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~l1:III()P') LOt; r C.\ LAND THPCiRRTI CAL I SSUES IN JUVENILE 
llrVERSrnN: nrPLICATIONS FOR EVALUATIONS 

I >:TRODl fCT I ON 

\ 

,; 

jli¥crsion i5 a term used widely in the field of corrections. 

:\~ jt i;-; the case with many other terms there is' some ambiguity 

~1nd conCnsion rc~ardin,g the exact meaning of the concept. 
I 

DjYl.'rsion mco.rls !'\1ny diffeTent things to many different neople. 

Thl"' :\ational .\uvisory Commission on Criminal Justice 

~ t anda rd ~ an.] (~I);! 1,:-; us es the term "di veTS ion" in re ference to: 

C'""1"\"'a 11 \' ~:..:kno\!iled~ed and organized efforts to 
ilt i 1 i:o alternatives to initial or continued 
:ll'('('c':-:..;in,';:, into the justice system. To qualify 
:\...; d in:>rsion, such efforts TIlust be undertaken 
nrior rr ~djudication and after a legally PTO­
:'-~. r Il"'leJ act ion has occurred. 

AccorJing to this definition all those efforts which try 

to hand];..'" offenders in a way that will halt further official 

pr0rcssin~ after the first encounter with formal a,gencies Gpolice, 

or community organizations) WQuld qualify as, diversion. These 

prn c t i co s n 1'e p1'(,<.1 1 cat cd !Jnder. the as sumptionthat the existing. 

sy~tcm often hrings to negative (destructive) results among:the 

offC'nt\cr..;, nnt.1 th'y .:1re not very efficient In affecting and/or 

r e cI u c i 11 ge xis ti n g c r i TIl e r (l t e s either .. 

Even so, that the geneY8.l objectives of' diversion 'seem to be 

,ddely accepted hr neople in the field of juvenile corrections there 

arc ~omc .prohlems and'criticisms lcveled:against them. In a 

T('Cl'nt \\'ork, ~lol'1'ls (1974) expresses his concern regarding att.empts 

at dhl.'f":-.lull \Ihi(h may result in an increase in the number of people 
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!lfOUght llndL'r ~ocial control, sincC' policies i\"ldch keep our offc,nders 

from correctional institutions mar at the very same time extend 

control b;: Cormnl agencies. ~lo.rris, predicts that,'the guilty are 

going to be cOlwictec1 while the innocent will be diverted and 

supeT\"i sell. Concerning juvenile justice he points out that: 

. .. t h C' j U\' C n il e c 0 u r tit s elf IV a sad i ve r s ion a r v 
progrDm, aiming to reduce the impace of the ' 
cr 1111,1nal law on the young offender and to divert 
him to less primitive, rehabilitative ~ont~ols. 
110\,'('\'('1', it had swept more children \,".1 thin' the 
it m hit 0 f the c rim ina 1 1 mv t han i.f the S tat e had 
not gone coercively into the husiness. of child 
~ <!"\.' in \2 hy men n S 0 f S tat ute sill c1 e L. n i ng de 1 in -
quenc)". (\lorris, 1974:11) 

Probntion :-:C'cms to have the snme results, namelv the reduction 

of the 0xtcnt of incarceration especially a~ong the juveniles, 

hut :It t;\e "arne time increase the total numher of youngsters under 
. . 

the co:1trol of the criminal justice system (Platt, 1969) . Likewise, 

that is the' case 1dth coerceive diversion programs devised for 

drug addicts and alcoholics. }!any of the .juYeniles partic;.ipating 

in the Jiycrsion programs are status offenders, thus many believe'; 

th~t thcy should not have heen handled by the ';uvenilej'Ustic,e 

system in the first place. 

In addition, di~ersion programs are usually based on th~ 

therapeutic ideal, with supervi~ion by a supervisQr-treater .. This 

role is exposqd to opposing demands, arid often the supervisory .r~le 

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

losing obv.i ously from its therapeutic value. Diver~~'on .prog'rams 

also can be cas] ly slanted toward the, "medical model" of cotrectians 

'h)' keep ing j1..lverd les uncler "treatment" uj1ti-l they progTe'ss well 

enough to he released- -inste~cl· of being in a prograril for a 

liL'tl'rlIliJll',d Ilcriod of time. This practice c,an nrovido n wide 
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discrctionnry no\v(:!r to be the adm1nis.tnltive and. tTcatmCllt staff:. 

The, cHscretiol1nry power of each individual ,staff member teJl.ds to 

increase "'hieh in turn tends to dccre'ase the uniformity in the 

handling of cnscs. At the same time tho "sick Tole" is attributed 

to the participants. 

Whilo, diversion soems to be an effort to mitigat~ the 

adverse affects of processing through the formal social control 
" i 

system, it ~till might result in defining the person 'as a deviant 

or delinquent. This reaction includes the public and private 

attitudes tOi\'Drd him iJnd often culminates in "secondary deviance" 

by acqui rin,~ a 0,e1 inqucnt self-concept which' determines the 

person I s futur~e caTecr and 1 ifc style'. (Lemer~, 1951~ Becker, ~963). 

The current proliferation of diversion programs in the field 

of juvenile justice warrants that morc efforts will be placed in 

,their constant evaluation. As a mattcr 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 integral part of ~hem. 
, , 

The Present Stl1d,y 

This 'present study is based on ~ more detailed evaluation 

of the Behn:vioral A~sessment and. Treatment Services Centcr (Berg, 
, , 

1975) whicll was established and impl~~entcd during 1912 in Orange., 

County, California. The major objectives of the CATSC) ~r0ject 

were: 
I 

1. To providc a multi-disciplinary resource ,for the 

p01 i~e to refer emotionally distruhed and/or 

behaviorlilly disorucred juveniles for asscssment 

and/or t J'c'atrncnt and in add it ion to divcrt thcm 
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('1'01'1 the jU\'ellilc iustice ~ystelll. 

