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MﬁIUOPULﬂU[CAL AND THEQORETICAL ISSUES IN JUVENILE :
DIVERSTON: IMPLICATIONS FOR EVALUATIONS

INTRODUCTION

Piversion is a term used widely in the field of corrections.
As it is the case with many other terms there is some amblgulty
and CDﬂiU\lﬂﬂ regarding the exact meanlng of the concept
D]\OTHIOH means many dlff01ent thlngs to many leFerent neonle
'(1es<e‘ and wcﬁvrmottw 1973:7)
The National Mdvisory Commission on Criminal Justice
Standards and Goals uses the term "diversion' in reference to:
formally acknowledged and organized efforts to
ittilize alternatives to initial or continued
Mrocessing into the justice system. To qualify
i< diversion, such efforts must be undertaken

prior to adjudication and after a legally pro-
erihed action has occurled

According to this definition all fhose efforts'which try.
te handle offenders in a way that will haft further official
proecessine after the First encounter w1th formal agenc1es (police,
or community oreanizations) would qua11FV as, dlver51on ‘ These'
practices are predicated under -the assumptlon that the exlstlng

ystem often brings to negative (destructive) results among.the -
of fenders, and thev are not’Very efficient in afFecting and/or
duulng existing crime rates either.. |

Lven so, that the general objectives oF'diversioﬁkséem to bé
widely accepted by people in the field of ]uvenlle correctlons thére

i

arc some prohlems and'criticisms 1cve1ed;aga1nst,them. In a

recent work, Morris (1574) expresses his concern regarding attempts
at Jdiversion which may result in an increase in the number of people
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brought under social control, since policies which keep our offenders

From correctional institutions may at the very same time extend
control by formal dgencies. Morris, predicts that the guilty are
going to be Coﬁvicted whilé the innocent will be diverted and
suﬁcrvisod. Concerning juvéﬁile justice he points oﬁt that:

... the juvenile court itself was a diversionary
program, aiming to reduce the impace of the , S
criminal law on the young offender and to divert: o
him to less primitive, rechabilitative contgols. - o
However, it had swept more children within the '
ambit of the criminal law than -if the State had

not gone coercively into the business of child

saving by means of statutes 111 defining delin-

quency. (Morris, 1974:11)

.

Probation scems to have the same results, namelv the reduction
ol the extent of incarceration especially among the juveniles,

hut at the same time increasé the total numher of youngsters under

the control of the criminal justice svstem (Platt, 1969). ’Likéwisg,

that is the case with coerceive diversion programs dévised fér;
drug addicts and alcoholics. Many of the .juveniles paf£iqipatiﬁg
in the divérsién programs'are status offenders, thus many believe
that thev should not have heen handled by the ﬁuvenile justice
system in the first place. '

In additioﬁ,_diVersion progréms are usually based on the

therapeutic ideal, with supervision by a supervisor-treater. This

role is cxposed to opposing demands, and often the supervisory,rple”

>

supersedes the treatment role, and might become a coercive role . ..

'

losing obviously from its therapeutic value. Diversion programs

] N

also can be casily slanted toward the: '"medical model'" of corrections

~by keeping juveniles under "treatment'' until they progress well

*e

cnough to be releascd--instead of being in a program for a

deternined period of time. . This practice can nrovide a wide

4

“

‘

104 . . =



discretionary vower to be the administrative and treatment stafff
The- discretionary power oF'each individual staff member tends to
increase which in turn tends to decrease the uniformity in the
handlfng of cases. At the same time the 'sick role'" is attfibuted
to the participants.

Whilo,Finersidn seems to be an effort to mitigaté'the
adverse afflects of processing through the formal social control
svstem, it still might result in deFiningvthe pérsonéas a deviant 
or delinquent. This reaction includes the pﬁblié and privatex
attitudes toward him and éften culminates in '"secondary deviance"
by aéquiring a delinquent self-concept.which' determines the
person's future caveer and 1ife stvle. (Lemert, 1951; Becker,‘1963}.

" The current proliferation of diversion programs in the field

of juvenile justice warrants that more cfforts will be placed in .

.their constant cvaluation. As a matter of fact to be able to

assess correctly these programs and to he able to derive the
maximum benefits from them there is a need to devise the programs

in a way that evaluation will be an infégral part of then.

The Present Study

This -present study is based on 4 more detailed evaluation
of thc Behavioral Asqessment and Trcatment SeTV1ccs Center (Berg,
1975) vhich was establlshod and 1mplcmcntcd dur1nq 1972 in Orange

County; California. The major ObjCCthCS of the (ATSC) rroject
were: |
1. To‘provide a mdltihdisciplinary resource:for the
police to refer emotionally distfubed and/or
behuviorally disordered jgvcnilcs for asschment
gnd/or tfvatmont and in addition to divert fhom
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from the juvenile justice svstem.

&~

To dcveiop a model intake,pr&ceﬁs'witﬁin the.
regular juveﬁilc probation system which will
mdximiie diversion from the juvenile justice
system at the.pbint éf intake,
5. Identify needed service resou1ge5 and develon'

appropriate community based and Funded service

fﬂClllthu which will provide. serv1cc out51do of

?ne juvenile Justlce svstem.

