
excellent, but we are struggling to become better
long-rerm therapists with families,”

When asked whether their expectations had been met,
they made these comments:

“Yes. 1 feel it has been the most rewarding work
I’ve ever done.”

“l could not have expected to get as much as I
have out of the program. Everything that has
happened to me has been above my expectations.
My growth as a person, my ability to work with
families and skills as a therapist—all are above
expectations.”

“Yes, 1 feel better about myself and understand
more about families-feelings, processes, etc.”
“Yes, Training has been generally what I was
hoping for. The experience has been intense and
the experiment had its glamorous side.”

The staff was also asked how they anticipated the
diversion experience would affect their future careers:




@ “It has affected me which means I'm a different
person than I was three years ago. Who knows
beyond that?”

® “It should be helpful in eny form of supervision,
adult or juvenile. 1 know a lot more about me.”

“I think it will benefit me as [ doubt I would be
assigned 1o a court unit or other routine job since
it is known I have special training and experience,”
“I will always be striving to understand the process
rather than the content.”
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CHAPTER VIl

No two communities are likely to go about tackling a
problem in exactly the same way. Some will want to
begin in one way and others from exactly the opposite
direction. This section is intended to give some insight
into how several communities other than Sacramento
have gone about trying to create Sacramento-type
programs,

The purpose of this is not to suggest that other
communities should try to emulate either Sacramento or
the other communities here described. Rather the
purpose is to show some of the issues and some of the
solutions developed in other communities.

The Sacramento 601 Diversion Program began in
October 1970. Almost from the beginning there was
great interest from other communities. In the first year
alone over 200 inquiries were answered from throughout
the country and a few from abroad as well. Over 20
other jurisdictions visited the program itself, In suc-
ceeding years the number of inquiries has not diminished
and the flow of visitors has remained high. No attempt
has been made to keep track of the results of all these
inquirfes. What follows therefore is not a systematic
attempt to cover the progress of the ideas involved
wherever they have been considered but rather a
sampling of what has happened in several specific
communities. Other approaches or developments may
have occurred in other communities.

Four communities will be discussed: Alameda, Con-
tra Costa and Humboldt Counties, California, and Vir-
ginia Beach, Virginia.

A. Alameda County

With a population of aver one million, this county is
California’s fifth largest. It includes both the inner city
core of Oakland (350,000 population) as well as a broad
variety of other urbanand suburban areas.

The program began as a result of an internal
probation department study committee. Meeting on its
lunch hours and whenever it could {ind time, this
committee was concerned about the problem of run-
aways and status offenders. Several members of the
committee visited and observed the Sacramento program
and decided to try the approach. Their recommendation
was approved and in September 1971 the program got
underway.
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HOW OTHER COMMUNITIES HAVE DONE IT

This was done entirely by reallocating resources
within the department. No grant was sought or obtained.
The person assigned to supervise the unit was an
experienced administrator and a member of the com.
mittee which planned the program. The program began
with the assignment of seven staff members of the
juvenile division to the Family Crisis Intervention Unit.
Initially the program operated only at juvenile hall in
San Leandro, a largely suburban area. In September
1972 a second unit was opened in Oakland. The program
now has a staff of 16 and two supervisors.

Before work was even started, the seven original
deputies and the supervisor were freed from regular
duties to enter a two-week training program with various
family therapists from the Bay Area. As the Alameda
County program was not funded by a grant, this placed
ari additional burden on the other deputies in the
department who had to “pick up the slack” while the
unit was training; but once the work was underway, the
reduction in the number of juveniles being sent to court
or placed on probation made integration of the new
program into departmental operations an easy matter.

The initial training was provided through a depart-
mental training budget. The staff was also able to attend
a LEEP-financed training program. Other training was
provided through various community agencies and pri-
vate practitioners on a voluntary basis, and some was
paid for by the staff themselves.

The unit staff all work a ten-hour day, four-day week,
Since the unit is open seven days a week and holidays
from 8:00 a.m. to 11:00 p.m.,, the staff works a rotating
schiedule which allows for one four-day weekend off
every third week, Shifts are rotated between day and
evening every six weeks and, whenever possible, a man
and a woman work together to facilitate the feam
approach. Appointments are scheduled at three-hour
intervals if possible but since this is a crisis unit, it is
often mnecessary for the staff to quickly adapt to
whatever comes in. Times of extremely heavy intake
have been experienced but the unit appears to run most
comfortably when intake is limited to approximately 15
to 16 new cases per deputy per month,

As a result of the program, the petition rate has
dropped from about 30 to 4.5 percent with respect to
the cases it handles.




B. Contra Costa County )

This county of 550,000 plus population is also
located in the San Francisco Bay Area. In 1971 undera
grant from the California Council on Criminal Justice
(3133,962), two more or less separate diversion pro-
grams were started in the county. One was located in
Richmond, an inner core city of 80,000 with a 40
percent minority population and a high crime rate, The
other was located in Concord and covered the more
suburban and middle class areas in the remainder of the
county.

The director of the project was appointed in Novem-
ber 1971. A casework supervisor, five deputy probation
officers, two probation aides, and two clerks made up
the original project staff. Based upon the apparent
success of the program, the probation department
assigned two additional deputy probation officers to the
Concord unit in October 1972.

Both units lease office space in facilities nearby but
separate from the probation department and the juvenile
hall. Project staff assigned to the Concord unit were
scheduled from 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m., Monday
through Friday, and 8:00 am. to 6:00 p.m. on
Saturday. A similar pattern is followed by the Richmond
unit except they do not have staff coverage on Saturday.
Cases were accepted into the project in January 1972.

The Probation Intervention Unit, as the Richmond
program was called, was one of four components of the
Richmond Youth Service Program. The others are a drug
education program and an out-reach component de-
signed to provide supplemental education, recreation
and counseling services to the area’s youth. The staff
consists of a supervisor, two caseworkers (deputy proba-
tion officers), two intervention specialists (probation
aides) and a full time clerk-secretary. The two case-
workers have intake and counseling responsibility, with
an estimated caseload of 15 families per worker per
month, The intervention specialists are normally respon-
sible for case follow-up or recontacting families that
have been referred to outside agencies or closed out by
the unit. They also act as co-therapists with the two
caseworkers,

As soon as possible after the youth in the 601
category arrives at the juvenile hall, a deputy from the
Probation Intervention Unit will contact the family in an
effort to arrange for his release. At the same time, the
deputy confers with the child and his family regarding
the behavior or conditions which might have caused the
referral. The deputy spends as much time as necessary to
work out a method whereby the youth and the family
can deal with the behavior or condition in a constructive
way. He provides follow-up service to the youth and his
family as frequently as necessary for up to 90 days. Most
cases come from the police or other parts of the

probation department, but cases may also come from
the schoals, the social services department (welfare) or
from other agencies. Essentially the same service is
provided, whatever the source of referral.

In some cases, it is necessary for the deputy to
arrange for temporary placement for a youth pending his
return home. The Richmond unit can take advantage of
the Richmond Youth House for temporary placement.
Follow-up assistance to the family may require referral
to a counseling program, help in petting the youth
readnitted to school, arranging for tutoring, introduc-
tion to a-drug therapy program or placement in a group
counseling program. Again, in the Richmond unit many
of these services are provided by the Youth Services
Bureau,

The Richmond unit handled 165 cases in its first year
and the Concord unit handled 266, Together petitions
were filed on 19.5 percent of the cases as opposed to 43
percent of a similar group of pre-project cases, Juvenile
hall detention days for the project were also substan-
tially reduced.

C. Humboldt County

This is a small coastal county in Northern California
near the Oregon