2. To de~elop a model intake process within the 

regular juvenile probation system which will 

mdximize diversion from the fuvenile iusticc 

system at the point of intake. 

3. IJentify needed service resources and develoD 

appropri~te community based and funded service 
i 

facilities Khich will provide service olltsidc of 

the juvenile justice system. 

" 

Vir1'ually all of the refeTrals Teceived by the ATSC were 

from the O\"E'1' twenty law enforcement agencies operating wi thin the', 

county. As~c~sment appointments were aTranged for all reFerrals 

hS the initial intake mechanism. Assessment resulted in ielease, 
. 

re[erra: to other agencies or the development of a treatm~nt pl?-,n. 

Parents were encciuraged to participate in assessment as well as 

treatment if necessary. Table 1 provides ~ summary of the 

dispositions resultirig from referral to the ATSC for these cases 

selected into the eval~ation sample. 

(Table 1 about here) 

The evaluation of thB ATSC attempted to establish the extent 

to which the program was able to accomplish it's stated objectiv~s; I 

which of ,course ~equires the'translation of these ~biectives into i: ~ 
. . . . " 

measurable criteria (Glaser, 1973:16; Weiss and neill, 1971:293). 

The goals set fonvarJj,n the ATSC proj ect proposal' serve as a 

go?d example of the kind of problem wh~ch results when the 

objectives of a project fail to be clearly articulated. 

, . 

,', 
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Ohj E'et 1\'e 1 for example, as, stated in the proj ect lJroj'ilosal, 

failed to nake retcrence to any explicit anticipated accomplishment,: 

The fact that a resource was provided and that itscxistence became 

known to la~ enforcement agencies, who in turn referred juveniles 

to the program, is obvious. Consequently the operationalization 

of this obiective was based on the assumpti'on that the primary a~in', 
: i 

of 3:11Y dj,"C'rsion nrogram lS ultimatelv the reduction ,of delinquent , , ' 

behavior und the rehabilitation of those who 1\'e1'e involved in 

lawbreaking activity; and that this goal is to be accomplished 

l-)y. a.voidin5: the 'involvement of 'the juveniles ,.,:ith the fot'mal 

srnctioning system. 

~Iethodology 

'rhe ATSC program did not lend itself to eas~ evaluation. 

t\S is the case 1d th most cTiminal justice programs, r.andorn samp.1ing 

I and randorni:ation were impossible. Thus, th~ design choice fOT 

o! 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
·1 
I 
I 

this study ~as the pseudo-experimental or quasi-exp6rirnental design 

where in: 

a treatment process is evalu~ted by means 
,of,informatjon on a treatment group and a 
lccrnparisonl group. The latter is chosen.in 
a ,,;av that makes it 'similar' to the tTeatment 
grouj). (Adams, 1975':60). 

In the present study an effort was made to overcome the 

problems rC'sulting from the failure fo rand'omize tJuough sample 

selection procedures and statistital controls in an attempt to 

conform to tl1C' IIn11 cls,c being equalt1 dictum of science. The 

following measures were taken: (1) in choosing the control 

population, a select subset of all prohati6n referrals were defined 

in a way that the resulting set of individuals 1Y0uld approximate. 

107 

" . 



I 
I 
I 
.1 
I 
,I 

At 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

-6- \ 
I, 

the referral characteristics of those who would ~ave heen eligible 

for diversion to the ATSC, thus it included only initial refer-
, -

rals. (Custody referrals and probation violators were not eligible 

to participate in ATSC). czy In a further effort to ,isolate the 

affects of differential treatments CATSC vs Probation), 'several 
I 

variables (e.g., sex, age and previous refeTr~l record) wer~ 

statistically c~ntrolled. 

The tdtal experimental populatio~ included all referrals to 

the ATSC bet~oen September 1, 1972 and February 28, 1974--an 

eighteen inont.;-period, 1305- cases. The starting date was 

s e 1 e c ted a s' are suI t 0 f the 1 i mit e d d a t a a v ail a b 1 e ali the 2 7 7 

cases rrocessed prior to this time, i. e., during the iirst three 

months of the programs operation. The latter date was selected 

to ensure the a \'ai 1 abi I i ty of a 'I: lenst one year of follo\'J'-up 

information on all cases in the sample. 

A systemati~ random sampling procedure was used whereby 

every even numbered referral to ATSC was selected into the sample, 

eicludirrg ro-referrals. This procedur~ resulted in the se1ec~ion' 

of a fifty porcent random sample of 651 juveniles. 

" 

The control group was selected from all initial non-custody' 

referrals received by the Orange County Probation Department during. 

th'e same period. .Restricting the c011tro1 group to only initial· 

non-cllstody referrals was an attempt to insure that th~ ty~e: of 

cases selected were those which would have heen eligible' for, 

diversion to the ATSC. Every tenth relevant entry in the probation' 

log books was se1~tted into the control group~ This procedure 

resulted in a ten percefit s~stematic,random sample of, 1,0008 initial 

non-custody intake cases referred to probation during the eighteen 
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month period of stuJy. 

A wiJc runge of. da~a ~as collected on the cases referred to 

the ATSC. These data includeJ detailed personal iriformation, 

psychological tests results, hehuyioral asses~ment at the 

beginning--during and at the end of the participation in the 

program, and a termination form completed at the ·end of 

trea tment - - detail ing the nature and condi tion~s under lwhich 

termination took place, 

The data on the contrel group were taken from the probation 

files, and included personal an~ family data and information 

pertainin~ to the actions taken on the referrals, such as, 

dispo~.jtion at intake, disposition at court and the elates. of 

lntake and termination. 