Virtually all of ﬁhe referrals reccived by the ATSC were

from thc over twenty law enforceﬁent agencies operating within the :
county, Assessment appointments were arranged for all referralsf
as the initial intake mechanism. Assessment resulted in felease'
referral to other agencies or the development of a Lreatmcnt plan
Parents were enccuraged to partlcipate in'assessment as well as:
treatment if neCessdry. Table i provides -a summary of\thg
dispositions resulting from referral to the ATSC for these cases

splected into the evaluatlon sample.
- (Table 1 about here)

The evaluation of the ATSC attempted to establish the éxtent
to which the program was able to accomplish it's stated ObjGCtheS
which of .course requires the translation of these ob]ectjves 1ntol; “
measurable criteria (Glaser, 1973:16; Weiss and Rein, 1971:293):
The goals set forward 'in the ATSC pro Ject pPTro posal serve as a '

good example of the klnd of problem which results when thc

objectives oF a project fail to be clearly articulated.
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Objective L for example, as‘siated in th¢ prqject proposal;r

failed to nake reference to anv explicit anticipated accomplishmenti.
The fact that a resource was provided and that its existence becaﬁe
known to law enForgemcnt agencies, who 1n turn referred juveniles
to the program, 1is obv10us; Consequently the operatlonallzatlon
of this obiective was based on the assumption that the prlmary alm
ol any dlvcrclon program 1is ultlmatelv‘the re ductlon oF dellnquent
behavior and the rehabilitation of those who uer lnvolved in.
lawbrecaking activityi and that this goal is to be accomplishéd
by avoiding the involvement of the juveniles with the formal

.

ssnctioning system.

1ethodoloﬂ\

As 1s the case with most criminal justice,programs, random sampling‘
‘and randomization were 1np0551b1e. Thus, the de51an ch01ce for
this study was the pseudo-experimental or quasi- expcrlmental de51gn

where in:

... a treatment process is evaluated by means’
.of 'information on a treatment group and a
'cemparison' group. The latter is chosen in

a way that makes it 'similar' to the treatment
group.  (Adams, 1975:60).

In the present study an effort was made to ovefcome the
problems resulting from the failure to randomize through samplé
qelectlon plOCCdUlCS and statlstlca] controls 1n an attemnt to
conform to the ”ﬂll clse being equal" dictum of science. The
follow1ng measures were taken: (1) in choosing the control

populatlon a sclectksubset of all probation referrals were defined

in a way that the reSultJng set of 1nd1v1duals uould approximate .

¥

l The ATSC program did not lend itself to easy evaluation.
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the referral éhdracteristics of those who would have been eligibiel
for diverslion to the ATSC, thus it'included onlykinitial refer-
rals., (Custody referrals and probation violators were not eligible
to participate in ATSC). (2) In a further effort to .isolate the
affects of differential treatments (ATSC VS'PrObation),‘sevefal
variables (e.g., sex, age and previous'refeTrai record) were
statistically controlled. |

The total experimental population inclﬁded'all referralsitof
the ATSC betwecen September 1, 1972 and February 28, 1974--an
eighteen mcnt. period, 1305 cases. Thé starting date was
selected as a result of the limited data available on the 277
cases processed prior to this time, i.e., duriné the first three
months of the programs operation. The 1a£ter date was’selected
to-ensure the availability of at least one year of follow-up
information on all cases in the sample.

A systematic random sampling procedufe was used whereby
every even numbered referral to ATSC was églected into the sample,;
excluding re-referrals. This procedure jesulted in the gelecfion‘.
of a fifty percent random sample of 651 juveniles.

The contrbl group was selected from all initial‘ﬁén-custody’

referrals received by the Orange County Probation Department during:

the same pcriod. Restricting the control group to only initial.

»

non-custody referrals was an attempt to insure that thé fypegpf’
cases selected were those which would have been eligible'for
diversion to the ATSC. Every tenth relevant entry in the probation’

log books was selected into the control group. This procedure

resulted in a ten perceht systematic random sample of 11,0008 initial

‘non-custody intake cases referred to probation during the eigﬁtéen-'
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month period of study. ' : | | :

A wide range of. data was collected on the cases referred to
the ATSC. These data included detailed personal information,
péychological tests results, heﬁayioral assessment af.the
beginning--during and at the end of the‘participation‘in the
program, and a termination form completed at the end‘0f
treatmcntj—dctailing the nature and conditions under which e
termination took place.

The data on the contrel group were taken from the probation
files, and‘inclnded personal and family data and information
pertaining to the actions taken on the referrals, such as,
dispositioh at intake, disposition at court and the dates. of

intake and termination.

Evaluation Measures: Major Criteria

A variety of procedures were selected for summarizing

the subsequent behavior (juvenile justice contact)-data. By

using several outcome measures, varying aspects of the extent and. -

severity of subsequent behavior could be articulated. Outcome
measures included:

(a) The‘percont of cases having at least one subsequent appli-

cation for petition. .

s

(b) The percent of cases having at least one subsequent wardship,];

which is the most serious disposition rccorded for each case.

(c) The average number, of subsequent referrals.
(d) The average levél of severity measured by the assignment of
a weighted severity value to each terminal disposition, (Berg,

1975:17) summed up and divided by N.