E\.-aluation \leasures: "{ajor Criteria 

A variety of procedures were selected for summarizing 

the suhs.cq LlC nt be ha v i or (j uvenil e jus tic c contact) . data. By 

using s,.~\<:ral outcome measures, varying aspects of the e:x:tent and.. 

severity of subseqbcnt behavior could be' ariiculated,' Outcome 

measures included: 

(a) The percent of cases having at least one subsequent appli­

cation for petition, 

(b) The percent of ca~es having at feast one subsequent wirdship,~ 

\1I11-ich fs the mast .serious disposition recorded for each case', 

(c) The average numbe~ of subsequent referrals. 

Cd) The average 1evcil of severity measured b~ the assignment of 

a weighted severity value to euch terminal disposi tion ~ (Berg, 

1975:17) summed up and divided by N. 
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A?,-L\LYS rs 

Selecti.on H:a::; 

The first step. of the evaluation I'las to ascertain the 

extent· of similari ty > on the bas is of demographic attributes, 

bctKecn tl1c experimental and the contiol group. 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 treatme~nt. 

The cO;,'par 1S011S on the two basic demographic variables 

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

difference~ betKeen the two groups. A significantly greater perceDt 

(.001 level) of females were assigned to the ATSC (40.6 per~ent)· 

than to Prohation (24.4 percent). ~he ATSC cases were found also 

(Table 2 about here) 

to be significantly younger than the probation group (on the' .001 

le,\rel). 10lile more than half of the prob~tion sample. tases were 

over 15 years old,onl), 26.9 percent of the' ATSC cases were in that , 

age. 

(Table 3 about here) 

There was also a significant difference between the two grotips 

in ethnic composition (Table 4). The figures indicate that while 

the proportions of minority grdup youngsters were relatively low 
• • .' ,I, 

(table 4 about'here) 

in both programs CATSe - 5.3 pcrccnt, probation 13.6 percent) this 

difference lIas statistically significant, at' ,the .. 001 level 'of 
I 

significan.ce. 

, ' 
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Thc s~lection process was also investigated in regard to , . 
the histol'v of del inqtlent involvcm.ent, namely prior probation 

referrals. Tnh1 p 5 contains information concerning the numbcir 

of prior probation refcrralsof the ~articipants in both s~mples 

within a ti"O year period prior to the referral, as well,as, tr,le 

extent of the most serious prior referral. In both the number 

and the nature of referrals the findings point out that the two 

population:- lI'cre s'ignificantly d'ifferent lntheir prior juvenile' 

, ; 

justice contact history. 

(Table 5 about here) , 

I.n tlH: ,-\TSC sample 9] _,5 percent of the juveniles did not 

ha\'e pre\'iou~ referrals, \\'hilE.' in the probation sample this 

figure was --.3 perc<:!nt. In terms of 'the seriousness of prior 

referral: -.5 percent of the probation sample sustained a 

prior wardship, whi~e only 1.2 percent of the ATSC cases had 

similar experience. 

These findings indicate thit there was a systematic bias 

-in the select:ion of participants to the ATSC .-program. There; 

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

more whites and youngsters with fewer and less serious prior 

delinquent involvement into this program. These findings might 

seriously question whether or not the ATSC program fulfilled a 

truly diversionary function? In othe- words, thB ~ues~iQn is 

how many of the juveniles lilio were referred to the ATSC would 

have b cen at hen-rise pI a·ced indeed on probation? There is a 

good chance tha t . many 0 f them woul d have been reI eas cd l:>a'c k to 

the communjty without any further processing, or would not be 

contacted in,the first place. Thus it can be assumed thdt 
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ATSC often u5cd ns an "insortion" device (Klein, 1976:74), i.e.,: 

a way to introduce juveniles into the system. 

A~ALYS I S OF OUTCO~lES 

Subsequent Referrals 

When the date crf Ieferral is taken as the starting'point 

of compari~on, it is seen (Table 6) that within twelve months 

from this date 31.0 percent of the ATSC cases and 34~8 percent o£~ 

the prohntion sam~le had at least o~esubsequcnt~application for 

petitron filed with the probation department. This differe,nce 

I i8 not significant ,on the .05 level. 

\\'ithin eighteen months of the date of refer1'n1 the 

I eli fference l)cth'ecn the perc;:ent of ATSC cases and probation cases 

I 
had grown to 9,6 percent (32.8 percent versus 42.4 percent). This 

difference is significant on the .02 le~el. 

I (Table 6 about here) 
" 

The major renson for the significant difference between the' 
1'. 

I 
I 

percent of re-referrals after eighteen months was the large' 

difference among males with no prior history of probation ref~rTal. 

I 
Among the ATSC cases this group had 28.9 percent subsequent re:" 

referrals ~hi~e in probation 44.3 p~rcent from this group had at' 

least one subsequent petition-~this difference is statistically 
, ., 

I significant on the .01 level. However 1 when age waS controlled, 

I 
I 
I 
I 

for, no significdli't differences were encountered. Gc::n~rally, 

, ('Vi thin ea~h age category the ATSC males wi th 'no priors had a, lower 

rate of re-referrals th/an those on pTob~tion.l The differences 

1 This might be due also to the ability of law enforcement 
ngencie~ to differentiate among the youngsters whom they 
referred to the t~o programs. . 
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tended to increase with age (below 13-2.0 percent, 13-15 -' 8.2 

percent, over 15- 24.4 percent). Duo'to the smal~ sample size, 

even the 24. -+ percent difference was not large ,enough to be 

statistically significant on'the conventional .05 level. 