109



4 -8“

ANALYSTS

Selection Bias

The first step.of the evaluation Qas to ascertain the
extent of simildrity, on the basis of demographic éttributes,
between the experimental and the contrel groﬁp. This step
was instrumental in establishing the comparability of the two

groups on basic personal characteristics, thus being able to

isolate the possible effects of differential correctional treatmént;‘

The cowparisons on the two basic demographic variables

sex (Table 2) and age (Table 3) indicate some significant

differences between the two groups. A significantly greater percent.

(.001 level) of females were assigned to the ATSC"(4D.6 pertent)' 
than to Probhation (24.4 pefcent). The ATSC cases were fouﬁd aiéo

(Table 2 about here) |
to be significantly vounger than the probation groub (on the'.le
level). While more than half of the probqtioh sample. cases were
over 15 Years old,'only 26.9 percent of_the'ATSC cases were in thag
age. . ‘ _ .

(Table 3 about here)

There was also a significant differcnce bctweeh-thektwo_grouPs
in ethnic composition (Table 4). The figures inaicate that while
the proportions of minority group youngsters were relatively low

(Table 4 abogt'herej | | .
in both programs (ATSC - 5.3 percent, probation - 13.6;pérbept)~th£§
difference was statist%cally significaqt, at the 3001 level of

[]

significance.
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The selection process was also investigated in regard to

the history of delinquent involvement,

namely prior probation

referrals., Tablr § contains information concerning the numbér

of prior probation referrals oi the partlcxpdnts in both samples

within a two yecar period prior to the referral,

extent of the most serious prlor Te ferral

and the nﬁtnre of referrals the findings

In

as wcll,as, the

both the number

s point out that the two

}

populations were significantly different in their prior juvenile

justice contact history.

(Table 5 about here)

In the ATSC sample 91.5 pcrcent of the juveniles did not

have previcus referrals, hh11€ in the probatlon sample this

figure was 77.3 percent. In terms of the seriousness of prior

referrals 7.5 percent of the probation sample

.

prior wardship, whike only 1.2

similar experience.

These findings indicate that there

was

percent of the

a

sustained a ‘

ATSC cases had

systematic bias

in the selection of participants to the ATSC program. There

was a clear tendency to select younger juveniles, more girls,

dellnquent involvement into this program.

‘more whites and youngsters with fewer and less serious prior

These findings might

seriously questlon whether or not the ATSC program fulfilled a

truly dlvelslonarv function?

In 6the~

words

, the.questiqn‘is

how many of the juveniles who were referred to the ATSC wou]d

have bccn otherwise placed indeed on probation? "There is a

good chance that.many of thcm would have been rcleased Hack to

the communltv without any further p1occsslﬁg, or would not be

contacted in. the {irst plaue.

Thus it can be assumed that

111
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ATSC often used as an “insertion' device (Klein, 1876:74), i.e.,

a way to introduce juveniles into the system.

ANALYSIS OF OQUTCOMES '

Subsequent Referrals

x

When the date of referral is taken as the starting point
of comparison, it is seen (Table 6) that within twelve montHs
from this date 31.0 percent of the ATSC cases and 34,8 pércent ofﬁ
the probation sample had at least ope'subsequenftapplication for
petition filed with the probation department. Tﬁis difference
is not significant on the .05‘level.

Within eighteen months Qf the date of referral the
difference between the percent of ATSC cases and‘probation cases
had grown to 9.6 percent (32.8 perceﬁt versus 42.4 percent).. This
difference is significant on the .02 level.

(Table 6 about here)
The major reason for the significant'aifference between the’

g

percent of re-referrals after eighteen months was the large

difference among males with no.prior history of prcbation referral.

Among the ATSC cases this group had 28.9 percent subsequent Te-, .
referrals while in probation 44.3 pércént from this group had at"
least one subsequent petition--this difference is>statistica11y

significant on the .01 level. However, when age was tontrolledjp

for, no significarnt differences were cncountered. Genérally,

"within each age category the ATSC males with mo priors had a, lower

. : . :
rate of ve-referrals than those on probation.t The differences

L orhis might be due also to the ability of law enforcement

agencies to differentiate among the youngstexs whom they

1efe110d to the two programs. 113
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tended to increase &ith age (below 13-2.0 percent; 13-15 - 8.é
percent, over 15‘- 24.4 pcfcent). Due to the smal} éample size,
even the 24.4 percent‘diffcrcnce was not large .enough to be |
statistically significant on!the conventional .05 level.

In the other major categories where the sample siie was
sufficient{to make comparisons,; males with prior probation }:; .
cxpevience and females with no priot referrals, the ATSC cases f
tended‘to have somewhat higher Bbut not signifiéant rates of
re-referral. |

Re-referral rates were the lowest in the youngest age
group with no prior history of referrals rcgardless of sex,
treatment, dge, and follow-up time. The rates were highest
for those with. prior records regardless of all the other variables.

Male ATSC cases on the whole tended to have lower rates than

their probation counterparts while for females the opposite was true.

Level of Recontact

In comparing the two samples on the percent of casé¢s upon

which a petition was filed, significant differences are apparent

at the end of both the twelve and the eighteen month follow uphv

periods (Table 7). By the end of twelve‘monthé, the date of
referral, 22.2 percent of the ATSC and 28.1 percent of the

probation cases were petitioned to juvenile court at least once.

‘This difference is significant on the .02 level. 'By‘the'end'of

-

eighteen months these figures were 23.1 percent and 35.9 pefcent
respectively--a difference which is significant on the. .001 level.

(Table 7 about here)

113



AR “12-

_IF peréonnl attributes age and sex and previﬁus cﬁﬁtacts’ﬁith
law cenforcement ugéncies, are'controlléd—~only the difference
between males 13-15 vears old without prior refefrél‘to probation
is found to be significant--16.7 percent less ATSC boys in this
category were retdrning than boys whO»finished probation--this o
difference is statistiéally significantlat the .01 level. The
overall fémale comparisons were slightly favorable for thefATSC'{
program but no real substantive differences emerged.é

Generally, the patterns of re-referrals tend to be bettéf
for the ydunger age groups, and worse [or thosc with priors,

cspecially among males,

Within eighteen months of the date of rcferral 19.5 percenti
of_ghe ATSC»and-SO.G percent of the probation cases were declareé
wvards of the court (either under sﬁpcrvision, or in juvenile
institutions) Table 8. These figures indicate a sfatistical}y
significant difference Between the two samples at the .001 level.
Also, the general patterh described in the qnalysis of p;titibnihg
rate exists in the case of wardship comparisons. In 511 cases

(Table 8 about here)
a low:r percbnt of the ATSC graduates were sent fo juvenile
institutions. ‘Generally, the percent of cases with at least one’

wardship within eighteen months of the date of referral‘werq

lower for the ATSC among'all males regardless of prior histqry.

Females, with and without prior referral. showed some favorable
differences for the ATSC, while when age groups were compared the

graduates ol the Probation Department seem to have a slightly

-more [avorable Tecord.

114
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Re-referrals and Severity:

Concerning the number of fc~reférfals it is found thai
twelve months after the date of the rcferral—-an average of
.63 applications per case were field in the ATSC group while
.68 in the probation. group (fable 9). This differenéé-is not
significant._ Males with prior referrals have the highegt
average (1.3 ATSC, 1.2 p?obation) whilé the second highest-.
is for females with prior referrals (.90 ATSC, ,91~pfobation).

(Table 9 about here)
This figures in accordance with the patterns found .in other
studics; namely that there seems to be an emergence of a core
group of delinquents who are gétting involved wifh the social
control agencics at a relatively early stage in their life
time and many of them tend to continue this involvement’and
develop a delinquent and later a criminal career.

The only category in which there is a.significant‘aifferencg
between the two groups 1is émong females without a priof recprd

in the age group of 13-15 where unexpectedly the ATSC ”graduates” n

indicate a signficiantly higher're-referral rate on the .01 level

ﬁhan their counterpayts in the probation group. Within 12 months
of the ddte of rcferrallthe aferage severity of the new charges
is the lowest dmbng boys uﬁder»the age of 13 who do not have
prior reférral'record-in both groups--somewhat lower in the .
probation group.  The scores are highest among.boys 15-yéa}s'old
and older with prior referrals, also in this categofy the ATSC.
group has a higher average severity scofé thanithe probation~
group. The only significant difference, however,,Between‘thé

two groups on the severity scores is found among females 13-15
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vears old without prior referrals. The girls from ATSC tend
to be charged with more serious infractions than girls who were

on probation.

. Discussion

The prihary concerns of the current evaluatjpn caﬁ’bersumMarized
in two questions: :  ' ! o -}i .

(1) Were the cases referred to ATSC,-cases‘which would
hanétherwise;been referred to probation?

(2)' 1s the affects of the ATSC trzatment 6n the individuals
any different than that which’would have resulted if those cases
had- indeed been referred to probation?

It is hard indeed to arrive at a conclusive answer to these
questions on the basis of this study méinly because of the probléms‘-
of initial design; namely as mentioned, the unequal selection |
process into ATSC ws. probation. However,ﬁan attempt can be.
méde to try to derive some logical conclugions which might have
implications for the formulation of further treatment po;icieSu

As hés been pointed out earlier, whét‘cpnstitutesvdiverskbh
is both ambiguous and relative. It has been stated that ”divensioﬁ»v
occurs only when use of the customaTY'prdéess is warrantéd, but

not actualized.'" Determining when the customary process is
1 N v
3

warranted is itself a major and. contraversial problem} Compbundiﬁg:_
this problem is the great latitude of discretion in the éecision¢

to refer juveniles to different programé’among the various léw
enforcement agencieé (klein,.1976). Grénted, if it is impoTrtant

to establish that each referral to the ATSC_diﬂ in faét constituteir
a‘divcrsion-msome Criteria of veriFication should have been
establishcd from the onset. Unfortunately,‘és it was poin%éd‘out, ‘ '
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‘handled informally if the ATSC had not been available. This 1s -

of the evaluation process there was no way of assessing whether

<

.15-

no such cTiteria were set up.

| There i? a good possibility that not‘éll the'referraiév
to the ATSC were divefsions in the strict sense of the word.
For example, during 1973-74--260 (14.4 percent) from the total
referrals of 1801 to thé,ATSC were referred on an iﬁforﬁal
basis, i.e., no spccific code‘violatiqns were inﬂicate&. It is

feasible, that at least a part of these cases would have been = '

qﬁite a widespread phenomenon (Morris, 1974 Liﬂéoln, 1976) ds
it was mentioned before. | |