In ,the other major cntego,ries wh(,re the sample siz'e was 

sufficient to make comparisons; males with prior probation 

experience and females with no prior referrals~ the ~TSC cases 

tended to hnyc somclvhat hi,gher hut not s igni ficant rates of 

re-refel'rn I, 

Re-referral rates were the lowest in the youngest age 

group with no prior history of referrals regarJ1~ss of sex, 

treatment; ago, and follow-up time. The rates were highcst 

for those with,prior records regardless of all the other variables. 

~Ialc ATSC cas'es on the whole tended to have 101(er rates than 

their probation counterparts ~hile for females the opposite was true. 

Level of Recontact 

In comparing the two samples on the percent of cas~s up~n 

\.,rhich a peti,tion Has ·fi led, s igni fie ant 'differences are apparent 

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

porioJs (Tuble 7). By the end of twelve months~ the date of 

referral, 22.2 percent of the ATSC and 28.1 percent of the " 

probation CAses were potj.tioneJ to juvenile court at l~ast once. 

T11 is tIi f fcr,cnce is s igni ficanton the '. 02 level, 'By th~ ondof 

eighteen months these figures wete 23.1 percent and 35.9 percent 

rcspcctivcJr--a liifferencc which is signifi.cant on the .. 001 level. 

(Table 7 about here) 
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Tf ]1c1'50nn1 attributes age nnJ sex and previous contacts with 

law enforcement ugencie5, arc controllcd--only the difference 

between males 13-15 years old Idthout pi'ior refel'ral to probation 

is found to be significant--16.7 percent less ATSC boys in this 

category were returning thun boys who finished probation--this 

difference is statistically ~ignificant at the .01 level. The 

overall female comparisons were slightly favorable tor the ATSC 

but real substantive differences 
I program no cme,rged. ' 

Generally, the patterns of 'fe-referra.ls tend to be better 

for the younger age groups ,. and worse For those with priors, 

especially among males. 

";ardshlJ? 

\IIi thin eight een mon.ths of the da'te of referral 19.5 percent 
, 

of tIle ATSC and 30.6 percent of the probation cases were declared 

h'ards of the court (either under supervision, or in j~venile 

institutions) Table 8. These figures indicate a statistically 
. " 

significant difference between the two samples at the .001 level. 

Al so, the general patte rn deseri bed in. t!1C a.nall's i s 0 f pet it foning 

rate exists in the case of wardship comparisons. In all cases 

(Table 8 abo~t here) 

a ]0\1.' '1' percent of tho ATSC graducltes were sent to juvenile 

I institutions. 'Generally, the percen~ of cases ,with at least on.e 

wardship within eighteen months of the date of referral ~ere 

,I 

I 
1 
I. 

,lower for the ATSC among all males regardle~s of prior hlst~ry. 

Fcmale~, wjth and wjth~ut prjor referral, showed some favorable 

differences for the ATSC, w~ile when age ~roups were compared the 

graduates o[ the Probation' Department seem to Ilave a slightly 

. more favorable record. 
114 
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Re-referrals and Severity· 

Conccrning the number of re-referrals it is found that 

t'l,'elve mo'nt.hs after the d[lte of the refe1'ral--an average of 

.63 applications per case were Field in the ATSC group while 

_.68 in the probation, group (table 9) _ This d'i fferencE:! is not 

significant. Males with prior referrals have the highest 

average 0.3 ATSC, 1.2 probation) while the second highest 

is for females ,dth prior referrals ( .. 90 ATSC,.91 ptobation). 

(Table' 9 about here) 

This figures in accordance with the patterns found.in other 

studies, nnncly that there seem~ to be an emergence of a co~e 

group of clelinquents who are getting involved with the social 

control agencies 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 ~ significant'differenc~ 

between the two groups is among females without a prior record 

in the age: group of 13-15 where unexpectedly the ATSC "g.raduates" 

indicate a signficiantly higher're-refer~alrate on the .01 level 

~han their counterpa~ts ih the pr6bation group. Within 12 months 

of the da to 'of r'c ferral the average s everit)' 0 f the new charges . 

is the lowest am'ong boys under the age of 13 who do not have 

prior referral'record,in both groups~-somewhat lo~er in the. 

I probation group. Thc scores are highest among,boys 15 y~a~5 old 

and older ,dth prior 1'c£errals, also in this category t.he ATSC, 
/ ' 

I group has a higher average severity score thanithe probation 

I 
group. The dnly significant difference, however) betweenth~ 

t,,·o groups on the severity scores is found among females' 13-15 

I 
115 , . 
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years old ~ithout prior referrals. The girls from ATSC tend 

to be chal'gcd. wi th more serious infract.ions than girls who' were 

on probation . 

, Discussion 

The primary concerns o~ the currerit evaluation .can· be summarized 

in two questions: 

,(1) 1\'ere the cases' referred to ATSC, 'cases whiclil would 

havVothend se' been referred to probation? 

(2)' Is the affects of the ATSC trGatment on the individuals 

any different tha~ that whic~ would have resulted if those cases 

had- indeed been refejred to probation? 

It is hard indeed to a~rive at a conclusive answer tb these 

questions on tIle basis of this study mainly because of the pToblems 

of initial design, namely as mentioned, the unequa;L selectio;n 

process into ATSC vs~ probation. However" an attempt can be 

made to ~ry to derive some logical conclusions which might have 

implications for the formulation of further treatment policies'. 
" 

As has been pointed out earl ier, h'hat c,onsti tutes di vers'ion 

is both amb iguous and reI a ti ve. It has been s ta ted that "di ver.s ion 

occurs only when use of the customary ~ro~ess is warrant~d, but 

not actuali:ed." Determinin.g when the customary process is 
.. 

warranted is ifself a majoT ane1. contr:av8Tsial problem. Compounding. 

this problem is the great latitude of discretion in th~ decision 

to refer juveniles to differenc programs among the various law 

e-r:forcement agenc ies (Kle in,. 1976). G1'an ted) if it is irnpo'rtant 

-to establish that each 1'efe1'ra1 to ·the ATSC did in 'fact constitute 

a d i.ve r si on -.- some cr i teria 0:£ veri £ i ca t ion should have been 

established from the onset. Unfortunately, ~s it was pOinikd out, 

110 
, .. 
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no such criteria were set up. 

There is a good pos~ibility that ~ot ~11 the referral~ 

to the ATSC ~ere diversions in the strict sense of ' the word . 

For example, during 1973-74-~260 (14.4 percent) from the total 

referrals of 1801 to the .ATSC w~re referred on an informal 

basis, i.c., no specific code violations were inaicate~. It is 

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

'handled informally if the ATSC had not been avriilabl~. This is 

quite a widespread phenomenon (Morris, 1974; Lincoln, 1976) a~ 

it was mentioned before. 

At the ohset of the program police were asked to refer 

emotionally disturbed youngsters and/or those ,dlO had some 

hehavior Ji~ordcr problems, to the ATSC. Obviously, these 

guidelin~s are very general and almos~ all juveniles contact~d: 

by the police might fit into this broad category. This gives to 

the police a wide-scale discretion in this matter. At the time 

, I 

of the evaluation process there was no way of assessin-g whether J 

or not ~hosc who wc~e referred to the ATSC were any differen~ on 

the emotional disturbance/behavioral di;ord~r dimension than those 

who wore referred to probation. (In fact' it is not clear ,,,hether 

this dimension was ever uniformly defined for the various agencies). 

Without reliable data on this matter, there is no way to e~tabli~h 

a meaningful comparison group (referred to probation)· ~g~inst which: 

the subsequent behavior of ATSCreferees can be cornpare4. 

Taking all these limitations into consideration, this 

study has compared the s.ubsequent behavior of a sample of ATSC 

cases with that of a sample of initial non-custody probation referrals. 

The resu its of' thes e compa-:risons genetally did not ind ica te a,ny 

, . 



I 
I 
I 
.1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I· 
I 
I 

-16-

systcmatic dif[erenccs bctlveen the'two groups. 

In the evaluation of the'ATSC program, ~hen hll the re~ .,:ra1s 

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

assessment appointments shOlved the poorest pattern of subsequent 

behavior, i.e. ~ within 18 months of the referral 21.0 percertt. 

of this group became the wards of t~e juvenile court at least 

once, while among the assessed the comparable figur~ was 17.2. 

percent. \ 

The ma t r icu1 at ion of .cas e s through the ATSC' tends ,to 

follow a patteTn of p'ositive selection, i.e., those ingressing 

further into tIle progTam genel~al1y showed a llbetter" outcome. 

Probatiort, on the other hand, indicates an opposfte trend, 

namely, the deeper is the ingression into the formal juvenile 

justice system, the higher is the probability of recidivism. 

This finding should be pUTsued by additional studies--since it 

might indicate Teal differences in the treatment impact 01' it 

might be mainly an outcome of the selection proc~ss to the 

different pTograms. It also may indicate that there are', 

I ; 

different meanings of early termination'in fhe t~o pTograms, i.e." 

in ATSC this might mean ,that those youngsters drop out early 

" 

f.rom the treatment progTam who would most need j,t, since ,the' great 

flexibility of the progra~, while in probation where the regulat~on~ 

are stTicter, those youngsters are getting out early who are the 

best risks ~n~vay. 

" 

1 ,-; 

. , ' 

" 
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CO/,CLusrON 
" 

On the basis of the evaluation presented in the present 

study it is hard to arrive at clear~cut conclusion~. To' a 

large degr~e ATSC appears to be no better no korse than 

its counterparts in the juvenile justice system. This is 

obviously ndt a very positive and optimistic statement~ahout 

,': 

this program, and it begs the question about its worthwhilenes~.~ 
.' \ 

It seems to be, that some of the results probably ha~e been moie 

positi~b would the selection process td the program be improved. 

The two immediate steps that should be taken to make ATSC 

probahly n more viable alternativc. to probatjon and for sure a 

better object for evaluation purposes should be: ra) a rigorous 

cla~i[icati6n of who the program is for, and (b) 'developing 

better referral guidelines and the devilopment of some kind of 

cooperative cffort among the law enforcemen·t agencies to keep 

up with these guidelines. 

This study, besides focusing on the main subject of comparing;. 

the outcome of various treatment programs also highligh.t·ed s0!lle 

of the actual research problems which rni~ht ~ernerge in their 

evaluation. While it is known that descision-makers frequentli 

fail to use the conclusi6ns of evaluation research (Weiss, 1971), 

it is, still hopes that at least some o·f the problems of design ,':. 

which emerged in the ATSC Project wiil be addressed by 

administrators of juvenile diversion programs. 

119 



I 
I 
I 

TABLE 1 

.1 
I 
I 

f\SSESSME.NT AND TREATHENT SERVICES CENTER' CASE­
LOAD DISPOSITIONS FOR REFERRALS REtETVED BETWEEN 

SEPT. 1, 1972 AND FEB. 28, 1974 

IRefGl'Tal Dispos i tions .~ 

Referrals ..................... , ... :. 639 

I Failed to ShOK fOT assessment .... 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Assessed ......... , ............... 
. 