‘At the onset of the program police were asked to refer
emotionally disturbed youngsters and/or those-whoAhad some
behavior disorder problems, to the ATSC. Obviously, theée
guidelines are very general and almost all juveniles cbntactéd[
by the police might fit into ﬁhis broad category. This givéé to
the police a wide-scale discretion in‘this matter. At the time‘
or not,thbse who were referred to the ATSC were any different on
the emotional. disturbance/behavioral di§ordér dimension than those
who were referredlto probatién. (In fact it is not clear whether
this dimension was ever uniformly defined far the various agenciesj.~:'
Without reliable data on this maftor, there is no way to eStaBliSh‘i
a meaningful comparison‘groub (refcrfed to prpbation)~ggaiﬁst thcﬁ:~
the subsequent behavior of ATSC referees can be compared.

Takiﬁg’all these 1limitations into consideration, this‘
gtudy has comﬁared the subsequent'behévior of a sample of ATSC
cases with that of a sample of initial non-custody.probation'refeffals.

The results of these compayisons genetrally did not indicate any

T N »v . .
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systematic differences between thc'two‘groups.
in the evaluation of the ATSC proéram, when all the ré: ~rals

are concerned, the group of referrals who failed té keep their

assessment appointments showed the poorest pattern of subsequent

behavior, i.ec., within 18 moﬁths of the referral 27.dvpércentl

of this group became the wards of the juvenilevcourt afyleast

once, while among the assessed the comﬁarable figuré~Was.17;2,‘ f"i

percent. ' ' ' . ; 3 Y
The mayriculétion of cases through the ATSCLtends'to

follow a pattern of positive selection, i.e., those ingressing

further into the programugenerally showed a "better" outcbmé.

Probatidﬁ, on the other hand, indicates an opposite trend,

namely, the deeper is the ingression into the formal juvenile

justice system, the higher is the probability of recidivism.

This finding should be pursued by additional studies--since it.
might indicate real differences in the treétment impaci~or it
might be méinly an outcome of the selection process to thé
different programs. It also may indicate that there are.
different meanings of early termination in the two programs, i;e.a
iﬁ ATSC this might mean ‘that those y&ungsters drop out early |
from the treatment program wﬁo‘would.most-need it, éince‘the greét

.

flexibility of the program, while in probation where the regulations

‘are stricter, those youngsters are getting out early who are the

1

best risks anyway.
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CONCLUSTON
On the basis of thefevaluation presented in the present

study it is hard to arrive at clear-cut conclusions. To' a

large degre'e ATSC appears to be no better no Worse than

its counterparts in the juveﬁilé justice system. 'This is
obviously not a very positive and optimistic stateﬁent;about
this program, and it begs the question about its wofthwhileness.}
It seems to be, that some of thG:TCSultS ﬁrobably ha%e been mofe§
positive would thé selection process to the prog;am be improvéd.
The two immediate steps that should be taken to make ATSC
probably a morc viable alternétive,fo pyobétion and for sure a
better object for evaluation purposes should bhe: (é) a rigorous_’
clarification of who the program is for, and (b]‘developiﬁg
better referral guidelines and the development of some kihd of .
cooperative effort among the law enforceément agencies fo keeﬁ

up with these guidelines.

This study, besides focusing on the main subject of comparing:

the outcome of various treatment programs also highlighted,some

of the actual resecarch problems which might ‘emerge in their

evaluation. While it is known thét descision-makers frequently {
fail to use the conclusions of evaluation research (Weiss,;1972j;
it is, still hopes that at‘leasf.sbme of the problems of design‘,ﬁ
which emerged in the ATSC Project will be addressed by

administrators of juvenile diversion programs.

’
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TABLE 1

ASSESSMENT AND TREATMENT SERVICES CENTER-CASE-
LOAD DISPOSITIONS FOR REFERRALS RECEIVED BETHFEN
SEPT. 1, 1972 AND FEB. 28, 1974

. ' \ ;
Total - Subgroup

Referral Dispositions N . Percent - Percent -
Referrals ..o.vuvniviiuvnunnn. Leeie 639 100.0  -e----- B
Failed to show for assessment .... 65 10.2 10.2
ASSESSEU v ittt 574 ga.s 89.8
Found not in need of treatment . 71 11.1 '12.4
" Dismissed with ATSC followuo . 39 6.1 54.9
. Treatment not needed ......... 32 5.0 45.1
~Found in need Qf‘tfeatment ..... 503 78.7 ' 87.6

Referred. to other agency ..... 66 10.3 ©13.1

Treatment not obtalned/other .41 6.4 8.2

Treated at ATSC ........ .. ... 396 _ 62.0 . 78.7

" Barly Termlnatlons ....... .. 91 - 14.2 23.0.