Found not in neeu of tTeatment 

Dismissed h'i th ATSC fol1owUD 
Treatment not neeued .......... 

Found in need of treatment ..... 
Referred to other agency ..... 
Treatment not obtained/other 
Treated at ),TSC .............. 

Early TCTminations ......... 
\'io1ations ........... , ..... 
\Iutual/normal tTea'iment 

120 

65 

574 

71 

39 
:)2 

503 

66 
41 

396 

91 
28 

277 

\ 

Total 'SubgToup 
Pel:cen t Percent 

100.0 -------

1,0.2 10.2 

8S1.8 89.8 

11.1 12.4 

6.1 54.9 
5.0 45.1 

78.7 87.6 

l,n. 3 13.1 
6.4 8.2 

62.0 78.7 

14.2 23.0 
4,.-4 7.1 

-l3.4 69.9 

. " 
',' 

, , 
, , 

; 

i' 
,/ 

,. f. 
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srx 
}la1 c 

Female 

Tot.al 

AGf 

Under 13 

13 - 15 

Ove1' ] 5 

Total 

TARLE 2 , . 

SEX BY TREATMENT 

ATSC PltORATION 

Number Percent ~umbcr Percent 
-

379 59.4 749 75.6 

259 40.6 242 24.4 ---
638 100.0 991 100 .. 0-

X2=47.6D, df=l, p<.OOl 
" 

" TABLE 3 , . 

AGE BY TRF.J\ T~!ENT 

ATSC PROBATION 

Number Percent Numher Percent . , 

1'21 19.2 . 56 .5 • 7 
, . 

340 53.9 405 41. 5 ' 

170 26.9 516 52.8 

631 100.0 977 100.0 

X2=13S.90, df=2, p. <. .001 

121 
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TABLE 4 

I ETHNICITY BY TREAT;'!ENT 

I ATSC 

RTII:; r CITY Number Percent 

I White 536 94.7 

20 3.5 

I Black 6 1.1 

I Other 4 '7 
• I 

Total 566 100.0 

I ') 

X~=26.5, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 122 

\. 

,.. . 
, . 

PROBATtON 
" . , . : 

1 ,. 
~umber Percent' 

815 86.4 

92 9.7 

21 2.2 

1.6 1.7 

944 100.0 

df=3,p<.OOl 

" 

,': 

.. ' 

. , . 
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TABLE 5 

PRIOR APPLICATIO:JS FOR PETITIONS BY TR13ATM,ENT: 
XU~!BER OF APPLICATIONS AND ~IOST SERIOUS PRIOR 

Number of Prior 
Applications for 
a Petition 

None 

One 

Two 

Three or '[ore 

Total 

f,f 0 s t S e r i o'u S 
Prior, 

None 

DisJ11:issecl at 
Intake 

D'ismissed at, 
Court 

Field Supervision 

Institutional 
PlacC:lTIcnt 

Total 

ATSC 

Number Percent 

561 91. 5 

42 

8 

2 

613 

6.9 

1.3 

.3 

lon.o 

PROBATION 

:\umber 

675 

128 

45 

25 

R73 

PeTcent . 

77.3 

14.7 

5.1 

2.9 

10.0.0 
') 

X" = 5 5 . 66, d f = 3, P < . 001 

561 

30 

15 

3' 

4 

613 

123 

~l. 5 

4.9 

2.4 

.5 

. 7 

100.0 

675 

89 

44 

52 

13 

873 

77.3 

10.2 

5.0 

6.0 .. 

1.5 

100.0 

X2=58.75, df=4, p.( .001 

I ' 
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TABLE 6 

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

Age and Treatment 

TH1E FRO~l nATE Of REFERRALl 
_----.:-=:_--"--- .----------

TWELVE MONTHS EIGHTEEN MONTHS 

ATSC PROBATION ATSC PROBATION 

N Percent N Per.cent 6. % N Percent N Percent 8 % " 

ALL CASES­

MALES ONLY 

NO PRIORS 

UNDER 13 
13 - 15 
PVER 15 

PRIORS 

UNDER 13 
13 - 15 
OVER 15 

FEMALES ONLY 

NO PRIORS·. 

562 

342 

310 

93 
165 

52 

32 

4 
13 
15 

220 

210 

31. 0 

30.7 

28.4 

12.9 
35.2 
34.6 

663 

497 

394 

37 
228 
129 

53.1 103 

75.0 12 
53.8 45 
46.7 46 

31.4 " 166 

30.5143 

34.8 

37.0 

33.0 

16.2 
36.0 
32:6 

52.4 

41. 7 
60.0 
47.8 

28.3 

25.2 

-3.8 329 

-6.3 205 

-4.6 187 

-3.3 68 
-O.B 101 
2.0 18 

0.7 18 

. 2 
-6.2 12 
-1.1 4 

3. .. 1 124 

5.3 120 

32.8 

32.2 

28.9 

16.2 
37.6 
27.8 

66.7 

50 .. 0 
83.3 
25.0 

33.9 

33.3 

337 

246 

:210 

22 
142 

46 

36 

7 
20 

9 

91 

76 

1 Difference .betwe·~~ propo,Ttj ons: *p=. 0,5.; **p=.-01, ***p==. 001 . 

42.4 

47.2 

44.3 

18.2 
45.8 
52.2 

63.9 

42.9 
70.0 

"66. 7 

29.7 

- 9,6* 

-15.0* 

-15 .. 4* 

- 2.0 
- 8. 2 
-:24.4 

2.8. 