Violations ....... vevvvnnn, 28 - 4.4 - 7.1

~Mutual/normal treatment .... 277 . 43.4 . 69.9
120
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Malce

Female

. Total

AGE

‘Under 13-

13 - 15
Over 15

Total

TARLE 2

SEX BY TREATMENT

ATSC
Number Percent
379 59.4
259 40.6
638 100.0
X2=47.69,
TABLE 3

AGE BY TREATMENT

ATSC
Number Percent
121 19.2
340 5339
631 100.0

X%=135.90,

121

PRORATTON

Number De}cent
749 75.6
242 24.4
9

991 ©100..0-
df=1, p<.001

PROBATION

Number Percent
56 . 5.7
405 ° 41.5°
977 100.0

df=2, p ¢ .001



ETHNTICITY

Whife
Spanish
Black

- Other

Total-

TABLE 4

ETHNICITY BY TREATMENT

ATSC
Number Petcenf
536 94.7
.20 3.5
6 1.1
4 7
566 100.0
122

PROBATTON

: Numbe% berceﬁt{ ;.
élS 86.@_
92 9.77
21 2.2
16 1.7
944 100.0

X°=26.5, df=3, p¢ .001



TABLE 5

PRIOR APPLICATIONS FOR PETITIONS BY TREATMENT:
~NUMBER OF APPLICATIONS AND MOST SERIQUS PRIOR

Numhbher of Prior
Applications for
a Petition

None
One

Two

Three or More

Total

Most Serious
Prior:

None

Dismissed at
Intake

Dismissed at.
Court '

Field Supervision

Institutional
Placement

'Total

ATSC PROBATION
Number Pefcent Number Percentl
561 901.5 . 675! 77.3

42 6.9 128 14,7
8 1.3 . 45 5.1
2 .3 25 2.9

613 100.0 | 873 100.0
T X2=55.66, df=3, p ¢ .001

561 91.5 . 675 - 77.3
30. 4.9 89 10.2 ;
15 . 2.4 44 5.0
5 .5 52 6.0
4 7 13 1.5
613 100.0 875 100.0 .°

x2=58.75, df=4, p< .001

A}
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' TABLE 6 ' : :

Percent of Cases Upon Which an Application For Petition Was Field With Probation,
Twelve and Fighteen Months From Date of Referral by Sex, Prior Referral History,
Age and Treatment

TIME FROM DATE OF REFERRAL-
TWELVE MONTHS o : EIGHTEEN MONTHS
ATSC PROBATION ATSC PROBATION
N Percent N Percent A % N Pefcent . N Percent A% .
 ALL CASES © 562 31.0 663 34.8  -3.8 329 32.8 337 42.4 - 0,6%
MALES ONLY 342 30.7 497 37.0 -6.3 205 32.2 246 ©47.2  -15.0%
NO PRIORS - 310  28.4 394 33.0 -4.6 187 - 28.9 210 | 44.3  -15.4%
UNDER 13 93 12.9 . 37 16.2 -3.3 68 16.2 22 18.2 |- 2.0
13 - 15 . 165 . 35.2 228 36.0 -0.8 101 37.6 142 45.8 | - 8.2
OVER 15 52 34.6 129 3276 2.0 18 27.8 46 52.2 | -24.4
" PRIORS . 32 53.1. 103  52.4 0.7 18  66.7 36 63.9 2.8.
UNDER 13 4  75.0 12 . 41.7 --- -2 50.0 7 42.9 - -
13 - 15 © 13 53.8. 45 60.0 -6.2 12 83.3 20 . 70.0 | 13.3
OVER 15 . " 15 46.7 46 47.8  -1.1 4 25.0 9 "66.7 ---
FEMALES ONLY -~ 220 31.4 ~“166 = 28.3 3.1 124  33.9 91 29.7 4.2
NO PRIORS. 210 30.5 143  25.2 5.3 120 _ 33.3 - _ 76 S 25.0 8.3
UNDER-13 24 “16.7 © 2~ 0.0 - -i= U 14 7.1 i1 0.0 | .e--
13 -.15 -+ 142 33,1 .95 . 22.1 11,0 °88  33.0 7 = 58" 22.4 °f 10.6. - -
MAOVER 1S .0 - 44 29,5 46 . 32,6 - -3.1 18 55,6 . .- 17 - 35.3 20.3
_PRIORS * 710, .50.0 23 i7.8 2.2 4 50,07 15 53.3 -i-
' o 1Differcnce bctwc%} ﬁropbrtjons: %p=,05, **p=.01, ***p=.001
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TABLE

7

Percent Of Cases With At Least Onec Subscquent Petition Filed Within Twelve
- And Elghtcen Months From Date Of Referral By $Sex, Prior Referral History,