13.3 

4.2 

8.3 .' 
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TABLE 7 

Perceht Of Cases With At Least One Subsc~uent Petition FlIed Within Twelve 
And Eighteen Months From Date Of Referral By Sex, Prior Re~erral History, 

. Age And Treatment 

-
TIME FROM nATE OF REFERRALl 

TWELvn MONTHS EIGHTEEN MONTHS 

ATSC PROBATION ATSC PROBATION 

N Percent N Percent 6. % N Percent N Percent 8 % 

ALL CASES 

MALES ONLY 

NO PRIORS 

NDER 13 
13 - 15 

VER 15 

PRIORS 

UNDER 13 
13 - 15 
OVER '15 

FEMALES ONLY' 

NO PRIORS 

562 

342 

310 

93 
165 

52 

32 

4 
13 
15 

220 

210 

22.2 

21.9 

20.0 

8.6 
24.8 
25.0 

663 

497 

394 

37 
228 
129 

40 • .6 103 

50.0, 12 
46.2 45' 
'.) 3. 3 46 

22.7, 166 
" 

22.4 143 

28.1" -5.9* 329 

29.0 -7 . 7* 205 

26.1-6.1 187 

10.8 
29.8 
24. C' 

42.7 

33.3 
53.3 
34.8 

23.5 

21. 7 

-2.2 68 
-5.0 101 

1 .0 18 

-2.1 18 

10.7 2 
-7.1 12 
-}. 5 4 

-0.8 124 

0.7 120 

~.NDER 1.3 24· '1.6.7 2 0~016;7, 14 
13- 15" 142 23 .. , 9 95 17. 9 6 . 0 ~8 8 

.YER_1-1l...S ___ --,-..::L4.:r..4_-t.-2.D/,J.JQ~ .... _~'~-- :3 Q. 4 ____ -.9. H ... :. 18 :.,_ 
PRIORS 10 30.0·,' 23" 34.8. -4:8'4 

,6 ,~ .' . 

23 .1 

23.9. 

ZO.3 

11.8 
24.8 
27.8 

61.1 

50.0 
75.0 
25.0 

21.R 

21. 7 

337 

246 

210' 

22 
142 

46 

36 

7 
20 

9 

'. 91 

76 

3 5 •• 9 

40 .7 

38 .() 

13 .6 
41 .5 
41 .3 

52 .8 

28.6 
60.0 
55.6 

7 • 1 _ 1 0 • O'~: 
2.0. 5 . , 58, 1.7 .2 . 

. 38. () 17" 2 Q If • 
,---!-z ~S~. f'!!"') --.. ---=1'-::5:----- --,- 4 0: «_ . 

1Differ~nce between proporti,?ns: *p;'.,05 1 **p=:Ol, ***p=,OOl 
.,' .. \ 

~ 

.. 12 .,8 'kk, 

-16 .8 -1:.':-

-18 .3 **: 

- 1 .8 
,-16".7** 
-13 .5 ' 

8 .3 

21. 4 
15.0 

-30.6 

- 1.3 

,,' 2 •. 0" 

7.1 
3.3 
9' ~ 5 

-15 .. 0 
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ALL CASES 

MALES ONLY 

NO PRIORS 

I 
fUNDER 13 
113 - IS 

VER 15 

PRIORS 

UNDER 13 
13 - 15 
OVER 15 

TABLE 8 

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

TIME FROM DATE OF REFERRALl 
------------------~----

TWELVE MONTHS EIGHTELN MONTHS 

ATSC PROBATION ATSC PROBATION ---
N Percent N N Percent Percent Percent 6, % , -, N 

337 

246 

210, 

562 

342 

310 

93 
165 

52 

32 

4 
13 
IS 

'18. 1 

1.7, 's 

17. 1 

,6. 5 
21. 8 
21. 2 

25. 0 

2 S. 0 
30. 8 

.2Q 0 

.' 

663 

497 

394 

37 
228 
129 

10-3 

12 
45 
46 

2 4. 4 - 6. :3 1* 32 9 

25. 2 ~ 7. 4 * 205 

21.6 -4.5 18.7 

5. 4 
25. 9 
18. 6 

38. 8 

24. 0 
51. 1 
3,0. 4 

1.1 68 
- 4. 1 101 

- 2. 6 18 

-13. 8 18 

2 
-20.3 12 
-10. A 4 

19. 5 

19.5 

17. 1 

8. 8 
23.S 
II: 1. 

44.4 

5 O. o· 
5 O. 0 
25. 0 

22 
142 

46 

3.6 

7 
20 

9 

30·6 

33.7 -14 .2 #1* 

31 • 4 . - i 4 .3· ** : 

13.6 
35.3 
2S.3 

- 4.8 
-11 .4 
-17· .2 

47·2 2·S 

2.8'.6 
60:0 -10.0· 

oO 33.3 ' , 

FEMALES ONLY .. 220 

210 

1.8. 6. 

IS .. 1 

166 

143 

22. 3 

2 O. 3 

-.3.2 124 19.4 

19. 2 

.91 22.0 - 2 ·6 

NO PRIORS .-

UNDER 13 
13 - 15, 
.YELl.S 

PRIORS 

- 2. 2 120 76 .. 

24 16. ,7 2 " ' {).' 0 14 7.1 1 0 .0: .. 
"142 18. .;5 95 16. 8 1. 5 88 18.2~·· 

.' - 44 ),8 • ..z ';46 18; 3 -1] •. 1 '18. 33.!:3 .. 

10 3D. O. 23 34. 8 - 4. 8 4' 25.0 -,. :: ... ~ 

58 17.2' 
=--~~_--:::;.1 ,,-7 ___ " 2:~_ ~.~~, 

15 33.3 . 