. Age And Treatment

TIME FROM DATE OF REFERRALY

TWELVE MONTHS EIGHTEEN MONTHS
ATSC PROBATION ATSC ~ PROBATION
N Percent N Percent A % N Percent N Percent A%
ALL CASES 562 22.2 663 28.1 . -5.9% 329 23.1 337 35.9 . 12 8%
MALES ONLY 342 21.9 497 29.6  -7.7% 205 23.9, 246 40.7  -16 8 *
NO PRIORS 310  20.0 394 26.1 " -6.1 187 20 .3 210° 38 .00 -18 .3
UNDER 13 93 8.6 37 10.8 -2.2 68 11.8 22 13.6 | -1.8
13 - 15 165  24.8 228 0 29.8 -5.0 101 24.8 142 41,5 | -16.,7%%
OVER 15 52 25.0 129 24.C 1.0 18 27 .8 46 41.3 | -13.5.
PRIORS 32 40.6 103 . 42.7 -2.1 18  61.1 36 52.8 8.3
UNDER 13 4 50,0 12 ©33.3 16.7 - 2 50.0 7 28 .6 21.4
13 - 15 13 46.2 45 - 53.3 -7.1. 12 75.0 20 60.0 15.0
OVER ‘15 15 33.3 46 34.8  -1.5 4 25.0 9 . 55.6 | -30.6
FEMALES ONLY 220 22.7 ., 166 - 23.5 -0.8 124 21.8 " 91 23.1 - - 1.3
'NO PRIORS - 210 22.4 . 143 2%.7 0.7 120 21.7 76 19.7 . ~'2.0.
UNDER 13 w24 i6.7 2. 0.0 16:7. 14 7.1. 1 0.0 7.1
13 - 15 " 142 7 23.9 95 17.9 6.0 ‘88 20,5 58. 17.2 . 3.3
- |OVER_15 44  ope 46 . 30,4 -9.9...18.  _38.9 17 O __.28.4.1 9i5-
PRIORS ©10 . 30,0-0 230 34.8° -4:8 4 25.0" 15 40.0 -15:0
*p=,05, **p=.01, ***p=,001

"~ Ipifference between proportlons
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TABLE 8

Percent Of Cases With At Least One Subscquent Petition Resultihg In.
Wardship, Twelve And Eighteen Months From Date Of Referral By Sex,
Prior Referral History, Age and Treatment _

- P . T

TIME FROM DATE OF REFERRALL
TWELVE MONTHS ' BIGHTELN MONTHS
ATSC ‘ PROBATION ATSGC PROBATION

Nv‘ Percent N Percent A % N Percent =~ N " Percent A% |
ALL CASES 562 181 663 2.4 -6.3%329  19.5 337 3046 -11.1%
MALES ONLY 342 17,8 497 25.2  -7.4% 205  19.5 246 33.7  -14.2%
NO PRIORS, 310 171 394 21.6 . -4.5 187 17.1 210. 31.4 . -T4 .3k

UNDER 13 93 65 37 5.4 1.1 68 8.8 22 13.6 | - 4.8

13 - 15 165 2L 8 228 25.9 -4,1 101  23.8 . 142 35.5 | -11.4

OVER 15 52 2L2 129 18.6 - 2.6 18 11.1 . 46 28.3 | -17.2

PRIORS 32 250 103 .. 38.8 -13.8 18  44.4 - 36 47.2 - 2.8

UNDER 13 4 250 12 24,0  --- 2 50.0 | 7 28.6 ---

13 - 15 13 30 8 45 . 511 -20.3 12 50,0 -~ 20 60.0 | -10-0-
QVER 15 15 .20 0 46 30.4 -10.4 4 25.0 S99 L 33.3 ---
FEMALES ONLY ~ 220 186 166 . 223 3.7 124 . 19.4 .91 22.0 -2-6

NO PRIORS -~ 210 18.1 143 ~ 203 -2,2 120 19.2 . 76 - 19.7  -0.5
UNDER 13 C 24 167 2 00 --- 147 7.1 1 0.0. | ---
13 - 15 “142 18,3 95 16,8 -~ 1,5 88  18.2% -~ 58 17.2 "+ 1.0
- LOVER:.15 44 18 2 T i46 28,3  -10.1-18. 33.3 . .0 17 29,41 3.9
PRIORS 10 3000 23 -0 348 -4,8 4 25.0 .0 o 15 33.3. -8.3

-~ IDifference between proportions: *p¥.05, **p=.01, ***p=.001
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TABLE 8

Percent Of Cases With At Least One Subscquent Petition Resulting In
Wardship, Twelve And Eighteen Months From Date Of Referral By Sex,
Prior Referral History, Age and Treatment

TIME FROM DATE OF RF.FERRAL1

EIGHTEEN MONTHS

TWELVE MONTHS

ATSC PROBATION ' ATSC PROBATION'
N Percent N Percent A % N - Percent N Percent A‘%
 ALL CASES 562 181 663 24.4  -6.3%329 19.5 337 30.6 11 .1 %
" MALES ONLY 342 178 497 25.2  -7.4% 205  19.5 246 33,7 -14.2%%
NO PRIORS 310 171 394 21.6 -4.5 187 - 17.1 210. T 31.4 <14 .3%%
o UNDER 13 93 6 5 37 5.4 1.1 68 8.8 22 13.6 |~ 4.8
~ 13 - 15 165 2L 8 228 25.9 -4:;1 101  23.8 142 35.5 | -11.4
OVER 15 52 2L 2 129 18.6 - 2.6 18 11.1 46 28.3 | -17..2
PRIORS 32 250 103 ... 388 -13.8 18 . 44.4- 36 47.2 - 2.8
UNDER 13 4 250 12 24,0 -i- 2 50.0. 7. 28.6°| ---
13 - 15 13 30, 8 45 51.1 -20.3 12 50.0 20 60.0 | -10.0 -
OVER 15 15 .20, 0 46 30.4 -10.4 4 25.0 s 33.37 . ---
FEMALES ONLY * 220 18 6 ' 166 22.3 3.7 124  19.4 .91 22.0 .. -2.6
 NO PRIORS - . 210 181 143 20,3 - -2,2 120 . 19.2 .76 197 -0.5 .
UNDER 13 C24 167z 8000 --- 187 7.1 1 0.0.. | ---
13 - 15 “142 " 183 95 16,8 1.5 88 18,27+ L. 58 . 17.2 7 - 1.0
OVER-15 .44 . 182 46 . 28:3  -10.1 18 33,3 .. 17 - - 294 0 3.9
PRIORS 100 30,00 0 230 34,8 - 4.8 4 25.0 . - 15 $33.3 -8.3