IDifference ·b·etw~·o.n proportio?s: *p,=. 05, **p=. 01, ***p=. 001 
.. ' ~ \ 

, . 

-0.£ 

. 1.0 
~ .• 9 

-&.3 
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, ALL CASES , 

MALES ONLY 

NO PRIORS 

UNDER 13 
13 - 15 
fJVER 15 

PRIORS 

Ul'-;DER 13 
13, - 15 
OVER 15 

TABLE 8 

Percent Of Cases With At Least One Subsequent Petition R~sulting In 
Wardship, Twelve And Eighteen Months FTom Date Of Ref-eTTaI By Sex, 
Prior Referral History, Age and Treatment 

TIME FROM DATE OF REFERRALI 

TWELVE MONTHS EIGHTEEN MONTHS 

ATSC PROBATION' 'ATSC PROBATION' 

N Percent N Percent 6,% N Pe'icent N Percent 

562 18. 1 663 24. 4 '-6.3*1<329 19. 5 337 30·6 

342 17. 8 497 25. 2 .,. 7. 4 * 205 19. 5 246 33.7 

310 17. 1 394 2l. 6 - 4. 5 187 17. 1 210. 31 .4 

93 6. 5 37 5. 4 1.1 68 8. 8 22 13.6 
165 21,. 8 228 25. 9 , - 4.- 1 101 23.8 142 35.3 

52 21,. 2 129 18. 6 - 2. 6 18 11.,1 4.6 ,28.3 

32 25. 0 103 38. 8 -13. 8 18 44.4" 36 47·2 

4 25. 0 12 24. 0 2 5 O. O. 7 28·6 
13 30. 8 45 51~ 1 - 2 O. 3 12 50.0 20 60 .. 0 
15 ,20. 0 46 3.0. 4 -lO.A 4 25. d 9 33.3 

FEMALES ONLY " 220 1.8. 6 I 166' 22. 3 -3. J 124 19.4 ,,91 22.0 

NO PRIORS - 210 18 •. 1 143 2 O. 3 -2. 2 120 19. 2 76 19' .. 7 .. 

UNDER 13 24 16.,7 ' 2 ' V.' 0 ' 14 7. 1 ' 1 o .0<" 
13 - 15 "'142 18. ;3 '95 16. 8 '1.,5 88 18. t:, . - 58 17.2 
,YELlS 44 .~,8.'..2 ','; 46 l,8.: 3 -1~.l....:...18 33,'3 IT .,,2:~.'!_L_ 

PRIORS 10, 3D. 0, 23 34. 8 - 4.8 A 25. 0 - , 15 ' 33'.3 :;""9 

',' 
, " 

IDifference between proporti0!ls: *p:=.05,. **p=.OI, ***p=.OOl " 
, 

8% 

I *. -11,1 >1:' 

-14 .2 **. 
-14 .3,**' 

-. 4.8 
-11 .4 
-17· .2 

-' ,2 ·8 

-10.0 

-2 ·6 

-0.£ " 
" 

1.0 
Y.9 . .. ~ .. 

'-8 .. 3 
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TABLE 9 

Average 
~, 

Number Of I\pplicntions for P<..'t it ion filed And '\:verage Severity 
Per Case Of Re - re fc'rra 1 s Within Tlve 1. Vl' ~lonths Of The nntc Of Referral 
And The Da.te Of Terminatjon By Age, Sex And Prior Rcferra]sl 

NUMBER OF APPLTC/\TTONS LEVEL OF SERVERTTY 
.~------ --"-- ---

!\TSC P ROBi\T [(IN t\ '/' S C PIW IL\T rON 
---'-'- - - ----.- -- -,_ . ., _. ------- ---- ,-- .. ---.. - ... ~---

N X N X D. N X N X- IS 

ALL CASES 562 • (j 3 663 .68 -.05 ' 562 1. 48 663 1. 70 -.22 

r.'lA LES ONLY 342 .65 497 .76 -.11 342 1.50 497 1. 85 -.35 

NO PRIORS 310 .58 394 .63 -, 05 310 1. 31 394 1. 56 -,25 

UNDER 13 93 .22 37 .19 .03 93 .49 37 .35 .14 
13 - 15 165 .76 228 .75 .01 165 1. 77 228 1. 90 - .13 

N OVER 15 52 .64 129 ",54 .10 52 1. 31 129 1. 31 .00 
l\J 
Co 

PRIORS 32 1-.3 I03 1 . 2 . 10 37 3'.31 103, 2 . ~)4 .37 

UNDER 13 4 2.0 12 .92 4 4.50 12 ' 2.0n 
13 - IS 13 .92 45 1.5 -.57 'r3 2.46 45 3.69 -1. 2 
OVER 15 15 1.5 4 fi , 1.1 .46 ,1 s' , 3.73 46 2.40 1.3 

, - , 

FEMALES, ONLY 220 .60 166 .45 .15 2.s0 1.46 166 1. 24 .21 

NO PRIORS 210 .59 143 ' .37 .22* 210 1.4'5, 143 1. 04 .41 

UNDER .13 24 .42 2 .00 -~- 24 I'; i,3 2 . 00 
13 - 15 142 :~ .68 ~5 .28 .39~J:142 1. 67- 95 .,80 .87* 
OVER 15 44 .39 46 .57 ';'.18 44 .93' 46 1.59" , ' -.66 

, " 
....... .- , :;: 

'., . -~ 
" 

PRIORS 10 ".90 23. .91, -.01 . ,'10 ):.:50 23 2".48 ' ~,' 98 
, , 

1Test 'f~~.di£ference~ betivc'e:;'n * p=.05, **p=.Ol 
, , 

means: 
; 
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