“Ipifference betwéan.pfoportiops: *bE.OSf **p=.01, ***p=,001
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Average Number Of Applications Tor Petition I'iled And Average Severity
Per Case Of Re-referrals Within Twelve Months OF The Date Of Referral

"TABLE 9

And The Date Of Termination By Age, Sex And Prior Rcferra]sl

" NUMBER OF APPLTCATTONS

ATSE

PROBATTON

LEVEL OF SERVERITY

_ATSC

PROBATTON

N X N X JAY N X N X

ALL CASES 562 .63 663 .68  -.05° 562 1.48 663  1.70
MALES ONLY 342 .65 497 .76 -.11 342 1.50 497 1.85
NO PRIORS : 310 .58 394 .63 -.05 310 1.31 394 1.56
UNDER 13 93 .22 37 19 .03 93 .49 37 .35
13 - 15 - 165 .76 228 .75 .01 165 1.77 228 1.90
OVER 15 52 .64 129 W54 .10 52 1.31 129 1.31
PRIORS 32 1.3 103 2 10 32 -3.31 103 2.94
UNDER 13 4 2.0 12 92 . ---= 4 4.50 12 2.00
13 - 15 : 13 .92 45 50 -.57 13 2.46 45 3.60
OVER 15 ' 15 1.5 46 1 46 - .15 3.73 46 2.46
FEMALES. ONLY - 220 .60 166 .45 .15 220 1.46 166 1.24
NO PRIORS | 210 .59 143 .37 .22% 210 1.45. 143 1.04,
UNDER- 13 24 .42 2 00 -4- 24 1:13 2 .00
13 = 15 142 .68 95 .28 .39% 142 1.67 95 .80

OVER 15 _ - 44 - .39 © 46 .57 .18 44 .93 46 1.59.
_ PRIORS - 10, 90 C23 T.91. “-.01 716 1.-50 23 © 2248

4 1Test'Edfhdifferenceﬁ‘betwéén means: * p=.05,

*%p=.01.
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.35
.25
.14

.13
.00

. 87%

66



~ Adams,

1975

Becker,
1 +3

Studrt

Howard

Berg, Dennis

1975

“Cartel

Rbher

t

S.

and

Walcolm ¥. Rlein (eds)

19/6

Cressey,
and Rob

(Lo
~1 0
W

Klein,
1976
Lemert,

Lincoln,
1976

Morris,
1974

Nonald R,

011 \

Danie

1

MeDermott

Malcolm W,

Edwin M.

Susanne Bugas

Norre

1

National Advisory
Commissiodon on. Clnmlnal
Justice Standalds and

Goals
1973

Platt,
1969

Weiss,

1972

Anthony

Carol

REFFRENCES

Evaluative Research in Corrections: A
Prochial Guide; Washington D.C.; U.S
Department of Justice, L.E.A.A. National
Institute of Law -Enforcement and Criminal.
Justice.

Qutsiders: Studies in the Sociology of
Deviance; New York: Free Press '

"Behavior Assessment and Flcatment Serv1ces-"
Center: Bvaluation Report". Office of
Criminal Justlce Plannlng, Santa Ana,
California. ‘

Back On the Stréet: The Diversion of
Juvenile Offenders; Englewood Cliffs,
N.J. - Prentice-Hall, Inc.

Diversion from the Juvenile Justice System;
Ann Arbor; National Assessment of Juvenile
Corrections.

Routinizing Evaluation: Getting Feedback on
Effectiveness of Crime and Delinquency .

Ploqrams Washington, 'DL.C.: N,I.M.H. Center
Tor Studies of Crime and Dellnquency o

“"Issues in Pollce Diversion of Juvenile

- v

tH.

Offenders" - in Carter, R.M. and Klein, M.W.
(editors); pp. 73-104. Co : o

Social Pathology; New York: McGraw-Hill

"Juvenile Referrai and Recidivism''; iﬁ'Carter;i
R.M, and Klein, M.W.; pp. 321-328.

The Future of Imprisbnment; Chicago:
University ot Chicago Press.

Corrections; Washlnqton D C. - U.S. Government
Printing Off1ce x i

t

The Chi]d Savers: The Invention of

Delinquency; Chicago; The Unlver51ty'of
Chicago Press.

"Utilization of Evaluation: waard; :
Comparative Study"; in Weiss, Carol H.
(editor) - Evaluating Action Programs:

“Readings in Social Action and Education

Bronsen: Allyn and Baconjy pp. 318-326.

129



v .

i

t

N

’

References continued

teiss, Robert S, and
Martin Rein
1971

‘o
Vi

"The Evaluation of Broad-Aim Programs:
A Cautionary Case and a Moral"; in Caro,

Francis G. (editor); Readings in Evaluation

Research: New York: Russell-Sage; 1971;
pp. 287-296.

130

v











